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Abstract

Lock-free concurrent algorithms guarantee g@mheconcurrent operation will always make progress
in a finite number of steps. Yet programmers prefer to treateoent code as if it werwait-freg
guaranteeing thatll operations always make progress. Unfortunately, desigwiat-free algorithms
is generally a very complex task, and the resulting algor#tfare not always efficient. While obtaining
efficient wait-free algorithms has been a long-time goaltfier theory community, most non-blocking
commercial code is only lock-free.

This paper suggests a simple solution to this problem. Wevghat, for a large class of lock-
free algorithms, under scheduling conditions which appnake those found in commercial hardware
architectures, lock-free algorithms behave as if they aié-free. In other words, programmers can keep
on designing simple lock-free algorithms instead of complait-free ones, and in practice, they will
get wait-free progress.

Our main contribution is a new way of analyzing a generalslafslock-free algorithms under a
stochastic scheduleiOur analysis relates the individual performance of preessvith the global per-
formance of the system usiidarkov chain liftingbetween a complex per-process chain and a simpler
system progress chain. We show that lock-free algorithrasnat only wait-free with probabilityt,
but that in fact a general subset of lock-free algorithmslmaclosely bounded in terms of the average
number of steps required until an operation completes.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt to az@fyrogress conditions, typically stated
in relation to a worst case adversary, in a stochastic magelcing their expected asymptotic behavior.

1 Introduction

The introduction of multicore architectures as today’smtamputing platform has brought about a renewed
interest in concurrent data structures and algorithms aaswhsiderable amount of research has focused on
their modeling, design and analysis.

The behavior of concurrent algorithms is capturedshiety propertieswhich guarantee their correct-
ness, angrogress propertiesvhich guarantee their termination. Progress properéiade quantified using
two main criteria. The first is whether the algorithnmbisckingor non-blocking that is, whether the delay
of a single process will cause others to be blocked, prevgntiem from terminating. Algorithms that use
locks are blocking, while algorithms that do not use locles rawn-blocking. Most of the code in the world
today is lock-based, though the fraction of code withouk$os steadily growing [11].

The second progress criterion, and the one we will focus othig paper, is whether a concurrent
algorithm guaranteeminimal or maximal progres§12]. Intuitively, minimal progress means thsdme
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process is always guaranteed to make progress by compiistiogerations, while maximal progress means
thatall processes always complete all their operations.

Most non-blocking commercial code leck-free that is, provides minimal progress without using
locks [6/12]. Most blocking commercial code deadlock-fregthat is, provides minimal progress when
using locks. Over the years, the research community hasetbungenious, technically sophisticated algo-
rithms that providanaximal progresssuch algorithms are eithevait-free i.e. provide maximal progress
without using locks[[9], oistarvation-free[15], i.e. provide maximal progress when using locks. Unex-
pectedly, maximal progress algorithms, and wait-free rilgms in particular, are not being adopted by
practitioners, despite the fact that the completion of atimd calls in a program is a natural assumption
that programmers implicitly make.

Recently, Herlihy and Shavit [12] suggested that perhapsatiswer lies in a surprising property of
lock-free algorithms: in practice, they often behave abéfytwere wait-free (and similarly, deadlock-free
algorithms behave as if they were starvation-free). Spedifi most operations complete in a timely man-
ner, and the impact of long worst-case executions on pedooa is negligible. In other words, in real
systems, the scheduler that governs the threads’ behaviong executions does not single out any partic-
ular thread in order to cause the theoretically possibletdsddhviors. This raises the following question:
could the choice ofvait-freeversudock-freebe based simply on what assumption a programmer is willing
to make about the underlying scheduler, and, with the rigid kbf scheduler, one will not need wait-free
algorithms except in very rare cases?

This question is important because the difference betweeaitefree and a lock-free algorithm for any
given problem typically involves the introduction of spaed “helping” mechanisms$ ][9], which signif-
icantly increase the complexity (both the design compjeaitd time complexity) of the solution. If one
could simply rely on the scheduler, adding a helping medmario guarantee wait-freedom (or starvation-
freedom) would be unnecessary.

Unfortunately, there is currently no analytical framewwrkich would allow answering the above ques-
tion, since it would require predicting the behavior of a@ament algorithm over long executions, under a
scheduler that is not adversarial.

Contribution. In this paper, we take a first step towards such a frameworkowiog empirical observa-
tions, we introduce atochastic schedulemodel, and use this model to predict the long-term behavior o
a general class of concurrent algorithms. The stochadtiedsder is similar to an adversary: at each time
step, it picks some process to schedule. The main distmdithat, in our model, the scheduler’s choices
contain some randomnesk particular, a stochastic scheduler has a probabilitgsimold® > 0 such that
every (non-faulty) process is scheduled with probabilitieastd in each step.

We start from the following observation: undamy stochastic schedulesverybounded lock-frealgo-
rithm is actuallywait-free with probabilityl. (A boundedock-free algorithm guarantees ttaimeprocess
always makes progress within a finite progress bound.) leratlords, for any such algorithm, the schedules
which prevent a process from ever making progress must hrabalpility masg). The intuition is that, with
probability 1, each specific process eventually takes enough consestepsg, implying that it completes its
operation. This observation generalizes to any bounde@hmalimaximal progress condition [12]: we show
that under a stochastic scheduler, bounded minimal predgp&somes maximal progress, with probability
However, this intuition is insufficient for explaining whgdk-free data structures aeficientin practice:
because it works for arbitrary algorithms, the upper botigalds on the number of steps until an operation
completes is unacceptably high.

Our main contribution is analyzing a general class of lagefalgorithms under a specific stochastic
scheduler, and showing that not only are they wait-free withbability 1, but that in fact they provide a



pragmatic bound on the number of steps until each operatiopletes.

We address a refinaghiform stochastic scheduler, which schedules each non-faultgepsowith uni-
form probability in every step. Empirical data suggests, timethe long run, the uniform stochastic scheduler
is a reasonable approximation for a real-world schedukss Egure$13 and 4). We emphasize that we do
not claim real schedulers are uniform stochastic, but dry $uch a scheduler gives a good approximation
of what happens in practice for our complexity measures; love executions.

We call the algorithmic class we analygmgle compare-and-swap univerd@CU). An algorithm in
this class is divided into preamble and ascan-and-validatgphase. The preamble executes auxiliary code,
such as local updates and memory allocation. In the secoaseplthe process first determines the data
structure state by scanning the memory. It then locally attegpthe updated state after its method call
would be performed, and attempts to commit this state to nmgimp performing an atomicompare-and-
swap(CAS) operation. If the CAS operation succeeds, then thie ks been updated, and the method call
completes. Otherwise, if some other process changes thdrstaetween the scan and the attempted update,
then the CAS operation fails, and the process must ressaypération.

This algorithmic class is widely used to design lock-fretadaructures. It is known that every sequential
object has a lock-free implementation in this class usirack-free version of Herlihy’s universal construc-
tion [9]. Instances of this class are used to obtain effiailat@ structures such as stadks [21], queues [17],
or hash tabled [6]. The read-copy-update (RCU) [7] syndration mechanism employed by the Linux
kernel is also an instance of this pattern.

We examine the clasSCU under a uniform stochastic scheduler, and first observe itndhis set-
ting, every such algorithm behaves as a Markov chain. Thepatetional cost of interest system steps
i.e. shared memory accesses by the processes. The compimtiics we analyze aredividual latency
which is the expected number of steps of the system until@fspprocess completes a method call, agpd-
tem latencywhich is the expected number of steps of the system to caegenemethod call. We bound
these parameters by studying the stationary distributidheoMarkov chain induced by the algorithm.

We prove two main results. The first is that, in this settidigalgorithms in this class have the property
that the individual latency of any processusimes the system latency. In other words, the expected numbe
of steps for any two processes to complete an operatithe isamgmoreover, the expected humber of steps
for the system to complete any operation is the expected auoftsteps for a specific process to complete
an operation, divided by. The second result is an upper bound{; + s/n) on the system latency,
whereq is the number of steps in the preamhlés the number of steps in the scan-and-validate phase, and
n is the number of processes. This bound is asymptoticalht.tig

The key mathematical tool we useNsarkov chain lifting[3,[8]. More precisely, for such algorithms,
we prove that there exists a function whikits the complex Markov chain induced by the algorithm to a
simplifiedsystenthain. The asymptotics of the system latency can be detechdinectly from the minimal
progress chain. In particular, we bound system latency layaditerizing the behavior of a new type of
iterated balls-into-bins game, consisting of iterations which erttbw a certain condition on the bins first
occurs, after which some of the bins change their state arelateration begins. Using the lifting, we
prove that the individual latency is alwaygimes the system latency.

