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Abstract

Technology trends will cause data movement to account fer th
majority of energy expenditure and execution time on enmgrgi
computers. Therefore, computational complexity will nmder
be a sufficient metric for comparing algorithms, and a funeiam
tal characterization of data access complexity will beeasingly
important. The problem of developing lower bounds for data a
cess complexity has been modeled using the formalism of Bong
Kung's red/blue pebble game for computational directecclacy
graphs (CDAGSs). However, previously developed approacbes
lower bounds analysis for the red/blue pebble game are vrery |
ited in effectiveness when applied to CDAGs of real prograsiih
computations comprised of multiple sub-computations wiffer-
ing DAG structure. We address this problem by developingmn a
proach for effectively composing lower bounds based onlyosp
composition. We also develop a static analysis algorithietdve
the asymptotic data-access lower bounds of programs, astdn

of the problem size and cache size.

Categories and Subject Descriptors  F.2 [Analysis of Algorithms
and Problem ComplexityGeneral; D.2.8 $oftwarg: Metrics—
Complexity measures

General Terms Algorithms, Theory

Keywords Data access complexity; 1/0 lower bounds; Red-blue
pebble game; Static analysis

1. Introduction

Advances in technology over the last few decades have yidlide
nificantly different rates of improvement in the computatibper-
formance of processors relative to the speed of memory accBes
cause of the significant mismatch between computationahdst
and throughput when compared to main memory latency and-band
width, the use of hierarchical memory systems and the egploi
tion of significant data reuse in the faster (i.e., highergle of the
memory hierarchy is critical for high performance. Withuig sys-
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tems, the cost of data movement through the memory hieraschy
expected to become even more dominant relative to the cpstrof
forming arithmetic operations [6, 17, 32], both in termsiofé and
energy. It is therefore of critical importance to limit thelwme of
data movement to/from memory by enhancing data reuse in reg-
isters and higher levels of the cache. Thus the charactierizaf

the inherent data access complexity of computations ismaely
important.

for (i=1;i<N-1;i++)
for (j=1; j<N-1; j++)
Ali,j]=A[i-1,J]+A[i,3-1];
(a) Untiled code
for (it=1; it<N-1;it+=T)

for (jt=1; jt<N-1; jt+=T)

for (i=it;i<min (it+T,N-1);i++)
for (j=7jt; j<min (jt+T,N-1); j++)
Ali,j]=A[i-1,]]+A[i,3-1];
(b) Equivalent tiled code

(c) CDAG
Figure 1: Single-sweep two-point Gauss-Seidel code

Let us consider the code shown in Fig. 1(a). Its computationa
complexity can be simply stated A4 — 2)? arithmetic operations.
Fig. 1(b) shows a functionally equivalent form of the samepa-
tation, after a tiling transformation. The tiled form tooshexactly
the same computational complexity @ — 2)2 arithmetic opera-
tions. Next, let us consider the data access cost for execofi
these two code forms on a processor with a single level ofecach
If the problem sizeN is larger than cache capacity, the number of
cache misses would be higher for the untiled version (Fig))1(
than the tiled version (Fig. 1(b)). But if the cache size wauéfi-
ciently large, the tiled version would not offer any benefitse-
ducing cache misses.

Thus, unlike the computational complexity of an algorithm,
which stays unchanged for different valid orders of exexutf its
operations and also independent of machine parametersdite


http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.2286v1

size, the data access cost depends both on the cache capatity corresponding to a simple loop program. Two important attara

the order of execution of the operations of the algorithm. istics of this abstract form of representing a computatianthat

A fundamental question therefore Siven a computation and (1) there is no specification of a particular order of exemutf
the amount of storage at different levels of the cache/mgrhior the operations: although the program executes the opesaitioa
erarchy, what is the minimum possible number of data trassfe specific sequential order, the CDAG abstracts the schedwp-o
at the different levels, among all valid schedules that qrenfthe erations by only specifying partial ordering constrairgsdges in
operations? the graph; (2) there is no association of memory locatiortks thie

In order to model the range of valid scheduling orders for the source operands or result of any operation. (labels in Figre2
operations of an algorithm, it is common to use the abstracti  only shown for aiding explanation; they are not part of therfal
of the computational directed acyclic graph (CDAG), withex-v description of a CDAG).
tex for each instance of each computational operation, dgds

from producer instances to consumer instances. Fig. 1¢gysthe for (i =1; 1 <4; ++1)
CDAG for the codes in Fig. 1(a) and Fig. 1(b), fe6; although § = Ali-1] + A[L];
the relative order of operations is different between thedtand

untiled versions, the set of computation instances andrtguger- S Al ANT ART AB]

fundamental question on the absolute minimum number of data
transfers between main memory and caches/registers anlong a
valid execution schedules of a CDAG, it is feasible to dep&baver O\
boundson the optimal number of data transfers.
An approach to developing a lower bound on the minimal data
movement for a computation in a two-level memory hierarclag w
addressed in the seminal work of Hong & Kung by using the model Figure 2: Example of a CDAG. Input vertices are represented i
of the red/blue pebble game on a computational directedliacyc black, output vertices in grey.
graph (CDAG) [20]. While the approach has been used to dpvelo . o ) .
I/0 lower bounds for a small number of homogeneous computa- e use the notation of Bilardi & Peserico [7] to formally debe
tional kernels, as elaborated later, it poses challengesffiective the CDAG model used by Hong & Kung:
analysis of full applications that are comprised of a nundfgrarts DEFINITION 1 (CDAG-HK). A computational directed acyclic
with differing CDAG structure. . _ graph (CDAG) is a 4-tuple G- (1,V, E,O) of finite sets such that:
In this paper, we address the problem of analysis of affine (1)'| c v is the input set and all its vertices have no incoming
loop programs to develop lower bounds on their data movement edges; (2) EC V x V is the set of edges; (3) 6 (V,E) is a di-

consumer relationships for the flow of data are exactly theesa
(special “input” vertices in the CDAG represent values eheénts
of A that are read before they are written in the nested loop). ’P
While in general it is intractable to precisely answer thewb O\
@]

complexity. The work presented in this paper makes theatig rected acyclic graph; (4) (| is called the operation set and all its
contributions: o . vertices have one or more incoming edges; (51 is called the
e Enabling composition in analysis of data access lower output set.

bounds: It adapts the Hong & Kung pebble game model on
CDAGs and the.associated model @partitioning underl a 22 The Red-Blue Pebble Game
restriction that disallows recomputation, thereby emapkef- ] ) ) ] )
fective composition of /0 lower bounds for composite CDAGs Hong & Kung used this computational model in their seminafkwvo
from lower bounds for component CDAGs. [20]. The |nherent 110 complexny ofa (;DAG is thg minimal num
« Static analysis of programs for lower bounds characteriza- ber of /O operations needed while optimally playing Red-Blue
tion: It develops an approach for asymptotic parametric anal- Pebble gameThis game uses two kinds of pebbles: a fixed num-
ysis of data-access lower bounds for arbitrary affine loap pr ~ ber of red pebbles that represent the small fast local me(eonytd
grams, as a function of cache size and problem size. Thisis do  Fepresent cache, registers, etc.), and an arbitrarilg latgnber of
by analyzing linearly independent families of non-intetseg blue pebbles that represent the large slow main memory.
dependence chains. DEFINITION 2 (Red-Blue pebble game [20]).et C= (I,V,E,O)
be a CDAG such that any vertex with no incoming (resp. outpoin
edge is an element of | (resp. O). Given S red pebbles and an
2. Background arbitrary number of blue pebbles, with an initial blue pebldn
2.1 Computational Model each input vertex, a complete calculation is any sequensteps
We are interested in modeling the inherent data access eitypl using the following rules that results in a final configuratiwith
of a computation, defined as the minimum number of data elenen Plue pebbles on all output vertices:
to be moved between local memory (with limited capacity last f R1 (Input) A red pebble may be placed on any vertex that has a

access by the processor) and main memory (much slower dmgess blue pebble (load from slow to fast memory),

unlimited capacity) among all valid execution orders fa per- ~ R2 (Output) A blue pebble may be placed on any vertex that has
ations making up the computation. While the key development a red pebble (store from fast to slow memory),

this paper can be naturally extended to address multi-ieesh- R3 (Compute) If all immediate predecessors of a vertex V/ \ |

ory hierarchies and parallel execution, using an approehthe
MMHG (Multiprocessor Memory Hierarchy Game) model of Sav-
age & Zubair [29], we restrict the treatment in this papeh®sdtase

have red pebbles, a red pebble may be placed on (or movéd to)
v (execution or “firing” of operation),

of only two levels of memory hierarchy and sequential execut 1The original red-blue pebble game in [20] does not allow mgisliding
The model of computation we use is a computational directed 4 red pebble from a predecessor vertex to a successor; we thatiow
acyclic graph (CDAG), where computational operations epe- it since it reflects real instruction set architectures. éB8H27] have also

sented as graph vertices and the flow of values between aperat  considered a similar modification. But all our proofs hold fwth the
is captured by graph edges. Fig. 2 shows an example of a CDAG variants.
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Figure 3: Example of schedule for @mplete calculatioron
CDAG in Fig. 2. The vertex numbers represent the order of exe-
cution.

R4 (Delete) A red pebble may be removed from any vertex (reuse
storage).

The number of I/O operations for any complete calculatiothés
total number of moves using rules R1 or R2, i.e., the totallmemof
data movements between the fast and slow memories. Theinther
1/0 complexity of a CDAG is the smallest number of such 1/O
operations that can be achieved, among all complete ctilmga
for that CDAG. Anoptimal calculation is a complete calculation
achieving the minimum number of 1/O operations.