In summary, our analysis shows that, under an approximafitire real-world scheduler, a large class of
lock-free algorithms provide virtually the same progregargntees as wait-free ones, and that, roughly, the
system completes requests at a rate thattimes that of individual processes. More generally, it jtes
for the first time an analytical framework for predicting thehavior of a class of concurrent algorithms,
over long executions, under a scheduler that is not advalsar

Related work. To the best of our knowledge, the only prior work which addessa probabilistic sched-



uler for a shared memory environment is that of Asphés [2 gave a fast consensus algorithm under a
probabilistic scheduler model different from the one cdasid in this paper. The observation that many
lock-free algorithms behave as wait-free in practice waslenlay Herlihy and Shavit in the context of
formalizing minimal and maximal progress conditiohs]|[12fd is well-known among practitioners. For
example, referencé][1, Figu6g gives empirical results for the latency distribution oflividual operations

of a lock-free stack. Recent work by Petrank and Timhat [2&fes that most known lock-free algorithms
can be written in a canonical form, which is similar to thessldC'U, but more complex than the pattern
we consider. Significant research interest has been deditattransforming obstruction-free or lock-free
algorithms to wait-free ones, e.@. |14]20], while minimigiperformance overhead. In particular, an effi-
cient strategy has been to divide the algorithm into a lgekeflast path and a wait-fredackup pathwhich

is invoked it an operation fails repeatedly. Our work doetsron contrary to this research direction, since
the progress guarantees we prove are only probabilistgtedu, it could be used to bound the cost of the
backup path during the execution.

Roadmap. We describe the model, progress guarantees, and comphegitycs in Sectiof]2. In particular,
Sectiori 2.B defines the stochastic scheduler. We show thahaliprogress becomes maximal progress with
probability 1 in Sectior[ 4. Sectioln 5 defines the cl&&sU (¢, s), while Sectioi 6.11 analyzes individual and
global latency. The Appendix contains empirical justificatfor the model, and a comparison between the
predicted behavior of an algorithm and its practical perfance.

2 System Model

2.1 Preliminaries

Processes and ObjectsWe consider a shared-memory model, in whicprocesseg, . .., p,, communi-
cate through registers, on which they perform atoread, write, andcompare-and-swap (CAS) operations.
A CAS operation takes three argume(s ezp Val, newVal), whereR is the register on which it is applied,
exp Val is the expected value of the register, andvVal is the new value to be written to the register. If
exp Val matches the value aR, then we say that the CAS is successful, and the value isfupdated to
newVal. Otherwise, the CAS fails. The operation retutng if it successful, andalseotherwise.

We assume that each process has a unique identifier. Prefeltse an algorithm, composed of shared-
memory steps and local computation. The order of proceps &eontrolled by thecheduler A set of at
mostn — 1 processes may fail by crashing. A crashed process stopgytsidps for the rest of the execution.
A process that is not crashed at a certain stepligect, and if it never crashes then it takes an infinite number
of steps in the execution.

The algorithms we consider are implementations of shargettsh A shared objea? is an abstraction
providing a set oimethodsM, each given by its sequential specification. In particudarjmplementation
of a methodm for objectO is a set ofn algorithms, one for each executing process. When progess
invokes methodn of objectO, it follows the corresponding algorithm until it receivesesponse from the
algorithm. In the following, we do not distinguish betweemathodm and its implementation. A method
invocation ispendingif has not received a response. A method invocatiacis/eif it is made by acorrect
process (note that the process may still crash in the future)

Executions, Schedules, and HistoriesAn execution is a sequence of operations performed by the pro
cesses. To represent executions, we assume discrete timeeg &t every time unit only one process is
scheduled. In a time unit, a process can perform any numbecalfcomputations or coin flips, after which

it issues astep which consists of a single shared memory operation. Whesreyprocess becomes active,
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as decided by the scheduler, it performs its local computadind then executes a step. Hobedulas a
(possibly infinite) sequence of process identifiers. If ps®p; is in positionT > 1 in the sequence, then
is active at time step.

Raising the level of abstraction, we defineniatory as a finite sequence of method invocation and
response events. Notice that each schedule has a corr@gpdngtory, in which individual process steps
are mapped to method calls. On the other hand, a history crebmage of several schedules.

2.2 Progress Guarantees

We now define minimal and maximal progress guarantees. Weé gallow the unified presentation
from [12], except that we do not specify progress guaranteesach method of an object. Rather, for
ease of presentation, we adopt the simpler definition whietifies progress provided by an implemen-
tation. Consider an executian with the corresponding histor§f.. An implementation of an objeed
providesminimal progressn the executior if, in every suffix of H., some pending active instance of some
method has a matching response. Equivalently, there isimbipahe corresponding execution from which
all the processes take an infinite number of steps withoutmnigtlg from their invocation.

An implementation providesiaximalprogress in an executianif, in every suffix of the corresponding
history H., everypending active invocation of a method has a response. Hgotlg there is no point in
the execution from which a process takes infinitely manyssteithout returning.

Scheduler Assumptions. We say that an execution ash-freeif each process is always correct, i.e. if
each process takes an infinite number of steps. An exectionformly isolatingif, for every k > 0, every
correct process has an interval where it takes at leashsecutive steps.

Progress. An implementation isdleadlock-fredf it guarantees minimal progress in every crash-free ex-
ecution, and maximal progress in some crash-free exedlitian implementation isstarvation-freeif it
guarantees maximal progress in every crash-free exec#lioimplementation iglash-freeif it guarantees
minimal progress in every uniformly isolating history, amdximal progress in some such histdryl[12]. An
implementation isobstruction-freeif it guarantees maximal progress in every uniformly isolgtexecu-
tior. An implementation isock-freeif it guarantees minimal progress in every execution, andimal
progress in some execution. An implementatiornwait-free if it guarantees maximal progress in every
execution.

Bounded Progress.While the above definitions provide reasonable measuresogfgss, often in practice
more explicit progress guarantees may be desired, whickhider@n upper bound on the number of steps
until some method makes progress. To model this, we say thanplementation guaranteémunded
minimal progressf there exists a bound > 0 such that, for any time stepin the executiore at which
there is an active invocation of some method, some invatatfa method returns within the nei steps

by all processes. An implementation guaranteesnded maximal progresithere exists a bound > 0
such thateveryactive invocation of a method returns withis steps by all processes. We can specialize
the definitions of bounded progress guarantees to the seheaksumptions considered above to obtain
definitions forboundeddeadlock-freedomyoundedstarvation-freedom, and so on.

*According to [12], the algorithm is required to guaranteeximal progress in some execution to rule out pathologicaksa
where a thread locks the object and never releases the lock.

2This is the definition of obstruction freedom from [12]; itigaker than the one iA[1L0] since it assumes uniformly isujat
schedules only, but we use it here as it complies with ourirements of providing maximal progress.



2.3 Stochastic Schedulers
We define a stochastic scheduler as follows.

Definition 1 (Stochastic Schedulerfor anyn > 0, a scheduler fom processes is defined by a triple
(I1-, A+, 0). The parametef € [0, 1] is thethreshold For each time step- > 1, I, is a probability
distribution for scheduling the processes at, and A is the subset opossibly activegprocesses at time
stepr. Attime stepr > 1, the distributionIl, gives, for every € {1,...,n} a probability v, with which
processp; is scheduled. The distributioii, may depend on arbitrary outside factors, such as the current
state of the algorithm being scheduled. A sched(iler, A, ) is stochastidf § > 0. For everyr > 1, the
parameters must ensure the following:

1. (Well-formednessy . | 7% = 1;

2. (Weak Fairness) For every procegssc A, v: > 6;
3. (Crashes) For every proceps ¢ A, y% = 0;

4. (Crash Containmentf,,; C A,.

The well-formedness condition ensures that some proceswé&ys scheduled. Weak fairness ensures
that, for a stochastic scheduler, possibly active prosedseget scheduled with some non-zero probability.
The crash condition ensures that failed processes do nstgetluled. The sdipy, po,...,pn} \ A; can
be seen as the set of crashed processes at time,stépre the probability of scheduling these processes at
every subsequent time steplis

An Adversarial Scheduler. Any classic asynchronous shared memory adversary can beledooly “en-
coding” its adversarial strategy in the probability distiion I for each step. Specifically, given an algo-
rithm A and a worst-case adversafy, for A, letp] be the process that is scheduled.dy at time stepr.
Then we give probabilityt in II; to process;, and0 to all other processes. Things are more interesting
when the threshold is strictly more thard), i.e., there is some randomness in the scheduler’s choices.

The Uniform Stochastic Scheduler. A natural scheduler is theniform stochastic scheduler, for which,
assuming no process crashes, we havellhatasy] = 1/n, foralli andr > 1, andA, = {1,...,n} for
all time stepsr > 1. With crashes, we have thaf = 1/|A,|if i € A;, andy] = 0 otherwise.

2.4 Complexity Measures

Given a concurrent algorithm, standard analysis focusdsvormeasuresstep complexitythe worst-case
number of steps performed by a single process in order torétom a method invocation, artdtal step
complexity or work, which is the worst-case number of system steps requiredrtgplete invocations of
all correct processes when performing a task together. isnpidwper, we focus on the analogue of these
complexity measures for long executions. Given a stoahasineduler, we definaverage) individual
latencyas the maximum over all inputs of the expected number of s by the system between the
returns times of two consecutive invocations of the samega® Similarly, we define tHaverage) system
latencyas the maximum over all inputs of the expected number of Bysteps between consecutive returns
times of any two invocations.