Fig. 3 shows an example schedule for the CDAG in Fig. 2. Given

Sred pebbles and unlimited blue pebbles, goal of the game is to

begin with blue pebbles on all input vertices, and finish viithe
pebbles on all output vertices by following the rules in Digfam 2
without using more tha® red pebbles. Considering the case with
three red pebblesSE 3), one possible complete calculation for the
CDAG in Fig. 3 is:{R1,, Rl3, R35, R4y, R13, R3g, R41, Rdg, Rly,
R37, R43, R310, R49, R47, R15, R38, R44, R45, R311, Rzll}- The
1/0 cost of this complete calculation is 6 (which corresponad
the number of moves using ruled andR2). A different complete
calculation for the same CDAG with I/O cost of 12 is given by:
{R1,, R13, R35, Rds, R4, R2g, R37, R43, Rls, R27, R3g, R2g, R1;,
R].G, R39, R4, R46, R17, R310, R47, Rdg, Rlg, R311, Rzll}- The
1/0 complexity of the CDAG is the minimum 1/O cost of all such
complete calculations.

2.3 Lower Boundson I/O Complexity via S-Partitioning

While the red-blue pebble game provides an operationalitiefin
for the 1/0 complexity problem, it is generally not feasibbedeter-
mine an optimal calculation on a CDAG. Hong & Kung developed
a novel approach for deriving I/O lower bounds for CDAGs by re
lating the red-blue pebble game to a graph partitioning lerab
defined as follows.

DEeFINITION 3 (Hong & KungS-partitioning of a CDAG [20]).
Let C= (1,V,E,O) be a CDAG. An S-partitioning of C is a col-
lection of h subsets of V such that:

P1Vi#j,VinV;=0,andU" Vi =V

P2 there is no cyclic dependence between subsets
P3 Vi, 3D € bom(V;) suchthat|D| <S

P4 vi, |Min(Vj)| <S

where a dominator set of VD € Dom(V}) is a set of vertices such
that any path from | to a vertex in ¢ontains some vertex in D; the
minimum set of Y Min(V;) is the set of vertices in;\that have all
its successors outside af,\dnd for a set A|A| is the cardinality of
the set A.

Hong & Kung showed a construction for &partition of a
CDAG, corresponding to any complete calculation on that GDA
using Sred pebbles, with a tight relationship between the number
of vertex setsh in the ZS-partition and the number of 1/0 moves
g in the complete calculation, as shown in Theorem 1. The tight

association between any complete calculation and a camesm
2S-partition provides the key Lemma 1 that serves as the basis
for Hong & Kung's approach for deriving lower bounds on the
1/0 complexity of CDAGs typically by reasoning on the maxima
number of vertices that could belong to any vertex-set inlalva
2S-partition.

THEOREM1 (Pebble game, I/O andsdartition [20]). Any com-
plete calculation of the red-blue pebble game on a CDAG uatng
most S red pebbles is associated with a 2S-partition of thA@D
such that S > g > S(h—1), where q is the number of I/O moves
in the complete calculation and h is the number of subsetken t
2S-partition.

LEMMA 1 (Lower bound on I/O [20])Let H be the minimal num-
ber of vertex sets for any val@-partition of a given CDAG (such
that any vertex with no incoming — resp. outgoing — edge is an
element of | — resp. O). Then the minimal number Q of I/O oper-
ations for any complete calculation on the CDAG is bounded by
Q>Sx(H-1)

This key lemma has been useful in proving I/O lower bounds for
several CDAGs [20] by reasoning about the maximal number of
vertices that could belong to any vertex-set in a vafigpartition.

3. Challengesin Composing I/O Lower Bounds
from Partitioned CDAGs

Application codes are typically constructed from a numtfesuto-
computations using the fundamental composition mechanisim
sequencing, iteration and recursion. As explained in Sedén 1
contrast to analysis of computational complexity of suchnpos-
ite application codes, 1/0 complexity analysis poses emajs.
With computational complexity, the operation counts of -sub
computations can simply be added. However, using the negl/bl
pebble game model of Hong & Kung, as elaborated below, it is
problematic to analyze the I/O complexity of sub-compuotasi
and simply combine them by addition. In the next section, &e d
velop an approach to overcome the problem.

3.1 TheDecomposition Problem

The Hong & Kung red/blue pebble game model places blue psbble
on all CDAG vertices without predecessors, since such cgsti
are considered to hold inputs to the computation, and toeref
assumed to start off in slow memory. Similarly, all vertiggthout
successors are considered to be outputs of the computatiain,
must have blue pebbles at the end of a complete calculafitme |
vertices of a CDAG corresponding to a composite applicadian
disjointly partitioned into sub-DAGs, the analysis of eacbh-DAG
will require the initial placement of blue pebbles on all tiegs
without predecessors in the sub-DAG, and final placementugf b
pebbles on all vertices without successors in the sub-DAGars
optimal calculation for each sub-DAG will require at leasedoad
(R1) operation for each input and a store (R2) operation dahe
output. But in a complete calculation on the full composiiAG,
clearly it may be possible to pass values in a red pebble legtwe
vertices in different sub-DAGS, so that the 1/O complexibyld be
less than the sum of the /O costs for optimal calculationsach
sub-DAG. This is illustrated by the following example.

Fig. 4(b) shows the CDAG for the computation in Fig. 4(a).
Fig. 4(c) shows the CDAG partitioned into two sub-DAGs, wher
the first sub-DAG contains vertices 8 and &2 (and the input
vertices corresponding te[i] andb[i]), and the second sub-
DAG contains vertices 083 and4. Considering the full CDAG,
with just two red pebbles, it can be computed at an 1/0 cos2of 1
incurring I/O just for the initial loads of inputs[i] andb[i], and
the final stores for outputs[i]. In contrast, with the partitioned
sub-DAGs, the first sub-DAG will incur additional output ste
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(a) Original code

(b) Full CDAG

(c) CDAG partitioning

Figure 4: Example illustrating limitation of Hong & Kung meldregarding composition of lower bounds from sub-comptsehCDAG

for the successor-free vertic&8Ji], and the second sub-DAG will
incur input loads for predecessor-free verti&§]. Thus the sum
of optimal red/blue pebble game I/O costs for the two sub-BAG
amounts to 20 moves, i.e., it exceeds the optimal 1/O costhfer
full CDAG.

The above example illustrates a fundamental problem wih th
Hong & Kung red/blue pebble game model: a simple combining
of I/O lower bounds for sub-DAGs of a CDAG cannot be used
to generate an 1/O lower bound for the composite CDAG. But
the ability to perform complexity analysis by combining bsas
of component sub-computations is important for the anglp$i
real applications. Such decomposition of data-access lexitp

apply this transition inBy;; (2) delete all other transitions iff.
Conditions for transition®R1, R2, and R4 are trivially satisfied.
Whenever a transitio®R3 on a vertexv is performed in?, all
the predecessors efmust have a red pebble on them. Since all
transitions of? on the vertices of/; are maintained irﬂvi, when

VvV is executed ian‘Vi, all its predecessor vertices must have red
pebbles, enabling transitid®3. [

With this modified model of the red/blue pebble game that
permits predecessor-free vertices to be non-input vertamemplex
CDAGs can be decomposed and lower bounds for the composite
CDAG can be obtained by composition of the bounds from the sub

analysis can be enabled by making a change to the Hong & Kung cpaGs. However, sub-CDAGs that have no “true” input and atitp

pebble game model, as discussed next.

3.2 FlexibleInput/Output Vertex Labeling to Enable
Composition of Lower Bounds

With the Hong & Kung model, all vertices without predecessor
must be input vertices, and all vertices without successust be
output vertices. By relaxing this constraint, we show ttmahposi-
tion of lower bounds from sub-CDAGs is valid. With such a mod-
ification, vertices without predecessors will not be regdito be
input vertices, and such predecessor-free non-inputcesrtio not
have an initial blue pebble placed on them. However, sucticesr
are allowed to fire using rule R3 at any time, since they do aweh
any predecessor nodes without red pebbles. Vertices withan
cessors are similarly not required to be output verticed,those
not designated as outputs do not need a blue pebble on thém at t
end of the game. However, all compute vertices (i.e., vestio
V\ 1) in CDAG are required to have fired for any complete calcu-
lation.

Using the modified model of the red/blue pebble game with flex-
ible input/output vertex labeling, it is feasible to compoBO
lower bounds by adding lower bounds for disjointly partital
sub-CDAGs of a CDAG. The following theorem formalizes it.

THEOREM2 (Decomposition)Let C= (I,V,E,O) be a CDAG.
Let {V1,Vo,...,Vp} be an arbitrary (not necessarily acyclic)
disjoint partitioning of V. (7 ,Vi = 0 and U,V = V) and
C1,Cy,...,Cp be the induced partitioning of Ci(= 1NV, E =
ENVi x Vi, O = 0ONV). If Q is the I/O complexity for C and Qs
the 1/0 complexity for Cthenzip: Qi < Q. In particular, if L is
the 1/0 lower bound for C theny;” , Lj is an I/O lower bound for
C.

Proof. Consider an optimal calculatioR for C, with costQ. We
define the cost of’ restricted tdv;, denoted aQM, as the number
of R1 or R2 transitions in? that involve a vertex o¥,;. Clearly
Q= Ziple\Vi- We will show that we can build fron®, a valid
complete calculatior®y, for C;, of costQy. This will prove that
Q <Qu;, and thusy? ; Q < 5, Qy, = Q. Py is built from 2
as follows: (1) for any transition ir? that involves a vertex € V;,

vertices in them will have trivial /0O lower bounds of zero ket
entire set of vertices in the sub-CDAG can fitin a single vest&t
for a valid 2S-partition, for any value of S, since condisdtl-P4

are trivially satisfied.

In the next section, we present a solution to the problem. The
main idea is to impose restrictions on the red/blue pebbieega
to disallow re-pebbling or multiple firings of any vertex ngirule
R3. We show that by imposing such a restriction, we can dewatho
input/output tagging strategy for sub-CDAGSs that enabiemger
lower bounds to be generated by CDAG decompoasition.

4. S-Partitioning when Re-Pebbling is Prohibited

With the pebble game model of Hong & Kung, the compute rule

R3 could be applied multiple times in a complete calculatitnis

is useful in modeling algorithms that perform re-compuatof

multiply used values rather than incur the overhead of sgoaind

loading it. However, the majority of practically used aligoms do

not perform any redundant recomputation. Hence severaitgff

[1, 3,7, 10, 12, 21, 24-28, 30, 31] have modeled I/O complexit

under a more restrictive model that disallows recomputatiwi-

marily because it eases or enables analysis with some laweids

ing techniques. In this section, we consider the issue ofpo@n

ing bounds via CDAG decomposition under a model that digallo

recomputation, i.e., prohibits re-pebbling. We develop adified
definition of S-partition that is adapted to enable 1/O loWeunds

to be developed for the restricted red/blue pebble games. frio-

vides two significant benefits:

1. It enables non-trivial 1/O lower bound contributions te &c-
cumulated from sub-CDAGs of a CDAG, even when the sub-
CDAGs do not have any true inputs. This is achieved via in-
put/output tagging/untagging strategies we develop & $bi-
tion.

2. It enables static analysis of programs to develop par&anet
expressions for asymptotic lower bounds as a function dieac
and problem size parameters. This is described in the failpw
sections.

A pebble game model that does not allow recomputation can
be formalized by changing rule R3 of the red/blue pebble game



to R3-NR (NR denotes No-Recomputation or No-Repebbling) an
the definition of a complete calculation as follows:

DEFINITION 4 (Recompute-restricted Red-Blue pebble garhe}.
C = (1,V,E,O) be a CDAG. Given S red pebbles and arbitrary
number of blue pebbles, with an initial blue pebble on eaguin
vertex, a complete calculation is any sequence of stepg tisen
following rules that causes each vertex in\V to be fired once
using Rule R3-NR, and results in a final configuration witheblu
pebbles on all output vertices:

R1 (Input) A red pebble may be placed on any vertex that has a
blue pebble (load from slow to fast memory),

R2 (Output) A blue pebble may be placed on any vertex that has
a red pebble (store from fast to slow memory),

R3-NR (Compute) If all immediate predecessors of a vertex v
€ V\ | have red pebbles on them, and a red pebble has not
previously been placed on v, a red pebble may be placed on v.

R4 (Delete) A red pebble may be removed from any vertex (reuse
storage).

We next present an adaptation of Hong and Kung'’s S-partition
that will enable us to develop larger lower bounds for thérieed
pebble game model that prohibits repebbling.

DerINITION 5 (SVR-partitioning of CDAG). Given a CDAG C, an
SR partitioning of C is a collection of h subsets of\¥ such that:

PL1Vi#j, VinVj =0 andU Vi =V\I

P2 there is no cyclic dependence between subsets
P3 Vi, [In(Vj)| <S

P4 Vi, |out(Vj)| <S

where the input set ofiMin(V;) is the set of vertices of \\V; that
have at least one successor inWe output set of yOut(V;) is the
set of vertices of Mhat are also part of the output set O or that
have at least one successor outsidejof V

THEOREM3 (Restricted pebble game, I/O an8¥X-partition).

Any complete calculation of the red-blue pebble game, witho
repebbling, on a CDAG using at most S red pebbles is associ-
ated with a2S¥R-partition of the CDAG such that $h > q >

Sx (h—1), where q is the number of I/O moves in the game and h
is the number of subsets in ta8\R-partition.

Proof. Consider a complete calculatighthat corresponds to some
scheduling (i.e., execution) of the vertices of the gréps (V,E)
that follows the rules R1-R4 of the restricted pebble gameviaiv
this calculation as a string that has recorded all the ttiansi (ap-
plications of pebble game rules). Suppose tAatontains exactly
g transitions of typeR1 or R2. Let (P, P,...,H,) correspond to
a partitioning of the transitions af into h = [q/S| consecutive
sub-sequences such that edgle (24,...,%H_1) contains exactly
Stransitions of typeR1 or R2.

The CDAG contains no node isolated from the output nodes,
and any vertex o¥ \ | is computed exactly once iA. LetV; be the
set of vertices computed (transition R3-NR) in the sub+dation
P, PropertyP1 is trivially fulfilled.

As transition R3-NR on a vertexis possible only if its prede-
cessor vertices have red pebbles on them, those predesessor
necessarily executed in son®, j <i and are thus part of ¥;,

j <i. This proves properti?2.

To proveP3, for a givenV; we consider two setd/y is the set
of vertices that had a red pebble on them just before the &érecu
of B; VBR is the set of vertices on which a red pebble is placed
according to ruldR1 (input) during®. We haven(V;) C VRUVaR.
Thus|In(Vi)| < |VR| + [VeR|. As there onlySred pebblesjVr| < S
Also by construction off, |Vrg| < S. This proves thafin(V;)| < 2S
(propertyP3).

PropertyP4 is proved in a similar wayvj is the set of vertices
that have a red pebble on them just after the executiorf, pf
Vg is the set of vertices ofi on which a blue pebble is placed
during & according to ruleR2. We have thaOut(V;) C VR UV4g.
Thus [out(M)| < |V + [V&gl- As there are onlyS red pebbles,
[V&l < S Also by construction off}, [Visg| < S. This proves that
|out(Vi)| < 2S (propertyP4). O

LEMMA 2 (I/O lower bound for restricted pebble gamegt HNR

be the minimal number of vertex sets for any vag&\R-partition

of a given CDAG. Then the minimal number Q of I/O operations fo
any complete calculation on the CDAG, without any repelgplia
bounded by: @ Sx (HNR—1)

The above theorem and lemma establish the relationship be-
tween complete calculations of the restricted pebble gantk a
2S5-NR partitions. The critical difference between the dtad S-
partition of Hong & Kung and the S-NR partition is the validit
condition pertaining to incoming edges into a vertex sehapar-
tition: for the former the size of dominator sets is constedi to
be no more than S, while for the latter the number of exteraal v
tices with edges into the vertex set is constrained by S. When
CDAG is decomposed into sub-CDAGs, very often some of the
sub-CDAGs get isolated from the CDAG’s input and output ver-
tices. This will lead to trivial (i.e., zero) lower boundsrfsuch
component sub-CDAGs. For the restricted pebble game, hsow
develop an approach to obtain tighter lower bounds for corapb
sub-CDAGSs that have become isolated from inputs and outgduts
the full CDAG. The key idea is to allow any vertex without peed
cessors (resp. successors) to simulate an input (resptpugstex
by specially tagging it so, and then adjusting the obtairoweet
bound to account for a one-time access cost for loading .(stsp
ing) such a tagged input (resp. output). The vertices of a GDA
remain unchanged, but the labeling (tag) of some verticéspas-
s/outputs in the CDAG is changed.

THEOREM4 (Input/Output (Un)Tagging — Restricted pebble game).
Let C and C be two CDAGs of the same DAG & (V,E):
Cc=(,V,E,0), C' = (ludl,V,E,OUdO), where, dICV and
dOC V. If Qis the I/O complexity for C and’@s the 1/0O complex-

ity for C’ then, Q can be bounded by &s follows (tagging):

Q —|dI[-[dO] < Q @
Reciprocally, @ can be bounded by Q as follows (untagging):
Q<q 2)

Proof. Consider an optimal calculatiaA for C, of costQ. We will
build a valid complete calculatio#®’ for C’, of cost no more than
Q+1dI| +]dO]. This will prove thatQ’ < Q+ |dI|+ |dO|. We build
P’ from P as follows: (1) for any input vertex € dI, the (only)
transitionR3 involving v in P is replaced inP’ by a transitionR1,;
(2) for any output vertex € dO, the (only) transitiorR3 involving
vin P is complemented by aR2 transition; (3) any other transition
in 2 is reported as is irP’.

Consider now an optimal calculatiaPl for C’, of costQ’. We
will build a valid complete calculatio® for C, of cost no more than
Q'. This will prove thatQ < Q'. We build® from ?’ as follows: (1)
for any input vertew € dl, the first transitiorR1 involving vin 7’
is replaced inP by a transitionR3 followed by a transitiorR2; (2)
any other transition irP’ is reported as is itP. [

We note that such a construction is only possible for the re-
stricted pebble game where repebbling is disallowed. Ibkesa
tighter lower bounds to be developed via CDAG decomposition
In the next section, we use S-NR partitioning and the untaggi
theorem in developing a static analysis approach to crenairtg
data-access lower bounds of loop programs.