3 Background on Markov Chains

We now give a brief overview of Markov chains. Our preseptafollows standard texts, e.f. [16]18]. The
definition and properties of Markov chain lifting are adapbem [8].
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Given a setS, a sequence of random variables; ).cn, WhereX; € S, is a (discrete-time$tochastic
processwith states inS. A discrete-time Markov chaiover the state sef is a discrete-time stochastic
process with states ifi that satisfies th&larkov condition

PI'[Xt = it‘Xt—l = it_l, . ,XQ = ZQ] = PI'[Xt = it‘Xt—l = it—l]-

The above condition is also called ttreemoryless propertyA Markov chain isime-invariantif the equality
Pr[X; = j|X;—1 = i] = Pr[Xy = j|Xy—1 = 4] holds for all time<, ¢ € Nand alli, j € S. This allows us
to define thdransition matrix P of a Markov chain as the matrix with entries

pij = PI‘[Xt = j|Xt_1 = Z]

Theinitial distribution of a Markov chain is given by the probabiliti®s[ X, = 4], for all i € S. We denote
the time-invariant Markov chaiX” with initial distribution A and transition matrix® by M (P, \).

The random variabld}; = min{n > 1|X,, = j, if X, = i} counts the number of steps needed by the
Markov chain to get from to j, and is called théitting timefrom 7 to j. We setT; ; = oo if statej is
unreachable from. Further, we definé;; = E[T};], and callh;; = E[T};] the (expected) return time for
state; € S.

Given P, the transition matrix of\/ (P, \), astationary distributiorof the Markov chain is a state vector
w with 7 = 7 P. (We considerow vectors throughout the paper.) The intuition is that if thetes vector
of the Markov chain isr at timet, then it will remainz for all ' > t. Let P(¥) be the transition matri¥®
multiplied by itselfk times, ancpg.“) be elementi, j) of P(*). A Markov chain isirreducibleif for all pairs

of statesi, j € S there existsn > 0 such tha’;og”) > 0. (In other words, the underlying graph is strongly
connected.) This implies thdt; < oo, and all expectations;; exist, for alli,j € S. Furthermore, the
following is known.

Theorem 1. An irreducible finite Markov chain has a unique stationargtdbution 7, namely
1

,Vjes.
hj;

Ty
The periodicity of a statg is the maximum positive integer such that{n e N\pg-?) > 0} C {iali €
N}. A state with periodicityn = 1 is calledaperiodic A Markov chain isaperiodicif all states are aperi-
odic. If a Markov chain has at least one self-loop, then itpgsraodic. A Markov chain that is irreducible
and aperiodic i®rgodic Ergodic Markov chains converge to their stationary disiibn ast — oo inde-
pendently of their initial distributions.

Theorem 2. For every ergodic finite Markov chaiiX; );cy we have independently of the initial distribution
thatlim; ., ¢ = 7, wherer denotes the chain’s unique stationary distribution, apnds the distribution
on states at timeé € N.

Ergodic Flow. It is often convenient to describe an ergodic Markov chaiteims of itsergodic flow
for each (directed) edgeg, we associate a floW);; = m;p;;. These values satisfy’, Q;; = >, Q;; and
Zi,j Qij = 1. It also holds thatrj = Zz QU

Lifting Markov Chains. Let M andM’ be ergodic Markov chains on finite state spageS’, respectively.
Let P, w be the transition matrix and stationary distribution fat, and P’, 7’ denote the corresponding
objects forM’. We say that\/’ is alifting of M [8] if there is a functionf : S’ — S such that

z€f~1(0),yef ()
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Informally, M’ is collapsed ontd\/ by clustering several of its states into a single state, asifépd
by the functionf. The above relation specifies a homomorphism on the ergaulicsfl An immediate
consequence of this relation is the following connectiotbwieen the stationary distributions of the two
chains.

Lemma 1. For all v € S, we have that

zef~1(v)

4 From Minimal Progress to Maximal Progress

We now formalize the intuition that, under a stochastic dale, all algorithms ensuring bounded minimal
progress guarantee in fact maximal progress with prolabiliWe also show theoundedninimal progress
assumption is necessary: if minimal progress is not bourntietdt maximal progress may not be achieved.

Theorem 3(Min to Max Progress) LetS be a stochastic scheduler with probability threshold- 6 > 0.
Let A be an algorithm ensuring bounded minimal progress with anldoli. Then A ensures maximal
progress with probabilityl. Moreover, the expected maximal progress bound isf at most(1/6)”.

Proof. Consider an interval of’ steps in an execution of algoriths. Our first observation is that, since
A ensured’-bounded minimal progress, any process that perfdrmensecutivesteps in this interval must
complete a method invocation. To prove this fact, we comsidses on the minimal progress condition.
If the minimal progress condition i#-boundeddeadlock-freedonor lock-freedom then every sequence
of T steps by the algorithm must complete some method invocatiorparticular,7’ steps by a single
process must complete a method invocation. Obviously,cibrispleted method invocation must be by the
process itself. If the progress conditionlisboundedclash-freedomthen the claim follows directly from
the definition.

Next, we show that, sinc§ is a stochastic scheduler with positive probability theddheach correct
process will eventually be scheduled fbrconsecutive steps, with probability By the weak fairness
condition in the definition, for every time step every active process € A, is scheduled with probability
at least) > 0. A process; is correctif p; € A, for all 7 > 1. By the definition, at each time stepeach
correct procesp; € A, is scheduled fof” consecutive time units with probability at le#t > 0. From the
previous argument, it follows that every correct procesnaally completes each of its method calls with
probability 1. By the same argument, the expected completion time for @eggois at mostl /6)”". O

The proof is based on the fact that, for every correct propgssventually, the scheduler will produce
a solo a schedule of lengfi. On the other hand, since the algorithm ensures minimalrpssgwith bound
T, we show thap; must complete its operation during this interval.

We then prove that the finite bound for minimal progress isaeary. For this, we devise anbounded
lock-free algorithm which is not wait-free with probabjlit- 0. The main idea is to have processes that
fail to change the value of a CAS repeatedly increase the mruwftsteps they need to take to complete an
operation. (See Algorithi 1.)

Lemma 2. There exists an unbounded lock-free algorithm thaiaswait-freewith high probability.

Proof. Consider the initial state of Algorithinl 1. With probabiliat leastl /n, each procesg; can be the
first process to take a step, performing a successful CASabper Assume procegs takes the first step.
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Shared CAS objectC, initially 0;
RegisterRk
Local: Integersv, val, 7, initially 0
while true do
val < CAS(C,v,v + 1)
if val = v then return;
else
v+ val
for j =1...n%vdo read(R);

Algorithm 1: An unbounded lock-free algorithm.

© 00 N o 0o B~ W N PP

10 Shared registersRk, Ry, Ro, ..., Rs_1
11 procedure method-call()
12 Take preamble ste@3;, 02,0, / * Preanbl e region =/
13 while true do
[+ Scan region: x/

14 v < R.read()
15 vy 4 Ry.read(); va < Ra.read(); ...; vs—1 + Rs—1.read()
16 v’ < new proposed state based@m., vs, ..., vs 1
[+ Validation step: =/
17 flag <+ CAS(R,v,v")
18 if flag = true then
19 output success

Algorithm 2: The structure of the lock-free algorithms$it'U, .

Conditioned on this event, I€t be the probability thap, is not the next process that performs a successful
CAS operation. If; takes a step in any of the next - v steps, then it is the next process that wins the CAS.
The probability that this does not happen is at njost 1/n)”2. Summing over all iterations, the probability
thatp; ever performs an unsuccessful CAS is therefore at Biggt, (1 — 1/n)""¢ < 2(1 — 1/n)"* <
2e~ ™. Hence, with probability at leadt— 2e~", processp; always wins the CAS, while other processes
never do. This implies that the algorithm is not wait-fre@hvinigh probability. O

5 The Class of AlgorithmsSCU (g, s)

In this section, we define the class of algorith$6'U (¢, s). An algorithm in this class is structured as
follows. (See Algorithni R for the pseudocode.) The first @mthe preamble where the process performs
a series of; steps. The algorithm then entersoap, divided into ascanregion, which reads the values of
s registers, and galidation step, where the process performs a CAS operation, whicinpiseto change
the value of a register. The of the scan region is to obtaira wf the data structure state. In the validation
step, the process checks that this state is still valid, #edats to change it. If the CAS is successful, then
the operation completes. Otherwise, the process restarisdp. We say that an algorithm with the above
structure with parametersands is in SCU (g, s).

We assume that steps in the preamble may perform memoryagpdatiuding to registerBy, . .., Rs_1,
but do not change the value of the decision regigteAlso, two processes never propose the same value for



the registerR. (This can be easily enforced by adding a timestamp to eaglest.) The order of steps in the
scan region can be changed without affecting our analysish 8lgorithms are used in several CAS-based
concurrent implementations. In particular, the class @oded to implement a concurrent version of every
sequential object [9]. It has also been used to obtain effiaieplementations of several concurrent objects,
such as fetch-and-increment [4], stadks [21], and queuds [1

6 Analysis of the ClassSCU(q, s)

We analyze the performance of algorithmsSi'U (¢, s) under the uniform stochastic scheduler. We assume
that all threads execute the same method call with preaniléngth ¢, and scan region of length Each
thread executes an infinite number of such operations. Tpli§inthe presentation, we assume althreads
are correct in the analysis. The claim is similar in the ciiaslure case, and will be considered separately.
We examine two parameters: system latency, i.e., how oftete(ms of system steps) does a new
operation complete, and individual latency, i.e., how iieesa certain threadcomplete a new operation.
Notice that the worst-case latency for the whole syste@(is+ sn) steps, while the worst-case latency for
an individual thread iso, as the algorithm is not wait-free. We will prove the followiresult:

Theorem 4. Let A be an algorithm inSCU (g, s). Then, under the uniform stochastic scheduler, the system
latency ofA is O(q + sy/n), and the individual latency i®(n(q + s/n)).