5. Parametric Lower Boundsvia Static Analysis an arbitrary CDAG (again using approximations) by meansaafet
of Programs analysis, and especially trace compression techniquegeftices

. . . , . modeling the same computation [22].
In this section, we develop a static analysis approach tweler

a_symptotic paramz_etric I/O_ lower boun_ds as a function o_f each Relations In the graphG = (V,E) of a CDAGC = (I,V,E,0),
size and problem size, faffine computationgffine computations vertices are connected by producer-consumer edges capthe

can be modeled using (union of) convex sets of integer paamis ~ data flow between operations. Similar to iteration domaifiine
(union of) relations between these sets. The motivatiowaéddid. forms are used to model thelations between the points in two
First, there exists an important class of affine computatishose  sets. Such relations capture which data is accessed by anityna
control and data flow can be modeled exactly at compile-tigneg. instance of a statement, as in classical data-flow analysithe
only affine forms of the loop iterators surrounding the cotapian example above, elements of arrayare read in statemersl,

statements, and program parameters (co_nstants whoses e and the relationR1l describing this access ign]->{s1[i] ->
unknown at compile-time). Many dense linear algebra comput p[i+1] : 0<=i<n}. This relation models a single edge between

tions, image processing algorithms, finite difference mesh etc., each element of s&l and an element of s&, described by the
belong to this class of programs [18]. Second, there exédile relationshipi — i + 1. Several operations on relations, such as
available tools to perform complex geometric operationsoch domain(R), which computes the domain (e.g., input set) of the re-
sets and relations. We use the Integer Set Library (ISL){@6dur lation (domain(R1) = [n] -> {[i] : 0<=i<n}), image(R)com-
analysis. puting the image (e.g., range, or output setiR@fmage(R1) = [n]

In Subsection 5.1, we provide a description of the program > ([i] : 1<=i<n+1}), the composition of two relatiorRloR2,
representation for affine programs. In Subsection 5.2, vaildbe their unionu, intersectiom, difference\ and the transitive closure
geometric reasoning that is the basis for the developedaw@ R" of a relation, are available. All these operations are sttpfo
bounds approach. Subsection 5.3 describes the 1/0O loweardbou by ISL.
computation using examples. Relations can also be used to directly capture the conmectio

. between computation vertices. For instance, given twestants
5.1 Background and Program Representation S1 andS2 with a producer-consumer relationship, the edges con-
In the following, we use ISL terminology [36] and syntax to-de necting each dynamic instance 8L and &2 in a CDAG can
scribe sets and relations. We now recall some key concepepto be expressed using relations. For examplel->{S1[i, j] —>
resent program features. S2[i,3-1,k] : ...} models a relation between a 2D statement
and a 3D statement. Each pointSh is connected to several points
in 2 along thek-dimension.

We note that in a similar manner to iteration domains for ver-
tices, relations can also be extracted from non-affine progrvia
convex under-approximation or from the CDAG via trace asialy
Again, care must be taken to always properly under-appratém
the relations capturing data dependences: it is safe tadégmale-
pendence (it can only lead to under-approximation of tha tatv
and therefore the I/O requirement), and therefore we onhgicler
must-dependences in our analysis framework.

Iteration domain A computation vertex in a CDAG represents

a dynamic instance of some operation in the input program. Fo
example, given a statemefit : A[i] += B[i+1] surrounded by
one loopfor (i = 0; i < n; ++i), the operatiorr= will be ex-
ecutedn times, and each such dynamic instance of the statement
corresponds to a vertex in the CDAG. For affine programs, this
set of dynamic instances can be compactly represented asoa (u

of) Z-polyhedra, i.e., a set of integer points bounded by affire in
equalities intersected with an affine integer lattice [19§ing ISL
notation, the iteration domain of statemesit, Dg, is denoted:
[n]->{S1[i]:0<=i<n}. The left-hand side of>, [n] in the ex- . .
ample, is the list of all parameters needed to define thess¢t.] 5.2 (zsse_orgrettirtli(;r?igasonlngfor /O L ower Boundsby

models a set with one dimensiopi() namedi, and the set space p 9

is nameds1. Presburger formulae are used on the right-hand side Given a CDAG, Lemma 2 establishes a relation between a lower
of : to model the points belonging to the set. In ISL, these sets ar bound on its data movement complexity for execution vittast

disjunctions of conjunctions of Presburger formulae, ébgrmod- storage elements and the minimal possible number of veetsx s
eling unions of convex and strided integer sets. @mensionof among all valid R partitions of the CDAG. The minimum pos-
a setSis denoted as dif$). dim(SL) = 1 in the example above.  sible number of vertex sets in &$R-partition is inversely related
The cardinality of setSis denoted agS. |SL| = n for the example. to the largest possible size of any vertex set for a vagi®
Standard operations on sets, such as union, intersectigjgcpon partition. A geometric reasoning based on the Loomis-\\yitin-
along certain dimensions, are available. In addition, kesrations equality [23] and its generalization [5, 34] has been usegktab-
for analysis, such as building counting polynomials forgbg(i.e., lish 1/0 lower bounds for a number of linear algebra alganish

polynomials of the program parameters that model how maey in  [1, 2, 11, 21]. A novel approach to determining 1/O lower bdsin
ger points are contained in a satin our example) [4], and para-  for affine computations in perfectly nested loops has beeantty

metric (integer) linear programming [16] are possible ochssets. developed [11] using similar geometric reasoning. The @gt
These operations are available in ISL. developed in this paper is inspired by that work and also ases
We remark that although our analysis relies on integer se&ts a  similar geometric reasoning, but improves on the prior wiarkvo
their associated operations, it is not limited to prograhe tan significant ways:
be exactly captured using such sets (e.g., purely affinergnas). 1. Generality It can be applied to a broader class of computations,
Since we are interested in computing lower bounds on I/O, an handling multiple statements and imperfectly nested loops
under-approximation of the statement domain and/or thefsx- 2. Tighter Bounds For computations with loop-carried depen-
pendences is acceptable, since an I/O lower bound for thexipp dences that are not oriented perfectly along one of thetibera
mated system is a valid lower bound for the actual systemirfor space dimensions, it provides tighter 1/0 lower boundslj&s-i
stance, if the iteration domaidg of a statemen§is not described trated by the Jacobi example in the next section.
exactly using Presburger formulae, we can under-apprdgiriés Before presenting the details of the static analysis foelowounds
set by taking the largest convex polyhedidgC Ds. Such a poly- characterization of affine computations, we use a simplengia
hedron can be obtained, for instance, by first computing theex to illustrate the geometric approach based on the Loomign&n

hull Ds D Ds and then shifting its faces until they are strictly in-  inequality and its generalizations that have been used \telale
cluded inDs. We also remark that such sets can be extracted from 1/O lower bounds for matrix-multiplication and other limnedgebra



computations. Consider the code exemplifying an N-bodgeor
calculation in Fig. 5(a). We have a 2D iteration space \@ti?)
points. The net force on each Nfparticles from the other particles
is computed using the function(), which uses the mass and
position of a pair of particles to compute the force betwedwmt.
The total number of input data elements for the computatson i
O(N). If S< N, it will be necessary to bring in at least some of
the input data elements more than once from slow to fast memor
A geometric reasoning for a lower bound on the amount of I/O
to/from fast memory proceeds as follows. Consider an antyitr
vertex set from any valid &R-partition. Let the set of point®

in the iteration space, illustrated by a cloud in Fig. 5(Bnate
the vertex set. The projections of each of the points ontavlee
iteration space axes are shown. |t and|P;| respectively denote
the number of distinct points on theand j axes.|P;| represents
the number of distinct elements of input arrayss and mass
that are accessed in the computation, for referepeegi) and
mass (1). Similarly, [Pj| corresponds to the number of distinct
elements accessed via the referenges(j) andmass (j). For
any vertex set from a valid@R-partition, the size of the input
set cannot exceed2Hence 2« |Pj| < 2Sand 2x |Pj| < 2S. For
this 2D example, the Loomis-Whitney inequality asserts tha
number of points inP cannot exceedPj| x |Pj|. Combining the
two inequalities, we can conclude tt#&is an upper bound on the
size of the vertex set. Thus, the minimum number of vertex iset
a valid 2S-partitionH = Q(N?/S?). By Lemma 2, a lower bound
onl/Ois(H—1) xS, i.e.,Q(N?/S).

for (i=0; i<N; i++)
for (j=0; j<N; j++)
if (i <> j) force (i)
+= f(mass(i),mass(J),pos (i), pos(j));

(a) Code for N-body force calculation

i P
(b) Geometric Projection

Figure 5:
Bounds

lllustration of Geometric Reasoning for I/O Lower

More generally, for @-dimensional iteration space, given some
bounds on the number of elements on some projectiors, af
bound on|P| can be derived using a powerful approach developed
by Christ et al. [11]. Christ et al. [11, Theorem 3.2] extehdiee
discrete case of the Brascamp-Lieb inequality [5, Theoretht@
obtain these bounds. Since our goal here is to develop astimpt
parametric bounds, the extension of the continuous Brasdadeb
inequality, stated below (in the restricted case of ortimadqro-
jections and using the Lebesgue measure for volumes) fisisat
for our analysis. We use the notatibh< RY to denote thaH is a
linear subspace d&9.