We prove the upper bound by splitting the cl&%sU (q, s) into two separate components, and analyzing
each under the uniform scheduler. The first part is the lode cehich we call thecan-validatecomponent.
The second part is thearallel code which we use to characterize the performance of the preaodale. In
other words, we first conside&fC'U (0, s) and thenSCU (g, 0).

6.1 The Scan-Validate Component

Notice that, without loss of generality, we can simplify {pgeudocode to contain a single read step before
the CAS. We obtain the performance bounds for this simpléigdrithm, and then multiply them by, the
number of scan steps. That is, we start by analy#64/(0, 1) and then generalize t8CU (0, s).

Proof Strategy. We start from the Markov chain representation of the algaritwhich we call théndivid-

ual chain We then focus on a simplified representation, which onlgkisaystem-wide progressrespective

of which process is exactly in which state. We call thisskistem chainWe first prove the individual chain
can be related to the system chain via a lifting function,chikdllows us to relate the individual latency to
the system latency (Lemrha 5). We then focus on boundingmyistiency. We describe the behavior of the
system chain via an iterated balls-and-bins game, whosersiay behavior we analyze in Lemnids 8 &hd 9.
Finally, we put together these claims to obtaindn,/n) upper bound on the system latencyssf'U (0, 1).

6.1.1 Markov Chain Representations

We define theextended local statef a process in terms of the state of the system, and of thedfygtep it

is about to take. Thus, a process can be in one of three skitker it performs a read, or it CAS-es with
the current value ofz, or it CAS-es with an invalid value ok. The state of the system after each step is
completely described by the extended local states of processes. We emphasize thas tifferent than
what is typically referred to as the “local” state of a praes that the extended local state is described
from the viewpoint of the entire system. That is, a proceaslias a pending CAS operation can be in either
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1 Shared registerR

2 Local: v, initially L

3 procedurescan-validate()

4 while true do

5 v + R.read(); v' + new value based on
6 flag < CAS(R,v,?")

7 if flag = true then

8 output success

Algorithm 3: The scan-validate pattern.

of two different extended local states, depending on wheth€AS will succeed or not. This is determined
by the state of the entire system. A key observation is thidtpagh the “local” state of a process can only
change when it takes a step, its extended local state cageladso when another process takes a step.

The individual chain. Since the scheduler is uniform, the system can be describearkov chain, where
each state specifies the extended local state of each prdggssifically, a process is in stat@dCAS if
it is about to CAS with an old (invalid) value @&, it is in stateRead if it is about to read, and is in state
CCAS if it about to CAS with the current value d@. (Once CAS-ing the process returns to stated.)

A stateS of the individual chain is given by a combinationobtatesS = (P, P, ..., P,), describing
the extended local state of each process, where, forieachl, ..., n}, P, € {OldCAS, Read, CCAS} is
the extended local state of process There aré3™ — 1 possible states, since the state where each process
CAS-es with an old value cannot occur. In each transitionh gaocess takes a step, and the state changes
correspondingly. Recall that every processakes a step with probability/n. Transitions are as follows.
If the process; taking a step is in stat&ead or OldCAS, then all other processes remain in the same
extended local state, apg moves to state’'CAS or Read, respectively. If the process taking a step is in
stateCCAS, then all processes in staf&’'A.S move to state)ldCAS, andp; moves to statdiead.

The system chain. To reduce the complexity of the individual Markov chain, vroduce a simplified
representation, which tracks system-wide progress. Mmeigely, each state of the system chain tracks
the number of processes in each state, irrespective ofitiegitifiers: for anyu, b € {0,...,n}, a stater is
defined by the tupléa, b), wherea is the number of processes that are in sfated, andb is the number

of processes that are in statddCAS. Notice that the remaining — a — b processes must be in state
CCAS. The initial state ign,0), i.e. all processes are about to read. The g@ate) does not exist. The
transitions in the system chain are as follows|(a + 1,b — 1)|(a,b)] = b/n, where0 < a < n andb > 0.
Pr[(a+1,b)|(a,b)] = 1—(a+0b)/n, where0 < a < n.Pr[(a—1,b)|(a,b)] =1—a/n, whered < a < n.
(See Figuréell for an illustration of the two chains in the fvoeess case.)

6.1.2 Analysis Preliminaries

First, we notice that both the individual chain and the systkain are ergodic.
Lemma 3. For anyn > 1, the individual chain and the system chain are ergodic.

Let w be the stationary distribution of the system chain, andldte the stationary distribution for the
individual chain. For any state = (a, b) in the system chain, let; be its probability in the stationary dis-
tribution. Similarly, for stater in the individual chain, letr’, be its probability in the stationary distribution.
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Figure 1: The individual chain and the global chain for two
processes. Each transition has probabilit2. The red clusters
are the states in the system chain. The notaliony”; Z means

that processes iX are in stateRead, processes ify” are in state
OldCAS, and processes if are in stateCCAS.

Figure 2: Structure of an algorithm $C'U (g, s).

We now prove that there existdifting from the individual chain to the system chain. Intuitivetlye
lifting from the individual chain to the system chain colias all states in which processes are about to
read and processes are about to CAS with an old value (the identifiettsese processes are different for
distinct states), into to state, b) from the system chain.

Definition 2. Let S be the set of states of the individual chain, akhl be the set of states of the system
chain. We define the functioh: S — M such that each staté = (P, ..., P, ), wherea processes are in
state Read andb processes are in stat@ldCAS, is taken into statéa, b) of the system chain.

We then obtain the following relation between the statigrthstributions of the two chains.
Lemma 4. For every statek in the system chain, we hawg = >° 11 ;) 7.

Proof. We obtain this relation algebraically, starting from thenfiala for the stationary distribution of the
individual chain. We have that’ A = =/, wherer’ is a row vector, andi is the transition matrix of the
individual chain. We partition the states of the individeakin into sets, wheré&', ;, is the set of system
statesS such thatf(S) = (a,b). Fix an arbitrary orderingGy,),>1 of the sets, and assume without loss of
generality that the system states are ordered accordirfieiioset in the vectorr and in the matrix4, so
that states mapping to the same set are consecutive.

Let now A’ be the transition matrix across the séf#;);>;. In particular, a;j is the probability of
moving from a state in the sét;, to some state in the s€t;. Note that this transition matrix is the same
as that of the system chain. Pick an arbitrary staia the individual chain, and lef(z) = (a,b). In
other words, state maps to set7,, wherek = (a,b). We claim that for every se¥;, Eyea,- Prly|z] =
Pr(G;|Gi].

To see this, fixc = (Py, P1,..., P,). Sincef(z) = (a,b), there are exactly distinct stateg reachable
from = such thatf(y) = (a + 1,b — 1): the states where a process in extended local §1at€'AS takes
a step. Therefore, the probability of moving to such a sgageb/n. Similarly, the probability of moving
to a statey with f(y) = (e +1,b — 1) is 1 — (a + b)/n, and the probability of moving to a statewith
f(y) = (a — 1,b) isa/n. All other transition probabilities ar@

To complete the proof, notice that we can collapse the siatjodistributiont’ onto the row vectofr,
where thekth element ofr is ), 7. Using the above claim and the fact thétd = 7', we obtain by
calculation thatr A’ = 7. Thereforer is a stationary distribution for the system chain. Sincesth&onary
distribution is uniquer = m, which concludes the proof. O

In fact, we can prove that the functigh: S — M defined above induces a lifting from the individual chain
to the system chain.
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Lemma 5. The system Markov chain is a lifting of the individual Marlknain.

Proof. Consider a staté in M. Let j be a neighboring state &fin the system chain. The ergodic flow
from k to j is py; 7. In particular, ifk is given by the tupl€a, b), j can be eitheta +1,b—1) or (a +1,b),

or (a — 1,b). Consider now a state ¢ M, x = (P,..., P,), such thatf(x) = k. By the definition off,

x hasa processes in statRead, andb processes in stat@ldCAS.

If j is the statga + 1,b — 1), then the flow from¥ to j, Q4;, is bmy, /n. The stater from the individual
chain has exactly neighboring stateg which map to the stat@:+ 1,5 — 1), one for each of thé processes
in stateOIldCAS which might take a step. Fixto be such a state. The probability of moving franto y is
1/n. Therefore, using Lemma 4, we obtain that

Z Z Z Z W__Wk_QkJ

reffl(k),yEffl(J) zef~t(k)yef 1(]) :vEf t(k)
The other cases for stajdollow similarly. Therefore, the lifting condition holds. O

Next, we notice that, since states from the individual chelich map to the same system chain state are
symmetric, their probabilities in the stationary disttibn must be the same.
Lemma 6. Letx andz’ be two states i such thatf(z) = f(y). Thenr;, = 7.
Proof (Sketch).The proof follows by noticing that, for anyj € {1,2,...,n}, switching indices and; in
the Markov chain representation maintains the same transitatrix. Therefore, the stationary probabilities
for symmetric states (under the swapping of process ids) bmuthe same. O

We then use the fact that the code is symmetric and the pr®Wiemmma to obtain an upper bound on the
expected time between two successes for a specific process.

Lemma 7. Let W be the expected system steps between two successes iritdmastalistribution of the
system chain. Léil; be the expected system steps between two successes of pydoethe stationary
distribution of the individual chain. For every process W = nW;.

Proof. Let i1 be the probability that a step is a successsbyneprocess. Expressed in the system chain,
we have thai = 3., ;) (1 — (a + b)/n)7;. Let X; be the set of states in the individual chain in which
P, = CCAS. Consider the event that a system step is a step in whishicceeds. This must be a step by
p; from a state inX;. The probability of this event in the stationary distriloutiof the individual chain is
M= 2 pex, T/ M

Recall that the lifting functiorf maps all states with a processes in statRead andb processes in state
OldCAS to statej = (a,b). Thereforep; = (1/n) >=;_ (.4 erffl(j)nxi . By symmetry, we have that
m, = m,, for every states, y € f71(4). The fraction of states ifi ~!( ') that havep; in stateCCAS (and
are therefore also iX;) is (1 — (a + b)/n). Thereforey " o1/ x, ™ = (1 = (a +b)/n)T;.

We finally get that, for every proceps 1, = (1/n) > _(a,b)(l (a+b)/n)7rj (1/n)u. On the other
hand, since we consider the stationary distribution, fr(Btraightforward extension of Theorémh 1, we have
thatW, = 1/n;, andW = 1/u. Therefore W; = nW, as claimed. O
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6.1.3 System Latency Bound

In this section we provide an upper bound on the quatitythe expected number of system steps between
two successes in stationary distribution of the systemnché&fe prove the following.

Theorem 5. The expected number of steps between two successes intéme slain isO(/n).

An iterated balls-into-bins game. To boundW, we model the evolution of the system as a balls-into-
bins game. We will associate each process with a bin. At tggjhing of the execution, each bin already
contains one ball. At each time step, we throw a new ball intaiformly chosen random bin. Essentially,
whenever the process takes a step, its bin receives anaaddiball. We continue to distribute balls until
the first time a bin acquiragbreeballs. We call this event eset When a reset occurs, we set the number of
balls in the bin containing three balls to one, and all thes lsiontaining two balls become empty. The game
then continues until the next reset.

This game models the fact that initially, each process isiatmoread the shared state, and must take two
steps in order to update its value. Whenever a process ch#mgshared state by CAS-ing successfully, all
other processes which were CAS-ing with the correct valeggaing to fail their operations; in particular,
they now need to take three steps in order to change the sétated We therefore reset the number of balls
in the corresponding bins t

More precisely, we define the game in termpbases A phase is the interval between two resets. For
phase, we denote by:; the number of bins with one ball at the beginning of the phasé byb; the number
of bins with 0 balls at the beginning of the phase. Since there are no bihstwd or more balls at the start
of a phase, we have that + b; = n.

It is straightforward to see that this random process egdlvéhe same way as the system Markov chain.
In particular, notice that the boun# is the expected length of a phase. To prove Thegiem 5, we [itaino
a bound on the length of a phase.

Lemma 8. Leta > 4 be a constant. The expected length of phaiseat mostmin(2an/,/a;, 3om/bil/3).
The phase length i8a min(ny/logn/,/a;, n(log n)Y/3/bY%). with probability at leastl — 1/n®. The
probability that the length of a phase is less thain(n/,/a;, n/(b;)'/3)/a is at mostl /(4a2).

Proof. Let A; be the set of bins with one ball, and IBf be the set of bins with zero balls, at the beginning
of the phase. We havg = |A;| andb; = |B;|. Practically, the phase ends either when a bid jror a bin
in B; first contains three balls.

For the first event to occur, some bin iy must receive two additional balls. Let> 1 be a large
constant, and assume for now that> log n andb; > log n (the other cases will be treated separately). The
number of bins in4; which need to receive a ball before some bin receives two radls is concentrated
around,/a;, by the birthday paradox. More precisely, the followingdwl

Claim 1. Let X; be random variable counting the number of binslinchosen to get a ball before some bin
in A; contains three balls, and fix > 4 to be a constant. Then the expectationXgfis less thar2a,/a;.

The value ofY; is at mosty/a; log n, with probability at leastl — 1/n°”.

Proof. We employ the Poisson approximation for balls-into-binscpsses. In essence, we want to bound
the number of balls to be thrown uniformly iné@ bins until two balls collide in the same bin, in expectation
and with high probability. Assume we throw balls into thea; > logn bins. It is well-known that the

number of balls a bin receives during this process can beajppated as a Poisson random variable with
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meanm/a; (see, e.g., [[18]). In particular, the probability that na béceives two extra balls during this

process is at most
. 2
e—m/ai my2\ % mTZ_e*m/ai
2<1_¢) <2(1)"
2 - e

If we takem = a,/a; for a > 4 constant, we obtain that this probability is at most

1 a2e= /v /2 1 a?/4
OO
e e

where we have used the fact that> log n > o?. Therefore, the expected number of throws until some bin
receives two balls is at mo8tv,/a;. Takingm = «a+/a;logn, we obtain that some bin receives two new

balls withinay/a; log n throws with probability at least — 1/na2. O

We now prove a similar upper bound for the number of bingjmwhich need to receive a ball before some
such bin receives three new balls, as required to end thephas

Claim 2. LetY; be random variable counting the number of binddnchosen to get a ball before some bin
in B; contains three balls, and fix > 4 to be a constant. Then the expectatiorypis at mosBabf/ 3, and

Y; is at mosto(log n)/3b>/%, with probability at leastl — (1/n)2"/54,

Proof. We need to bound the number of balls to be thrown uniformly bptins (each of which is initially

empty), until some bin gets three balls. Again, we use a Boiapproximation. We throw. balls into the
b; > log n bins. The probability that no bin receives three or morestdliring this process is at most

/ 3 bz 77L3

—m/a; . 52 €

2<1_e (m/b;) ) :2<1>6b2
6 e

Takingm = abf/?’ for o > 4, we obtain that this probability is at most

e T a® /54
0 =0
(& (&

Therefore, the expected number of ball thrown into bins fi@puntil some such bin contains three balls is

at most3abf/3. Takingm = «a(log n)1/3b?/3, we obtain that the probability that no bin receives thrdésba

within the firstm ball throws inB; is at most(1/n)*"/54, O
The above claims bound the number of steps inside thedsetad B; necessary to finish the phase. On

the other hand, notice that a step throws a new ball into arbm f4; with probability a; /n, and throws it

into a bin inB; with probability b; /n. It therefore follows that the expected number of steps foinan A,

to reach three balls (starting from one ball in each bin) imast2a,/a;n/a; = 2an//a;. The expected

number of steps for a bin if; to reach three balls is at mo&@bf/?’n/bi = 3om/b3/3. The next claim

provides concentration bounds for these inequalities,cantpletes the proof of the Lemma.

Claim 3. The probability that the system takes more tlﬁan\/%_i\/logn steps in a phase is at mostn®.
The probability that the system takes more tﬁ&@ﬁ—g(log n)1/3 steps in a phase is at mostn®.

15



Proof. Fix a parametef > 0. By a Chernoff bound, the probability that the system takesathar2n/a;
steps without throwing at leagtballs into the bins in4; is at most(1/¢)®. At the same time, by Claifd 1,
the probability thatv\/a; Iog n balls thrown into bins im4; do not generate a collision (finishing the phase)
is at mostl /n®".

Therefore, throwingZa\/%\/@ balls fail to finish the phase with probability at moktn®” +

1/exvailoen Sincea; > logn by the case assumption, the claim follows.

Similarly, using ClaimR2, the probability that the systenke® more thar2a(log n)l/?’b?/gn/bi =
2a(log n)l/?’n/bil/3 steps without a bin inB; reaching three balls (in the absence of a reset) is at most
(1) 0o /207* (1 1)a® /54 < (1 /), sinceb; > log n. O

We put these results together to obtain thaty;it> logn andb; > log n, then the expected length of
a phase isnin(2an/,/a;, 3an/b’?). The phase length min(—z=v/log n, 75 (log n)'/3), with high
probability. '

It remains to consider the case where eithgor b; are less thaogn. Assumea; > logn. Then
b; > n — log n. We can therefore apply the above argumentfpand we obtain that with high probability
the phase finishes idan(log n/b;)Y/? steps. This is less thafm\/—%\/@, sincea; < logn, which
concludes the claim. The converse case is similar. L O

Returning to the proof, we characterize the dynamics of tteses > 1 based on the value af at the
beginning of the phase. We say that a phaisein the first rangeif a; € [n/3,n]. Phase is in the second
rangeif n/c < a; < n/3, wherec is a large constant. Finally, phases in the third rangef 0 < a; < n/c.
Next, we characterize the probability of moving betweensglsa

Lemma 9. Fori > 1, if phasei is in the first two ranges, then the probability that phasel is in the third
range is at most /n®. Let > 2¢? be a constant. The probability that,/n consecutivephases are in the
third range is at most /n®.