THEOREMS. Let ¢j : RY — RY be an orthogonal projection
for j € {1,2,...,m} such thatg;(xq,...,Xq) = (Y1,---,Yd;) Where
{yl?"'?ydj} g {X17"'7)(d}'

Then, for(sy,...,sm) € [0,1]™

¥H < RY, dim(H) < isjdim(q)j(H)) 3)
i=

m
= VECRY E<[]l0i(B)Y ()
=1
Since the linear transformationg are orthogonal projections,
the following Theorem enables us to limit the number of ir@gu
ties of Eq. (3) required for Theorem 5 to hold. Only one indiqya
per subspacel;, defined as the linear span of the canonical vector
&, is required (g) represents the subspace spanned by the vector
with a non-zero only in thé" coordinate):

THEOREMG. Let ¢j : RY — RY be an orthogonal projection
for j € {1,2,...,m} such that@j(xa,...,X4) = (¥1,.-.,Ya;) Where

YH <RY, dim(H) < 3 s, dim(g;(H)
=1

()

3

PN YH = (), 1= dim(H;) <

s6ij (6)
=1

where,d; j = dim(g;j (H;))

The proof of Theorem 6 directly corresponds to the proof df [1
Theorem 6.6] and is omitted (see also [5, Prop. 7.1]). It show
that if s= (sq,...,5m) € [0,1]™ are such thatH;, 1 < zrjnzlséi,j,
then the volume of any measurable &t RY can be bounded
by Us = |‘|rj“:1|(pj(E)\Si. In order to obtain as tight an asymptotic
bound as possible, we seslsuch thatJs is as small as possible.
Since we havegj(H)| < S, this corresponds to finding; such

that|‘|’j":1551 is minimized, or equivalentI)sZTzlsi is minimized.
In other words,zrjnzlsj has to be minimized. For this purpose, if
vi, 3j, s.t.,8;,j = 1, we solve:

m m
Minimize % sj, s.t., Vi, 1< 3 5§ (7)
=1 =1

We can instead solve the following dual problem, whose smiut
gives an indication of the shape of the optimal “cube.”

d d
Maximize le s.t., Vi, Zixia-’i.,j =1
= i=

®)

We use an illustrative example:

for (i=0; i<N; i++)
for (j=0; J<N; j++)
for (k=0; k<N; k++)

Cli][3J] = Cli1[3] + A[i][k]*B[k]

Consider the following three projections (we explain how th
projection directions are obtained later in this section)

Qui (i, k) = (1,0); @2 (i, ,k) = (1,K); @3 (i, ], k) — (k)
Let H1, Hy, and H3 denote the three subspaces spanned by the
canonical bases oR3. Consider, for example, the linear map
@1. We haved; 1 = dim(@i(hy)) = 1 for any hy € Hy, &1 =
dim(@y(hp)) = 1 for anyh, € Hp, anddz 1 = dim(¢@y(hz)) = 0 for
anyhs € Hs. Thus, we obtain the constraixt. 1+ xp.1+x3.0 < 1,
or X3 + X2 < 1. Similarly, we obtain the remaining two constraints
for the projectionsp, and@s.

This results in the following linear programming problem:

9)

Maximizex; + X + X3



s.t. X1+X <1 x1+x3<1;x3<1

Solving Eq. (9) provides the solutidmy, xp,X3) = (0,1,1), i.e.,

X1+ X2 + X3 = 2. The solution corresponds to considering a cube of
3

asymptotic dimensions s Sx Sand volumeO(S*i-1%1) =O(S?)

as the largest vertex-set. This provides an 1/0O lower bouihd o

Q(N3/S), when the problem sizi is sufficiently large.

5.3 Automated I/O Lower Bound Computation

We present a static analysis algorithm for automated déiva
of expressions for parametric asymptotic 1/0O lower bounals f
programs. We use two illustrative examples to explain thr@ua
steps in the algorithm before providing detailed pseudtector
the algorithm.

Illustrativeexample 1:  Consider the following example of Jacobi
1D stencil computation.

Parameters: N, T
Inputs: I[N]
Outputs: A[N]
for (i=0; i<N; 1i++4)
Sl: A[i] = I[i];
for (t=1; t<T; t++)
{
for (i=1; 1i<N-1; 1i++)
S2: B[i] = A[i-1] + A[i] + A[i+1];
for (i=1; 1i<N-1; 1i++)
S3: Ali] = Bli];

el

el0

Figure 6: Data-flow graph for Jacobi 1D

e6

Fig. 6 shows the static data-flow graPh = (Vi, EF) for Jacobi

The edges represent the true (read-after-write) data depees
between the statements. Each edge has an associated gifame de
dence relation as shown below:
e Edgeel: This edge corresponds to the dependence due to copy-
ing the inputsl to arraya at statemen$l and has the following
relation.
[N]->{I[1i]->S1[1]:0<=1<N}
Edgese?, €3 ande4: The use of array elemert$i-1], A[i]
andA[i+1] at statemenf are captured by edge®, e3 and
e4, respectively.
[T,N]->{S1[1i]->S2[1,1i+1]:1<=1i<N-2}
[T,N]->{S1[i]->S2[1,1]:1<=i<N-1}
[T,N]->{S1[1]->S2[1,1i-1]:2<=i<N-1}
e Edgese5 and e6: Multiple uses of the boundary elements
I[0] andI[N-1] by A[t][1] andA[t][N-2], respectively,
for 1<=t<T are represented by the following relations.
[T,N]->{S1[0]->S2[t,1]:1<=t<T}
[T,N]->{S1[N-1]->S2[t,N-2]:1<=t<T}
e Edgee7: The use of arrap in statemens3 corresponds to edge
e7 with the following relation.
[T,N]->{S2[t,1]->S3[t,1]:1<=t<T and 1<=i<N-1}
e Edgese8, €9 andel0: The uses of arrayin statemeng2 from
S3 are represented by these edges with the following rekgation
[T,N]->{S3[t,1]->S2[t+1,1i+1]:1<=t<T-1 and 1<=i<N-2}
[T,N]->{S3[t,1]->S2[t+1,1]:1<=t<T-1 and 1<=i<N-1}
[T,N]->{S3[t,1]->S2[t+1,1-1]:1<=t<T-1 and 2<=i<N-1}
Given apatlp= (e, ...,q) with associated edge relatiofRy, ..., R),
the relation associated with can be computed by composing
the relations of its edges, i.erelation(p) = R o--- o Ry. For
instance, the relation for the pafle7,e8) in the example, ob-
tained through the compositidRsg o Re7, is given byRp = [T, N]
-> {S82[t,i] -> S2[t+1,1i+1]}. Further, the domain and im-
age of a composition are restricted to the points for whiah th
composition can apply, i.edomain(Rj o R) = R ~}(image(R)) N
domain(R;)) andimage(Rj o R) = Rj(image(R;) Ndomain(Rj)).
Hence, domain(Rp) = [T,N] -> {S2[t,i] : 1<=t<T-1 and
1<=i<N-2} and image(Rp) = I[T,N] -> {S2[t,i] : 2<=t<T
and 2<=i<N-1}.

Two kinds of paths, namelyinjective circuit and broadcast
path defined below, are of specific importance to the analysis.

DEFINITION 6 (Injective edge and circuitiAn injective edgea is
an edge of a data-flow graph whose associated relatigis®oth
affine and injective, i.e., R= A.X+ B, whereA is an invertible
matrix. Aninjective circuitis a circuit E of a data-flow graph such
that every edge € E is an injective edge.

DEFINITION 7 (Broadcast edge and pati).broadcast edgé is
an edge of a data-flow graph whose associated relatigis Rffine
and dim(domain(Ry)) < dim(image(Ry)). A broadcast patlis a
path (ep,...,en) of a data-flow graph such that ds a broadcast
edge and’]_,g are injective edges.

Injective circuits and broadcast paths in a data-flow gragser-
tially indicate multiple uses of same data, and therefoeegarod
candidates for lower bound analysis. Hence only paths skthego
kinds are considered in the analysis. The current examplacufbi
1D computation illustrates the use of injective circuitslésive /O
lower bounds, while the use of broadcast paths for lower doun

1D. Gg contains a vertex for each statement in the code. The input analysis is explained in another example that follows.

array I is also explicitly represented B by nodel (shaded in

Injective circuits: In the Jacobi example, we have three circuits

black in Fig. 6). Each vertex has an associated domain asnshow to vertexS2 throughS3. The relation for each circuit is computed

below:
® Dy =[N]->{I[i]:0<=i<N}
® Dgy =[N]->{S1[i]:0<=1i<N}
® Do =[T,N]->{S2[t,1] :1<=t<T and 1<=i<N-1}
® D3 =[T,N]->{S3[t,1] :1<=t<T and 1<=i<N-1}

by composing the relations of its edges as explained eaflrer
relations, and the dependence vectors they representjsted |
below.

e Circuitcy = (e7,€8):

Re, = [T,N] —> {S2[t,i]->S2[t+1,i+1] : 1<=t<T-1 and
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Figure 7: Original iteration domain space for Jacobi 1D.eBlu
circles: Integer points of domaiDg; Black arrows: RelatiofReg

of circuit (€7,e8); Red diamonds: Frontigf;; Gray box: subset
E and corresponding vertex-set; Yellow triangles:in(vq); Black
squares: Projection of the points inside gray box along itteetion

of black arrows onto the frontier.

1<=1<N-2}
by =(L,1)7
e Circuitcy = (e7,€9):
RCZ = [TIN] -> {SZ [tri]
1<=i<N-1}
by = (1,0)7
e Circuit cz = (€7,€10):

->82[t+1,1i] : 1<=t<T-1 and

Re, = [T,N] —> {S2[t,1]->S2[t+1,i-1] : 1<=t<T-1 and
%§=i<N—l}
by = (1,-1)T

Fig. 7 pictorially shows the domaibs and the relatiorR;, as a
Z-polyhedron folT =N = 11.

DEeFINITION 8 (Frontier).The frontier, F, of a relation R, with
domain D, is the set of points with no incoming edges in the
correspondingz-polyhedron.

F can be calculated using the set operatior= D\ R(D). The
frontiers F1, F, and F3 for the three relationsi,, R, and R,
respectively, are listed below.

] Fl-[T N] >{s2[1, i]:2<=i<N—2; S2[t,1]:1<=t<T-1}

o= ->{S2[1,1] :1<=i<N-1}

° 3= >{S2[1,1]:2<=1i<N-1; S2[t,N-2]:2<=t<T-1}
In Fig. 7 pomts of frontierFl are shown as red diamond shaped
points. Due to the correspondence betweefrolyhedron and a
(sub-)CDAG (refer to Sec. 5.1), each point in a frontier esnts
a source vertex (i.e., vertex with no incoming edges) of tub{
)CDAG. It could be seen that there dFg|,1 <i < 3, disjoint paths
P,1<i <3 (as a consequence of the injective property of the
relations) in the sub-CDA@; = (l1,V1, E1,01) (corresponding to
the instances of statemer@® andS3), each with a distinct source
vertex that corresponds to a pointhp These source vertices are
tagged as inputs for the lower bounds analysis and theirtc{itiin
is later subtracted from the final I/O lower bound using Tleeo#.

Letus C V; be a vertex-set of a valid®partition ofC;. There

are a set of point& in the Z-polyhedron (e.g., the set of points
inside the gray colored box in Fig. 7) correspondingtoThe set
of points outsideE with an edge to a point ifE corresponds to
In(u1) (e.g., points marked with yellow triangles in Fig. 7). Since

there is no cyclic dependence between the vertex-sets diShe
partition and the paths are disjoint, by starting from thdiges of
In(u1) and tracing backwards along the paths in &yl <i <3,
we should reachin(v1)| < 2Sdistinct source vertices. This process
corresponds to projecting the sgtalong each of the directions
b, 1<i< 3 onto the frontierF, 1 <i < 3. Hence we have
|E b| < 2S (here, E denotes projectindge along the direction

bi). The points of the frontier obtained by projection are show
as black squares (over red diamonds) in Fig. 7. We ensur&that
DR, = domain(Rc,) Nimage(Rc,) N domain(R,) Nimage(Rc,) N
domain(Rg,) Nimage(Rc;,). This allows us to apply the geometric
reasoning discussed in Sec. 5.2 to restrict the size of thE as
shown below. Since difDg) = 2, it is sufficient to consider any
two linearly independent directions.

Theorem 6 applies only for projections along the orthogonal
directions. In case projection vectors are non-orthogoaadim-
ple change of basis operation is used to transform the spaae t
new space where the projection direqions are thg canonécsas.
In the example, if we consider vectdss/|bs| andbs/|b3| as the
projection directions in the original space, then the lineep

( By/Iby| bs/|Bs| )" will transform thez-polyhedron to a new
space where the projection directions are the canonicasbds
the example, after such transformation, the projectioniorscare
(1,0)T and(0,1)T, and hence we have the following two projec-
tions: @1 : (i,j) — (i); @ : (i,j) — (j). From Eq. 6, we obtain
the following inequalities for the dual problem (refer (8)) < 1;
Xp < 1.

In addition, we also need to include constraints for the dege
ate cases where the problem size considered may be sméileela
to the cache siz&s Hence, we have the following additional con-
straints for the examplep (E)[™ < (N+T); |@(E )\XZ < (N+
T), or (after taking log with basg), x1 logs(|@1(E)|) < logg(N +
T); x2logs(|@1(E)|)) < logg(N+T). Since|@j(E)| < S we have
logs(|@; (E)|) < 1. Hence, we obtain the constraings< logg(N -+
T) andxz < logg(N+T). Thus, we solve the following following
parametric linear programming problem.

Maximize ® = x1 + X (10)
s.t. X1 < 1
X < 1
x1 < logg(N+T)
X2 < logg(N+T)

Solving Eq. (10) using PIP [16] provides the following sabut
Iflogg(N+T) > 1thenx; =X =1, elsex; = x2 =logg(N+T).
This specifies that whel +T = Q(S), |u1| = O(S?), and hence

Q=0Q (" —(N+T)) (here,(N+T) is subtracted from the lower
bound to account for I/0 tagging), otherwise; | = O ((N+T)?)
andQ = Q< AL~ (N +T)).

In the example, since the vectdog/|by| and bs/|bs| are al-
ready orthonormal, the change of basis transformationtbaier-
formed earlier is unimodular. But, in general this need retie
case. Since we focus only on asymptotic parametric boumys, a
constant multiplicative factors that arise due to the nomaodular
transformation are ignored.

Illustrative example 2:  The following example is composed of
a scaled matrix-multiplication and a Gauss-Seidel contfmuta
within an outer iteration loop.

Parameters: W, N, T
Inputs: A[N][N], C[N][N], Temp[N][N]
Outputs: A[N][N], CI[N][N]

// Iterative loop with scaled Matmult



// followed by Stencil o relation(e2 = (A,S1)) = Rep = [N] —> {A[i,3] —>

for (it=0; it<W;it++) S1[i',3,1] : 0<=i'<N and 0<=i<N and 0<=j<N}
{ e relation(e3=(C,S3)) =Re3= [N] -> {C[i,3] -> S3I[i, 7]
// Scaled Matmult split out into a sequence of : 0<=i<N and 0<=j<N}

// mat-vec and vector scaling ops for each row
for (1=0; 1<N; i++)
{

for (j=0; J<N; j++)

o relation(e4 = (TempSl)) = Ry = [N] —> {Temp[i, j] —>
S1[1i,3,0] : 0<=i<N and 0<=7j<N}
o relation(e5= (SL,S1)) = Res = [N] —> {Sl[i, ], k] —>

for (k=0; k<N; k++) Sl[i',j,k-#l} ¢ 0<=i<N and 0<=3j<N and 0<=k<N-1}
S1: Temp[i][j] += A[i][k]I*A[k][j]; o relation(e6 = (S1,2)) = Reg = [N] —> {S1[i, j,N-1]1 —>
S2[1,3] : 0<=1i<N and 0<=7j<N}

for (j=0; J<N; j++) o relation(e7=(S2,3)) =Re7 = [N] -> {S2[i,3] -> S3[i,7]
S2: Temp[i][J] = 2*Temp[i][]]; : 0<=1i<N and 0<=j<N}

for (4=0; 4<N; 5 +4) Broadcast paths: The pathsp; = (el) and p, = (€2) are of type

or (j=0; j<N;j ; .
3 CLi104] +o Temp(i](31s broadcast. Asp; and p, are composed of a single edge, their

relations,Rp, and Rp, respectively, are the same as their edge.

: Thus, Ry, = Re1 and Rp, = Rep. We are specifically interested

// Seidel stencil in the broadcast paths whose inverse-relations (Bg:) can be
for (t=0;t<Tit++) . expressed as affine maps. In our example, the two inveraemes
for (i=1; 1i<N-1; i+4) R;1 andR;1 can be expressed as affine maps as shown below:
for (j=1; J<N-1; j++) P1 P2
S4: A[i][3) = 0.5 * (A[i-1][J) + A[i][3-1] \ 1 1.0 0 i 0
+ A[1][3]) + A[i+1]1[3] + A[i]1[J+1]); — = il
} A (°°1>'<Jj>+(8>
i
Rl o= (00 1) (1), J
The decomposition theorem (Theorem 2) allows us to split L 01 0)° i 0

this code into individual components, analyze each subfpro
separately and obtain the I/O lower bounds for the whole narog S Lo . _
through simple summation of the individual bounds. Henogrg Further, .we have an Lnjectlve C|r$m3 = (65) with Rp, = Res,
the CDAGC of the above example, the analysis proceeds with the Whose direction vectds; = (0,0,1)".

following steps: We next calculate the frontief§;, F, andF of the relations
e The CDAGC and thus the underlying program is decomposed Rp:» Rp, and Rp,, respectively, by taking the set-difference of
as follows: (1) Each iteration of the outer loop, with tripemt their domain and image (e.d1 = Dy, \ Ry, (Dp,)), where,Dp, =

W, is split intoW sub-programs. (2) Each of this sub-program domain(py)). The three frontiers are shown using the ISL notation
is further decomposed by separating the matmult (congistin below:

statement$l, 2 andS3) and Seidel operations (consisting of ~ ® F1=IN] —-> {A[i,3] : 0<=i<N and 0<=j<N}

statemen®4) into individual sub-programs. ® F=[N] -> {A[i,3] : 0<=i<N and 0<=j<N}

The vertices corresponding to the input arrays of the matmul  ® F3=[N] -> {S1[i,3,0] : 0<=1<N and 0<=j<N}

and Seidel computations are tagged as inputs in their corre-  Inthe case aninjective circuit (with associated relatsay,Ra),
sponding sub-CDAGs. we chose the direction of projection to be the vector reprasg
The matmult (with sub-CDA®m = (Im,Vim, Em, Om)) and the R4. Here, in case of a broadcast path (with associated relation
Seidel computation (with sub-CDAGs = (ls,Vs, Es,Os)) are say,R, = A.X+ b), we choose the kernel of the matrx ker(A),

separately analyzed for their /O lower bounds. to be the projection direction. The intuition behind chogsthis
¢ If Ly andLs are the I/O lower bounds obtained in the previous direction is that the kernel represents the plane of reusthance,
step for matmult and Seidel computation, respectivelyorém the set of points obtained by projecting a &etlong the kernel
2 and Theorem 4 provides us an I/O lower bound of directions represents the(E). In general, the kernel can be of
QW x ((Lm— |Im|) + (Ls—|ls]))) for the whole program. dimension higher than one (but has to be at least one due to the
The analysis of the Seidel computation is similar to the ysisl definition of a broadcast path). The kernel%__ énd k}) of the

of the Jacobi 1D computation detailed in the previous exampl  jnverse-relations of the paths, and p, are:ky = (0,1,0)T and
Hence, we skip the analysis and provide the following redtilt Ky — (1,0,0)T, respectively. Y
2: - ] ’ R iy _’-
N =Q(VS) andT = Q(v/S) then,Qs = Q (% —N?— NT)7 else By choosingki, ko andbg as the projection directions, we obtain
Qs> 0. whereQs is the I/O complexity for the Seidel computation. @y : (i, j,K) — (i,K); @ : (i, j,K) = (j,K); @3: (i, j,k) = (i, ]). This
Now, we consider the analysis of the scaled matmult. The data provides us the following inequalitiesy + x3 < 1; xp + X3 < 1;

flow graph,Gg consists of six vertices: verticels C and Temp X1 + X2 < 1. Further, to handle the degenerated cases, we have the
correspond to the input arrays ¢ and Temp, respectively; ver- additional constraints that specify that the size of thggmtmns
tices S1, S2 and S3 correspond to the statemer8is, S2 and 3, onto the subspaced}, {j} and{k} should not exceet and the
respectively. The domain corresponding to each vertexh@gnor- size of the projections onto the subspa¢gg’}, {m} and {in}

derA, C, Temp Sl, 2 and<3) is listed below:
e Dp =[N]->{A[1i,J]:0<=i<N and 0<=7j<N}
® Dc =[N]->{C[i,]]:0<=1i<N and 0<=3j<N}
® Dremp=I[N]->{Temp[i, j]:0<=i<N and 0<=3j<N} Maximize ©® = X1 + Xp + X3 (12)
® Dg =[N]->{S1[1i,3,k]:0<=i<N and 0<=3j<N and 0<=k<N}
e Do =[N]->{S2[i, j]:0<=1i<N and 0<=3j<N}
® D3 =[N]->{S3[i,j]:0<=1<N and 0<=3j<N}