Proof. We first bound the probability that a phase moves to the tlaingie from one of the first two ranges.

Claim 4. For i > 1, if phasei is in the first two ranges, then the probability that phase 1 is in the third
range is at most /n®.

Proof. We first consider the case where phagse in range two, i.e.n/c < a; < n/3, and bound the
probability thata; ;1 < n/c. By Lemma[8, the total number of system steps taken in ph#&sat most
200 min(n/\/a—i\/@,n/b;/g(log n)'/3), with probability at leastl — 1/n®. Given the bounds on;;, it
follows by calculation that the first factor is always the mmaom in this range.

Let ¢; be the number of steps in phaseSincea; € [n/c,n/3), the expected number of balls thrown
into bins from 4; is at most¢; /3, whereas the expected number of balls thrown into bins fi$nis at
least2/; /3. The parameteu;; is a; plus the bins fromB; which acquire a single ball, minus the balls
from A; which acquire an extra ball. On the other hand, the numbeinsffbom B; which acquire a single
ball during?; steps is tightly concentrated arou€ /3, whereas the number of bins iy which acquire a
single ball during/; steps is tightly concentrated aroufid3. More precisely, using Chernoff bounds, given
a; € [n/c,n/3), we obtain that; > a; 1, with probability at least — 1/e*V™.

For the case where phasés in range one, notice that, in order to move to range thieeyalue ofa;
would have to decrease by at lea$t /3 —1/¢) in this phase. On the other hand, by Lenirha 8, the length of
the phase is at mo&tv/3n log n, w.h.p. Therefore the claim follows. A similar argumentides a lower
bound on the length of a phase. O
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The second claim suggests that, if the system is in the thinde (a low probability event), it gradually
returns to one of the first two ranges.

Claim 5. Let 8 > 2¢? be a constant. The probability that,/» phases are in the third range is at most
1/n®.

Proof. Assume the system is in the third range, igc [0,n/c). Fix a phase, and let/; be its length. Let
Si be the set of bins imB; which get a single ball during phaseLet 7} be the set of bins iB; which get
two balls during phase(and are reset). Lef’ be the set of bins ial; which get a single ball during phase
i (and are also reset). Thén— b,1 > |S;| — |T| — | SL).

We bound each term on the right-hand side of the inequalifyall®he balls thrown during phasiin
expectation at leagt — 1/c¢) are thrown in bins fronB;. By a Chernoff bound, the number of balls thrown
in B; is atleast(1 — 1/c)(1 — §)¢; with probability at least — exp(—d§%¢;(1 — 1/¢)/4), for 6 € (0,1). On
the other hand, the majority of these balls do not causesamil in bins fromB;. In particular, from the
Poisson approximation, we obtain thaf| > 2|7}| with probability at least — (1/n)**!, where we have
usedb; > n(1 —1/c).

ConsideringS:, notice that, w.h.p., at most + 6)¢; /c balls are thrown in bins from;. Summing up,
given that/; > /n/c, we obtain thab; — b;11 > (1 — 1/¢)(1 — 0)¢;/2 — (1 4 6)¥¢; /¢, with probability at
leastl — max((1/n)%, exp(—d24;(1 — 1/c)/4). For smalls € (0,1) andc > 10, the difference is at least
¢;/c. Notice also that the probability depends on the length efithase.

We say that a phase iegular if its length is at leastnin(n/\/a;, n/(b;)'/?)/c. From LemmdB, the
probability that a phase is regular is at least 1/(4¢?). Also, in this casel; > /n/c, by calculation. If
the phase is regular, then the sizépélecreases bQ2(,/n), w.h.p.

If the phase is not regular, we simply show that, with highbataility, a; does not decrease. Assume
a; < a;+1. Then, either; < logn, which occurs with probability at most/»n1°2™) by Lemma8, or the
inequalityb; — b;,; > ¢;/c? fails, which also occurs with probability at mo]s¢t719(l‘)g n),

To complete the proof, consider a series3gfn consecutive phases, and assume thas in the third
range for all of them. The probability that such a phase isileggs at leastl — 1/(4¢?), therefore, by
Chernoff, a constant fraction of phases are regular, w&igm w.h.p., in each such phase the sizé;ajoes
down byQ(y/n) units. On the other hand, by the previous argument, if theghare not regular, then it is
still extemely unlikely thab; increases for the next phase. Summing up, it follows thaptbbability that
the system stays in the third range foy/n consecutive phases is at magih“, whereg > 2¢2, anda > 4
was fixed initially. O

This completes the proof of Lemrha 9. O

Final argument. To complete the proof of Theordm 5, recall that we are intece the expected length of
a phase. To upper bound this quantity, we group the statémafame according to their range as follows:
stateS; o contains all stategu;, b;) in the first two ranges, i.e. with; > n/c. StateS; contains all states
(a;,b;) such thata; < n/c. The expected length of a phase starting from a stat$) inis O(y/n), from
Lemmd8. However, the phase length coulddig/n) if the state is inS3. We can mitigate this fact given
that the probability of moving to range three is low (Clain@d the system moves away from range three
rapidly (Claim®): intuitively, the probability of states b3 in the stationary distribution has to be very low.
To formalize the argument, we define two Markov chains. Ths fifarkov chainM has two states,
S1,2 andSs. The transition probability frond » to Ss is 1/n®, whereas the transition probability frof
to 512 isz > 0, fixed but unknown. Each state loops onto itself, with proliigs 1 — 1/2* and1 — z,
respectively. The second Markov chalit’ has two states’ and R. StateS has a transition tdz, with

17



probability 5/n/n%, and a transition to itself, with probability — 5\/n/n®. StateR has a loop with
probability 1 /n%, and a transition t&, with probability1 — 1/n®.

It is easy to see that both Markov chains are ergodic/4d e} be the stationary distribution @ff’. Then,
by straightforward calculation, we obtain that 1 — 8y/n/n%, whiler < /n/n®.

On the other hand, notice that the probabilities in the ttmsmatrix for A/’ correspond to the proba-
bilities in the transition matrix foA/?v™ i.e. M applied to itself3/n times. This means that the stationary
distribution for M is the same as the stationary distribution fdf. In particular, the probability of state
Si1ois atleastl — 5y/n/n®, and the probability of statés is at mosts/n.

To conclude, notice that the expected length of a phase iDst tine expected length of a phase in the
first Markov chain). Using the above bounds, this is at m@at/n(1 — 8/n/n®) + fn?/3/n/n® =
O(y/n), as claimed. This completes the proof of Theofém 5.

6.2 Parallel Code

We now use the same framework to derive a convergence boumpaiallel code, i.e. a method call which
completes after the process execujesteps, irrespective the concurrent actions of other psesesThe
pseudocode is given in Algorithin 4.

Shared registerR
procedure call()
while true do
for ifrom1toqdo
Executeith step
output success

D o~ W N P

Algorithm 4: Pseudocode for parallel code.

Analysis. We now analyze the individual and system latency for thistlgm under the uniform stochastic
scheduler. Again, we start from its Markov chain repredesrtia We define the individual Markov chain

M; to have state$ = (C4,...,Cy), whereC; € {0,...,q — 1} is the current step counter for process
pi. At every step, the Markov chain pickgrom 1 to n uniformly at random and transitions into the state
(C1,...,(C; +1) modgq,...,C,). A process registers a success every time its counter istce8ethe

system registers a success every time some process caurgsei td). The system latency is the expected
number of system steps between two successes, and theluadilatency is the expected number of system
steps between two successes hy a specific process.

We now define the system Markov chalidg, as follows. A statey € Mg is given byq values

(vo,v1,...,v4—1), Where for eachy € {0,...,q — 1} v; is the number of processes with step counter
value j, with the condition thagj;é v; = n. Given a statévg, v1,...,v4-1), let X be the set of indices
i € {0,...,g — 1} such thaty; > 0. Then, for each € X, the system chain transitions into the state

(vo, ..., v — Livip1 +1,...,v4-1) with probability v; /n.

It is easy to check that both/; and Mg are ergodic Markov chains. Latbe the stationary distribution
of Mg, andn’ be the stationary distribution d¥/;. We next define the mapping : M; — Mg which
maps each statg = (C1,...,C,) to the statgvg, v1, ..., v4—1), Wherev; is the number of processes with
counter valug from S. Checking that this mapping is a lifting betweéfy and Mg is straightforward.

Lemma 10. The functionf defined above is a lifting between the ergodic Markov chaiizsand Mg.
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We then obtain bounds on the system and individual latency.

Lemma 11. For any1 < ¢ < n, the individual latency for process is W; = ng. The system latency is
W =gq.

Proof. We examine the stationary distributions of the two Markogink. Contrary to the previous exam-
ples, it turns out that in this case it is easier to deterntieestationary distribution of the individual Markov
chain M;. Notice that, in this chain, all states have in- and out-degr, and the transition probabilities
are uniform (probabilityl /n). It therefore must hold that the stationary distributidn\é; is uniform Fur-
ther, notice that a /nq fraction of the edges corresponds to the counter of a spgcditess; being reset.
Therefore, for any, the probability that a step in/; is a completed operation ky is 1/nq. Hence, the
individual latency for the algorithm isc. To obtain the system latency, we notice that, from thentiftithe
probability that a step i/ is a completed operation lsomeprocess isl/q. Therefore, the individual
latency for the algorithm is. O

6.3 General Bound forSCU (g, s)

We now put together the results of the previous sectionstaiml bound on individual and system latency.
First, we notice that Theorehh 5 can be easily extended toabe where the loop contairsscan steps, as
the extended local state of a processan be changed by a step of another progegsp only if p is about

to perform a CAS operation.