The relations corresponding to various edges are listemhbel
e relation(el= (A,Sl)) = Reg = [N] -> {A[i, j] —>

S1[i,3’,3] : 0<=i<N and 0<=j<N and 0<=j’<N}

should not exceetl2. Hence, we obtain the following parametric
linear programming problem.



s.t. X1+x < 1
Xo+x3 < 1
Xx1+x3 < 1
x1 < logg(N)
X2 < logg(N)
x3 < logg(N)
X1+X2 < 2logg(N)
x2+x3 < 2logg(N)
x1+x3 < 2logg(N)

Solving Eq. (11) using PIP [16] provides the following sabut
If 2logg(N) > 1 then,x; =X =x3=1/2, else,x; =% =
x3 = logg(N). Hence, wherN = Q(v/S), Qn = Q (\’\}—_33— N2>,
otherwiseQ, > 0.

Finally, by applying Theorem 2, we obtain the I/O lower bound
for the full programQ > Q,+Qs=Q (W X (NT:;-F % —N2— NT))
whenN andT are sufficiently large.

Putting it all together:  Algorithm 1 provides a pseudo-code for
our algorithm. Because the number of possible paths in ehgsap
highly combinatorial, several choices are made to limitdierall
practical complexity of the algorithm. First, only edgesrigrest,
i.e., those that correspond to relations whose image iesepta-

tive of the iteration domain, are kept. Second, paths arsidered

in the order of decreasing expected profitability. One ddtede-
tailed here corresponds to favoring injective circuitsrdu@adcast
paths with one-dimensional kernel (to reduce the potespah),
and then broadcast paths with decreasing kernel dimengien (
higher the kernel, the more the reuse, the lower the consyrai

For a given vertex, once the directions associated with the

set of paths chosen so far span the complete space of therdomai

of v, no more paths are considered. The role of the funatigf)

(on lines 20, 26 and 32 in Algorithm 1) amounts to finding a

set of paths that are linearly independent, compatible @.dase
can be associated to them), and representative. The fungQms
shown in Algorithm 3. The functiohest(v) (shown in Algorithm 2)
selects a set of paths for a vertexand computes the associated
complexity. The functiosolve() (shown in Algorithm 4) writes the
linear program and returns the I/O lower bound (with casespaf
domainD and a set of compatible subspaces.

Various operations used in the pseudo-code are detailedbel

¢ Given arelatiorR, domain(R) andimage(R) return the domain
and image oR, respectively.
¢ For an edge, the operationrelation(e) provides its associated
relation. If Re = relation(e) has acceptable number of disjunc-
tions, then the edge can be split into multiple edges witmtou
equal to the number of disjunctions, otherwise, a convexerind
approximation can be done.
e For a given pathp = (ej,ep,...,q) with associated rela-
tions (Re;,Re,,...,Rq) We can compute the associated re-
lation for p by composing the relations of its edges, i.e.,
relation(p) computesRg o --- o Re, o Re,. Note that the do-
main of the composition of two relations is restricted to the
points for which the composition can apply, idemain(R; o
Rj) = R;l(image(Rj) Ndomain(R})) and image(Ri o Rj) =
R (image(R;j) Ndomain(R)).
For a given domairD, dim(D) returns its dimension. If the
cardinality ofD (i.e., number of points i) is represented in
terms of the program parameters, its dimension can be aatain
by setting the values of the parameters to a fixed big value (sa
B), and computing log(|D|), and rounding the result to the
nearest integer. For example, |B| = C(n,m) = nm+n—+ 3,
settingB = 10°, we get diniD) = round (logg (C(‘B, B))) = 2.

¢ If a relation R is injective and can be expressed as an affine

map of the formA X+ b, then the operatioray(R) computesB,
otherwise, returng..

For a relationR, if its inverse can be expressed as an affine
relationA X+ b, rkernel(R) computes the kernel of the matrix
A(and returnsL otherwise).

For a set of vectorb = {by, ..., b}, subspace(b) provides the
linear subspace spanned by those vectors.

For a set of linear subspaci&s= {ki,...,k }, base(K) gives

a set of linearly independent vectdrs- {by,...,bq} such that
for anyk;, there existdy C b s.t. ki = subspace(by). If such a
set could not be computed, it returns

For a pathp, vertices(p) returns its set of vertices.

Given an expressioK, the operatiosimplify(X) simplifies the
expression by eliminating the lower order terms. For exampl
simplify(NT +-N% — N+ T) returnsNT -+ N2.

1 Gr = (Vr,Er);

2 /=0, Fg:=0; Fgg:=0;

3 foreach e= (u,v) € Er do

4 R:=relation(e);

5 if dim(image(R)) < dim(v) then next if R is invertiblethen
F = Fu{e} if dim(domain(R)) = dim(image(R)) — 1 then

6 | Fs:=FsU{e}

7 end

8 if dim(domain(R)) < dim(image(R)) — 1 then
0 | Fes:=FesU{e}

10 end

11 end

12 foreach ve Vg do
13 d :=dim(v);

14 foreach circuit p fromvto vin fFdo
15 R:= relation(p);
16 if (b:=ray(R)) = L then next pif dim(image(R)) <d
then next pif try(v,subspace(b), p) then next v
17 end
18 foreach cycle-free path p to v ingF* do
19 R:= relation(p);
20 if (k:=rkernel(R)) = L then next pif
dim(image(R)) < d then next pif try(v,k, p) then next v
21 end
22 foreach cycle-free path p to v indggFR* do
23 R:= relation(p);
24 if (k:=rkernel(R)) = L then next pif
dim(image(R) < d) then next pif try(v,k, p) then next v
25 end
26 best(v);
27 end

28 simplify (¥ yeye V.COMplexity;
Algorithm 1: For each vertex in a data-flow graplGg, finds a
set of paths and computes the corresponding complexity.

1 Function best(vertexv)

2 let (k,K,D,T) € v.cliquewith maximum lexicographic value of
(dim(D),dimensiortk), — ¥ <k dimensiorfk;), solve(D,K), —[T|);

3 Q:=solve(D,K);

4 v.complexity.= Q;

Algorithm 2: For a vertex, selects a set of paths and computes

the associated complexity.

6. Related Work

Hong & Kung provided the first formalization of the I/0O comple
ity problem for a two-level memory hierarchy using the réaéb



1 Function try(vertexv, subspacé’, pathp)
2 {v.cliqueis a set of quadrupleg,K,D, T) where:
- kis asubspace,
- Kis aset of subspaces,
- Disadomain,
- Tisasetof vertices
{v.complexityis an asymptotic complexity (with casés)
4 if K € v.subspacethen return false
v.subspaces= v.subspaces {k'};
5 foreach (k,K,D,T) € v.cliqueu(L, L, L, 1)do

w

6 if dimensiorik+ k') > dimensiorfk) and
base(KU{K'}) # L then

7 D’ = image(relation(p)) ND;

8 if D=1 or dim(D’) = dim(D) then

9 T’ := T Uvertices(p);

10 K :=KU{K'};

1 v.clique:= v.cliqguelJ(k+ K ,K’,D’, T");

12 if dimensiortk+ k') > dim(domain(v)) then

13 Q := solve(D’,K");

14 v.complexity.= Q;

15 return true;

16 end

17 end

18 end

19 end

20 return false;
Algorithm 3: For a vertew, try to add pathp to some other paths.
Return true if a good bound is found.

Function solve(domainD, set of subspacds)

b := base(K);

LP := objective(maximized = ¥, cp Ai);

foreach k € K do LP:= LP.constraint(y @i < 1) foreach bchb
do

AW N R

5 Dy := projection(subspace(b'),D);

6 LP := LP.constraint(§ p, cy i < logs(|Dy|));
7 end

8 F := ek |projection(—k,D)|;

9 ©:=solution(LP);

10 U=

n Q=0 () -aF);

12 return Q;

Algorithm 4: For a domairD and a set of compatible subspaces,

writes the linear program, and returns the 1/0 lower bounidh(w
cases).

pebble game on a CDAG and the equivalence to 2S-partitiotieof
CDAG. We perform an adaptation of Hong & Kung 2S-partitianin
to constrain the size of the input set of each vertex set ralttza
a dominator set, which is suitable for bounding the minimu@ |
for a CDAG with the restricted red/blue pebble game wherelep
bling is disallowed. This adaptation enables effective position

of lower bounds of sub-CDAGs to form I/O lower bounds for com-

posite CDAGs. A similar adaptation has previously been used
modifying the red/blue pebble game through addition of adthi
kind of pebble [14, 15]. The composition of lower bounds fer s
guences of linear algebra operations has previously begnesgbd

by the work of Ballard et al. [1] by use of “imposed” reads and

writes in between segments of operations, adding the loaands
on data access for each of the segments, and subtractingrttizen

of imposed reads and writes. Our use of tagged inputs anditsutp

in conjunction with application of the decomposition therorbears
similarities to the use of imposed reads and writes by Bakaal.,

but is applicable to the more general model of CDAGSs that mode
data dependences among operations.