Corollary 1. For s > 1, given a scan-validate pattern withscan steps under the stochastic scheduler, the
system latency i®(sy/n), while the individual latency i®(ns/n).

Obviously, an algorithm ir6CU (g, s) is a sequential composition of parallel code followedstdgop
steps. Fix a process;. By Lemma[1l and Corollary] 1, by linearity of expectation, a®ain that the
expected individual latency for processto complete an operation is at mogly + as+/n), wherea > 4
is a constant.

Consider now the Markov Chail¥s that corresponds to the sequential composition of the Meckain
for the parallel codé\/p, and the Markov chaid/;, corresponding to the loop. In particular, a completed
operation fromM p does not loop back into the chain, but instead transitiotts time corresponding state
of M. More precisely, if the transition is a step by some proaegswhich completed step numberin
the parallel code (and moves to the loop code), then the dtaisitions into the state where procesgpr
is about to execute the first step of the loop code. Similarhen a process performs a successful CAS at
the end of the loop, the processes’ step counter is regetaind its next operation will the first step of the
preamble.

It is straightforward that the chaillg is ergodic. Letx; be the probability of the event that process
completes an operation in the stationary distribution ef¢hainMs. Since the expected number of steps
pi needs to take to complete an operation is at m@gtt «\/n), we have thak, > 1/(n(q + asy/n)). Let
x be the probability of the event thabmeprocess completes an operation in the stationary disiitpwf
the chainMg. It follows thatx = > | k; > 1/(¢ + asy/n). Hence, the expected time until the system
completes a new operation is at mgst as+/n, as claimed.

We note that the above argument also gives an upper boun& expiected number of (individual) steps
a proces®; needs to complete an operation (similar to the standardureas$individualstep complexify
Since the scheduler is uniform, this is al8¢q + s/n). Finally, we note that, if onlys < n processes are
correct in the execution, we obtain the same latency bount#siins ofk: since we consider the behavior of
the algorithm at infinity, the stationary latencies are anfjuenced by correct processes.
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Corollary 2. Given an algorithm ir5CU (g, s) onk correct processes under a uniform stochastic scheduler,
the system latency 8(q + sv'k), and the individual latency i®(k(q + sv'k)).

7 Application - A Fetch-and-Increment Counter using Augmeried CAS

We now apply the ideas from the previous section to obtainm@hand maximal progress bounds for other
lock-free algorithms under the uniform stochastic schexdul

Some architectures support richer semantics for the CAgtipe, which return theurrent value of
the register which the operation attempts to modify. We ede \advantage of this property to obtain a
simpler fetch-and-increment counter implementation #as® compare-and-swap. This type of counter
implementation is very widely-used|[4].

7 Shared registerR
8  procedure fetch-and-inc() v < 0
9 while truedo

10 old v

11 v+ CAS(R,v,v+1)
12 if v =oldthen

13 output success

Algorithm 5: A lock-free fetch-and-increment counter based on compatkeswap.

7.1 Markov Chain Representations

We again start from the observation the algorithm inducemdividual Markov chain and a global one.
From the point of view of each process, there are two possthtes:Current, in which the process has the
currentvalue (i.e. its local value is the same as the value of the regis®r and theStalestate, in which
the process has an old value, which will cause its CAS calatio {In particular, theReadand OIdCAS
states from the universal construction are coalesced.)

The Individual Chain. The per-process chain, which we denote/My, results from the composition of
the automata representing the algorithm at each process dtae of\/; can be characterized by the set
of processes that have the current value of the regiatdihe Markov chain hag™ — 1 states, since it never
happens thato threadhas the current value.

For each non-empty subset of procesSedet sg be the corresponding state. The initial stateris
the state in which every thread has the current value. Wiagisshwinningstates as the statgs,, ,); in
which onlyonethread has the current value: to reach this state, one oftieegses must have successfully
updated the value dk. There are exactly, winning states, one for each process.

Transitions are defined as follows. From each statbere aren outgoing edges, one for each process
which could be scheduled next. Each transition has prabahiln, and moves to stat& corresponding
to the set of processes which have the current value at thetinex step. Notice that the winning states
are the only states with a self-loop, and that from evenestatthe chain either moves to a statg with
|[V| = |S| + 1, or to a winning state for one of the threadsSin

The Global Chain. Theglobal chain M results from clustering the symmetric states states fidprinto
single states. The chain hasstatesvy, ..., v,, where state; comprises all the states; in My such that
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|S| = i. Thus, state) is the state in whiclsomeprocess just completed a new operation. In genefal,
is the state in whichi processes have the current valuefb{and therefore may commit an operation if
scheduled next).

The transitions in the global chain are defined as follows. &y 1 < i < n, from statev; the chain
moves to state with probabilityi/n. If i < n, the chain moves to state,; with probability 1 — i/n.
Again, the state is the only state with a self-loop. The intuition is that sqonecess among thgpossessing
the current value wins if scheduled next (and changes themuvalue); otherwise, if some other thread is
scheduled, then that thread will also have the current value

7.2 Algorithm Analysis

We analyze the stationary behavior of the algorithm undemiBoum stochastic scheduler, assuming each
process invokes an infinite number of operations.

Strategy. We are interested in the expected number of steps that smuessy; takes between committing
two consecutive operations, in the stationary distrilutidhis is theindividual latency which we denote
by W;. As for the general algorithm, we proceed by first boundirg distem latencyV’, which is easier
to analyze, and then show théf; = nW, i.e. the algorithm idair. We will use the two Markov chain
representations from the previous section. In particulatice thatlV; is the expected return time of the
“win state” v; of the global chaimV/, andWW is the expected return time of the statg in which p; just
completed an operation.

The first claim is an upper bound on the return timedfpm M.

Lemma 12. The expected return time fog is W < 2/n.

Proof. For0 <i < n—1, let Z(¢) be the hitting time for state; from the state where — i processes have
the current value. In particulaZ(0) is the hitting time from the state wheadl processes have the correct
value, and thereforg(0) = 1. Analyzing the transitions, we obtain th&ti) = iZ (i — 1)/n+ 1. We prove
thatZ(n — 1) < 2y/n.

We analyze two intervalsk from 0 to n — y/n, and then up to: — 1. We first claim that, fol0 <
k < n — +/n, it holds thatZ (k) < /n. We prove this by induction. The base case obviously holds.
For the induction step, notice thatk) < Z(k — 1)(n — v/n)/n + 1 in this interval. By the hypothesis,
Z(k —1) < /n, thereforeZ (k) < /nfork <n—/n.

Fork € {n — /n,...,n}, notice thatZ (k) can add at most at each iteration, and we are iterating at
most,/n times. This gives an upper bound§/n, as claimed. O

Remark. Intuitively, the valueZ(n — 1) is related to the birthday paradox, since it counts the numbe
of elements that must be chosen uniformly at random fioto n (with replacement) until one of the
elements appears twice. In fact, this is the Raman@jdmnction [5], which has been studied previously by
Knuth [13] and Flajolet et al[]5] in relation to the perfornta of linear probing hashing. Its asymptotics
are known to beZ(n — 1) = \/7n/2(1 + o(1)) [5].

Markov Chain Lifting. We now analyzd¥;, the expected number of total system steps for a specific
processp; to commit a new request. We define a mappihg M; — Mg between the states of the
individual Markov chain. For any non-empty sebf processes, the function maps the statec M to the
statev; of the chain. It is straightforward to prove that this mapgpisia correct lifting of the Markov chain,
and that both Markov chains are ergodic.
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Lemma 13. The individual chain and the local chain are ergodic. Thection f is a lifting between the
individual chain and the global chain.

We then use the lifting and symmetry to obtain the followiatation between the stationary distributions of
the two Markov chains. The proof is similar to that of Lenohal'his also implies that every process takes
the same number of steps in expectation until completingopanadion.

Lemma 14. Letw = [m; ..., be the stationary distribution of the global chain, andiébe the stationary
distribution of the individual chain. Let; be the probability ofs,, ; in 7’. Then, for alli € {1,...,n},
7} = m/n. Furthermore,WW; = nWV.

This characterizes the asymptotic behavior of the indeidatency.

Corollary 3. For anyi € {1,...,n}, the expected number of system steps between two comppeted o
tions by procesg; is O(n+/n). The expected number of stepshypetween two completed operations is

O(vn).

8 Discussion

This paper is motivated by the fundamental question ofirgjahe theory of concurrent programming to
real-world algorithm behavior. We give a framework for arzaig concurrent algorithms which partially
explains the wait-free behavior of lock-free algorithmsd aheir good performance in practice. Our work
is a first step in this direction, and opens the door to manytiaddl questions.

In particular, we are intrigued by the goal of obtaining distia model for the unpredictable behavior
of system schedulers. Even though it has some foundatiompirieal results, our uniform stochastic
model is a rough approximation, and can probably be improVid believe that some of the elements of
our framework (such as the existence of liftings) could b#l applied to non-uniform stochastic scheduler
models, while others may need to be further developed. Argkdarection for future work is studying
other types of algorithms, and in particular implementaiavhich export several distict methods. The
class of algorithms we consider usiversal i.e., covers any sequential object, however there may exis
object implementations which do not fall in this class. Hinat would be interesting to explore whether
there exist concurrent algorithms which avoid ée,/n) contention factor in the latency, and whether such
algorithms are efficient in practice.

Acknowledgements. We thank George Giakkoupis, William Hasenplaugh, MauriezliHy, and Yuval
Peres for useful discussions, and Faith Ellen for helpfolim@nts on an earlier version of the paper.

References

[1] Samy Al-Bahra. Nonblocking algorithms and scalable tioate programming. Commun. ACM
56(7):50-61, 2013.

[2] James Aspnes. Fast deterministic consensus in a norgpement.J. Algorithms 45(1):16—-39, 2002.

[3] Fang Chen, Laszlé Lovasz, and Igor Pak. Lifting marktains to speed up mixing. Broceedings
of the thirty-first annual ACM symposium on Theory of conmgitSTOC '99, pages 275-281, New
York, NY, USA, 1999. ACM.

22



[4] Dave Dice, Yossi Lev, and Mark Moir. Scalable statistarsunters. In25th ACM Symposium on
Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, SPAA '13, Nteal, QC, Canada , 2013ages 43-52,
2013.

[5] Philippe Flajolet, Peter J. Grabner, Peter Kirscheahaind Helmut Prodinger. On Ramanujan’s Q-
function. J. Comput. Appl. Math58(1):103-116, March 1995.

[6] Keir Fraser. Practical lock-freedom. Technical Repd@AM-CL-TR-579, University of Cambridge,
Computer Laboratory, February 2004.

[7] D. Guniguntala, P.E. McKenney, J. Triplett, and J. WédpoThe read-copy-update mechanism for
supporting real-time applications on shared-memory mprdtessor systems with linukdBM Systems
Journal 47(2):221-236, 2008.

[8] Thomas P. Hayes and Alistair Sinclair. Liftings of treguctured markov chains. Iroceedings of
the 13th international conference on Approximation, andHedinternational conference on Random-
ization, and combinatorial optimization: algorithms arethniquesAPPROX/RANDOM’10, pages
602-616, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2010. Springer-Verlag.

[9] Maurice Herlihy. Wait-free synchronizationACM Transactions on Programming Languages and
Systems13(1):123-149, January 1991.

[10] Maurice Herlihy, Victor Luchangco, and Mark Moir. Obsttion-free synchronization: Double-ended
queues as an example. 28rd International Conference on Distributed Computingt8gns (ICDCS
2003) pages 522-529, 2003.

[11] Maurice Herlihy and Nir ShavitThe art of multiprocessor programmin{ylorgan Kaufmann, 2008.

[12] Maurice Herlihy and Nir Shavit. On the nature of progredn 15th International Conference on
Principles of Distributed Systems (OPODIS), ToulousenEea December 13-16, 2011. Proceedings
pages 313-328, 2011.

[13] Donald E. Knuth. The art of computer programming, volume 3: (2nd ed.) sorang searching
Addison Wesley Longman Publishing Co., Inc., Redwood @, USA, 1998.

[14] Alex Kogan and Erez Petrank. A methodology for creatiagt wait-free data structures. Rro-
ceedings of the 17th ACM SIGPLAN Symposium on Principlefaactice of Parallel Programming
PPoPP 12, pages 141-150, New York, NY, USA, 2012. ACM.

[15] Leslie Lamport. A new solution of dijkstra’s concurtgorogramming problem.Commun. ACM
17(8):453-455, 1974.

[16] David A. Levin, Yuval Peres, and Elizabeth L. Wilmaédarkov Chains and Mixing Time#American
Mathematical Society, 2008.

[17] Maged M. Michael and Michael L. Scott. Simple, fast, gméctical non-blocking and blocking
concurrent queue algorithms. RODC, pages 267-275, 1996.

[18] Michael Mitzenmacher and Eli UpfaRrobability and Computing: Randomized Algorithms and Prob
abilistic Analysis Cambridge University Press, New York, NY, USA, 2005.

23



Step distribution for 16 threads Step distribution following a step by p1

0.07 0.08

- 0.07
= 0.06
0.05
e 0.04 [—— . thread%
g — 0.04 ——6.25%
E 0 0.03
&
0.02 0.02
0.01 0.01
0

0
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1112 13 14 15 16 1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

] 8 8 8
Percentage

9

Thread index Thread index

Figure 3: Percentage of steps taken by each procedsggure 4: Percentage of steps taken by processes,
during an execution. starting from a step by:. (The results are similar for
all threads.)

[19] David Petrou, John W. Milford, and Garth A. Gibson. Impienting lottery scheduling: matching the
specializations in traditional schedulers.Rroceedings of the annual conference on USENIX Annual
Technical ConferenceATEC '99, pages 1-1, Berkeley, CA, USA, 1999. USENIX Asstioin.

[20] Shahar Timnat and Erez Petrank. A practical wait-frizeugation for lock-free data structures. In
Proceedings of the Symposium on Principles and Practiceaddllel Programming PPoPP '14. To
Appear., 2014.

[21] R. K. Treiber. Systems programming: Coping with pai@im. Technical Report RJ 5118, IBM
Almaden Research Center, 1986.

Structure of the Appendix. Sectior[A presents empirical data for the stochastic s¢beduwodel, while
Sectior B gives compares the predicted and actual perfarenafran algorithm ir6CU.

A The Stochastic Scheduler Model

A.1 Empirical Justification

The real-world behavior of a process scheduler arises anpler interaction of factors such as the timing of
memory requests (influenced by the algorithm), the behafithve cache coherence protocol (dependent on
the architecture), or thread pre-emption (depending oopleeating system). Given the extremely complex
interactions between these components, the behavior afctieduler could be seen asn-deterministic
However, when recorded for extended periods of time, sirpplterns emerge. FigurEs 3 ddd 4 present
statistics on schedule recordings from a simple concugeumhter algorithm, executed on a system with 16
hardware threads. (The details of the setup and experimeafzresented in the next section).

Figure[3 clearly suggests that, in the long run, the schedsildair:.” each thread gets to take about
the same number of steps. Figlfe 4 gives an intuition aboutthe schedule looks likically: assuming
proces; just took a step at time step any process appears to be just as likely to be scheduleé imetkt
step. We note that the structure of the algorithm executadnfluence the ratios in Figufeé 4; also, we only
performed tests on an Intel architecture.

Our stochastic scheduler model addresses the non-deismmin the scheduler by associating a dis-
tribution with each scheduler time step, which gives thebphility of each process being scheduled next.
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In particular, we model our empirical observations by cdesng the uniform stochastic scheduler, which
assigns a probability of /n with which each process is scheduled. We stress that we ddaiot that the
schedule behaves uniformly random locally; our claim i$ tha behavior of the schedule over long periods
of time can be approximated reasonably in this way, for tgerithms we consider. We note that random-
ized schedulers attempting to explicitly implement pralistit fairness have been proposed in practice, in
the form oflottery schedulind19].

A.2 Experimental Setup

The machine we use for testing is a Fujitsu PRIMERGY RX600 &8es with four Intel Xeon E7-4870
(Westmere EX) processors. Each processor has 10 2.40 Gelz, eaich of which multiplexes two hardware
threads, so in total our system suppdishardware threads. Each core has private write-back L1 and L2
caches; an inclusive L3 cache is shared by all cores. Weelihekperiments t@0 hardware threads, in
order to avoid the effects of non-uniform memory access (MYMvhich appear when hardware threads
are located on different cores.

We used two methods to record schedules. The first used ancatetth-and-increment operation
(available in hardware): each process repeatedly calisofhération, and records the values received. We
then sort the values of each process to recover the totat ofdgeps. The second method records times-
tamps during the execution of an algorithm, and sorts thegiamps to recover the total order. We found
that the latter method interferes with the schedule: sihediimer call causes a delay to the caller, a process
is less likely to be scheduled twice in succession. With éliseption, the results are similar for both meth-
ods. The statistics of the recorded schedule are summarnizédured 8 anfl4. (The graphs are built using
20 millisecond runs, averaged oV repetitions; results for longer intervals and for differthread counts
are similar.)

B Implementation Results

Let thecompletion rateof the algorithm be the total number of successful operati@nsus the total number
of steps taken during the execution. The completion ratecxppates the inverse of the system latency. We
consider a fetch-and-increment counter implementatioichwsimply reads the value of a shared register
R, and then attempts to increment the value usiftA& (R, v, v + 1) call. The predicted completion rate
of the algorithm is©(1/y/n). The actual completion rate of the implementation is shawRigure[% for
varying thread counts, for a counter implementation basethe lock-free pattern. The&(1/,/n) rate
predicted by the uniform stochastic scheduler model agpedre close to the actual completion rate. Since
we do not have precise bounds on the constant in fror®(df//n) for the prediction, we scaled the
prediction to the first data point. The worst-case predicteel(1/n) is also shown.
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