In [8] an approach is proposed to obtain e lower bound to the
access complexity of a DAG in terms of space lower bounds that
apply to disjoint components of the DAG, when recomputatgon
not allowed. In [9], the approach is extended to the case when
recomputation is allowed, by means of the notion of freas#np
space complexity.

Irony et al. [21] used a geometric reasoning with the Loomis-
Whitney inequality [23] to present an alternate proof to blamd
Kung’s [20] for I/O lower bounds on standard matrix multgal
tion. More recently, Demmel’'s group at UC Berkeley has devel
oped lower bounds as well as optimal algorithms for sevarahr
algebra computations including QR and LU decompositionthed
all-pairs shortest paths problem [1, 3, 13, 33].

Extending the scope of the Hong & Kung model to more com-
plex memory hierarchies has also been the subject of rdsezau-
age provided an extension together with results for sonssetof
computations that were considered by Hong & Kung, providipg
timal lower bounds for 1/0 with memory hierarchies [27]. Mait
proposed a hierarchical computational model [35] thatreftee
possibility to reason in an arbitrarily complex parametdzanem-
ory hierarchy model. While we use a single-level memory nhode
this paper, the work can be extended in a straight forwardneran
to model multi-level memory hierarchies.

Unlike Hong & Kung’s original model, several models have
been proposed that do not allow recomputation of values (als
ferred to as “no repebbling”) [1, 3, 7, 10, 12, 21, 24-28, 30, 3
Savage [27] developed results for FFT using no repebblifigrd
and Peserico [7] explore the possibility of coding a givegoathm
so that it is efficiently portable across machines with défe hier-
archical memory systems, without the use of recomputaBad
lard et al. [1, 3] assume no recomputation in deriving lowarrds
for linear algebra computations. Ranjan et al. [25] deveietier
bounds than Hong & Kung for FFT using a specialized technique
adapted for FFT-style computations on memory hierarctiRes-
jan et al. [26] derive lower bounds for pebbling r-pyramiadsier
the assumption that there is no recomputation. As discusaed
lier, we also use a model that disallows recomputation afiesl
But our focus in this regard is different from previous effor we
formalize an adaptation of the the 2S-partitioning modeHohg
& Kung that facilitates effective composition of lower balgifrom
Sub-CDAGs of a composite CDAG.  gor (1=0;1<N; i+4)

for (j=0; j<N; j++)
for (i=0; i<N;i++) for (k=0; k<N;k++)
for (3=0; J<N; j++) {

for (k=0; k<N; k++) Crilrjl += 1;
Clil[31+=A[i][k]1+B[k]1[]]; A[i]1[k] += 1;
Blk]l[j] += 1;

(a) Matrix Multiplication Code }

(b) Code with same array
accesses as Mat-Mult

Figure 8: Example illustrating difference between CDAG miod
and computational model used by Christ et al. [11]

The previously described efforts on 1/0O lower bounds have
involved manual analysis of algorithms to derive the bourds
contrast, in this paper we develop an approach to automate th
analysis of 1/0 lower bounds for programs. The only othethsuc
effort to our knowledge is the recent work of Christ et al.][11
Indeed, the approach we have develop in this paper was éuasipyr
their work, but differs in a number of significant ways:

1. The models of computation are different. Our work is based
on the CDAG and pebbling formalism of Hong & Kung, while
the lower bound results of Christ et al. [11] are based on-a dif
ferent abstraction of an indivisible loop body of affine stat



ments within a perfectly nested loop. For example, under tha Relating 1/0 lower bounds to machine parameters: I/O lower
model, the lower bounds for codes in Fig. 8(a) (standard ma- bounds can be used to determine whether an algorithm wilhbe i
trix multiplication) and Fig. 8(b) would be exactly the same herently limited to performance far below a processor'skpes:
O(N3/+/S) — since the analysis is based only on the array ac- cause of data movement bottlenecks. The collective barbiiet

cesses in the computation. In contrast, with the red/blbblge tween main memory and the last level cache in multicore jgoce
game model, the CDAGs for the two codes are very different, sors in words/second on current systems is over an order gf ma
with the matrix-multiplication code in Fig. 8(a) represegta nitude lower than the aggregate computational performafhtee

connected CDAG, while the code in Fig. 8(b) represents has a processor cores in floating-point operations per secoiglratio is
CDAG with three disconnected parts corresponding to treethr ~ a critical machine balance parameter. By comparing thishinac
statements, and computation has a much lower I/O complexity balance parameter to the ratio of the 1/O lower bound (catedl
of O(N?). for Sset to the capacity of the last level on-chip cache) to tha tot
2. The work of Christ et al. [11] does not model data deperigenc ~ number of arithmetic operations in the computation, we ceterd
between statement instances, and can therefore produde weamine if the algorithm will be inherently limited by data mawent
lower bounds. In contrast, the approach developed in thigpa ~ Overheads. However, such an analysis will also requiret tigh
is based on using precise data dependence information as thesessment of the constants for the leading terms in the asfimpt
basis for geometric reasoning in the iteration space toeléhe expressions of the order complexity for I/O lower boundsisTh
I/0 lower bounds. For example, with the 2D-Jacobi example not addressed by the approach presented in this paper.
discussed earlier, the lower bound obtained by the approach Modeling associative oper ator s: Reductions using associative op-

of Christ et al. would beéD(N?) instead of the tight bound of ~ €rators like addition occur frequently in computations th\the
O(N2T /+/S) that is obtained with the algorithm developed in CDAG model, some fixed order of execution is enforced for such
this paper. computations, resulting in an over-constrained lineaircbade-

3. This work addresses a more general model of programsewhil Pendencies between the vertices _corrfas%ondilng tg instanican
the work of Christ et al. [11] only models perfectly nesteddo ~ associative operator. Some previously developed gecmafr

tati the algorith ted in thi bandl Proaches to modeling 1/O Ipwer bounpls [1, 11, 21] haye deezlo
gggﬁupeungé(s)r:)sf,impeer?e%(t)lg mransste%rleos(;e; c%mguta;?or?: per Ban 1/0 lower bounds for a family of algorithms that differ in toeder

of execution of associative operations. It would be of ieseto ex-
tend the automated lower bounding approach of this papdsto a
7. Discussion model lower bounds among a family of CDAGs corresponding to
associative reordering of the operations.

Finding good decompositions: The second illustrative example
in Sec. 5 demonstrated the benefit of judiciously decompgosin
CDAGs to obtain good lower bounds by combining bounds for

E(IDO\l/ver bogmd i;’ tfight—clgzlasrkléz?ﬁ is a valid but weak]?rmieess . sub-CDAGs via the decomposition theorem. However, if the de
ower bound for any - Ihe primary means 01 asSessINg ., mposition is performed poorly, the result will be a veryake

tightness of lower bounds is by comparison with upper bounds |, yer hound. In the same example, if the computation withi t
from algorithm implementations that have been optimizeditia second level. loop had also been used to further decompose the

locality. For example, tiling (or blocking) is a commonlyass — cpaG e would have a sequence of matrix-vector multiplaras

approach to enhance data locality of nested loop compugatio with order complexityO(N2) from which the tagged I/0O nodes of
An open question is whether any automatic tool can be dedigne the same order of complexity must be subtrated out, regpitim

to systematically explore the space of valid schedules teigde : T
. >~ . weak lower bound of zero. Conversely, if the computatiorhimit
good parametric upper bounds based on models and/or fieirist the outerit loop were not decomposed into sub-CDAGS, it would

that minimize data movement cost. again have resulted in weak lower bounds. The question of au-

Lower boundswhen recomputation is allowed: The vast major- ; - - -
ity of existing application codes do not perform any redurda- E%rﬂﬁtg\:;g?/lj'c’nfr"gg Eﬁ:ﬁt(l)v:egepcrgr&g%sltlons of CDAGs tcable

computation of any operations. But with data movement dosts
coming increasingly dominant over operation executions;dmth .
in terms of energy and performance, there is significantésten 8. Conclusion

We conclude by raising some issues and open questions, Some o
which are being addressed in ongoing work.
Tightness of lower bounds: A very important question is whether

devising implementations of algorithms where redundanome Characterizing the 1/0 complexity of a program is a correrst
putation of values may be used to trade off additional inesje problem, that is particularly important with current andezging
operations for a reduction in expensive data movementsoto/f power-constrained architectures where data movemens ewst
off-chip memory. It is therefore of interest to develop anéted the dominant energy bottleneck. Previous approaches telingd
techniques for I/O lower bounds under the original model ofig the 1/0 complexity of computations have several limitatighat

& Kung that permits re-computation of CDAG vertices. Having  thjs paper has addressed. First, by suitably modifying esble
lower bounds under both models can offer a mechanism to iden- game model used for characterizing 1/0 complexity, analysi
tify which algorithms have a potential for a trade-off beémeextra  jarge composite computational DAGs is enabled by decortiposi
computations for reduced data movement and whichdonot. into smaller sub-DAGs, a key requirement to allow the arialys
If the CDAG representing a computation has matching and tigh  of complex programs. Second, a static analysis approachdes
I/G lower bounds under both the general model and the réstiric  developed to compute 1/0 lower bounds, by generating asytopt

model, the algorithm does not have potential for such a todfle  parametric data-access lower bounds for programs as adorut
On the other hand, if a lower bound under the restricted mghlat cache size and problem size.

prohibits re-pebbling) is higher than a tight lower boundemthe
general model, the computation has potential for tradifigextfa
computations for a reduction in volume of data movementsThi Acknowledgment
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