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Abstract

We consider greedy contention managers for transactioaadary forA/ x N excution windows of
transactions witld/ threads andv transactions per thread. Assuming that each transactidtiate with
at mostC' other transactions inside the window, a trivial greedy eatibn manager can schedule them
within C'N time. In this paper, we show that there are much better sébedWe present and analyze
two new randomized greedy contention management algasithifhe first algorithmOffline-Greedy
produces a schedule of lengt(C' + N log(M N)) with high probability, and gives competitive ratio
O(log(MN)) for C < Nlog(MN). The offline algorithm depends on knowing the conflict graph.
The second algorith@nline-Greedy produces a schedule of lengti{C log(M N) + N log?(MN))
with high probability which is only & (log(NN M)) factor worse, but does not require knowledge of the
conflict graph. We also give an adaptive version which aaseaimilar worst-case performance and
is determined on the fly under execution. Our algorithms jl@wnew tradeoffs for greedy transaction
scheduling that parameterize window sizes and transactinflicts within the window.

Keywords: transactional memory, contention managers, greedy stihgdexecution window.

1 Introduction

Multi-core architectures present both an opportunity dmallenge for multi-threaded software. The oppor-
tunity is that threads will be available to an unprecedenlegiee, and the challenge is that more program-
mers will be exposed to concurrency related synchroniagiioblems that until now were of concern only
to a selected few. Writing concurrent programs is difficeitduse of the complexity of ensuring proper syn-
chronization. Conventional lock based synchronizatidifessifrom well known limitations, so researchers
considered non-blocking transactions as an alternatigéw&re Transactional Memory [115} [7, 8] systems
use lightweight and composable in-memory software tramsecto address concurrency in multi-threaded
systems ensuring safety all the timel[b, 6].

A contention management strategy is responsible for the S§ig¢em as a whole to make progress. If
transactioril” discovers it is about to conflict with”, it has two choices, it can pause, givifiga chance to
finish, or it can proceed, forcing’ to abort. To solve this problem efficiently, will consult the contention
manager module which choice to make. Of particular inteaesigreedy contention managevghere a
transaction starts again immediately after every abortvei®¢ (greedy) contention managers have been
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proposed in the literature. However, most contention marsabgave been assessed only experimentally
by specific benchmarks. There is a small amount of work in itleeature which analyzes formally the
performance of contention managers. The competitive rasiolts are not encouraging since the bounds are
not tight. For example with respect to ths) bound in [2], when the number of resources increases, the
performance degrades linearly. A question arises whetmesne can achieve tighter bounds. A difficulty
in obtaining tight bounds is that the algorithms studied2yi4,[ 3/ 13| 14] apply to thene-shot scheduling
problem where each thread issues a single transaction. One-siteprs can be related to graph coloring.

It can be shown that the problem of finding the chromatic nunolb@ graph can be reduced to finding an
optimal schedule for a one-shot problem. Since it is knovat ¢gnaph coloring is a very hard problem to
approximate, the one-shot problem is very hard to appraeriom [14].

In order to obtain better formal bounds, we propose to imyatt execution window of transactions
(see the left part of Figurel 1), which has the potential torawme the limitations of coloring in certain
circumstances. A/ x N window of transaction$V consists ofM threads with an execution sequence
of N different transactions per thread. L&tdenote the maximum number of conflicting transactions for
any transaction in the windowvg(is the maximum degree of the respective conflict graph of tinelow). A
straightforward upper bound igain(C'N, M N), sinceC'N follows from the observation that each transac-
tion in a thread may be delayed at m@stime steps by its conflicting transactions, ahdV follows from
the serialization of the transactions. If we partition thedow into N one-shot transaction sets, each of size
M, then the competitive ratio using the one-shot analysisltess O(sN). When we use the Algorithm
RandomizedRounds [14] N times then the completion time is in the worst ca¥&’' N log n) (for some
appropriate choice of).
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Figure 1: Execution window model for transactional memory

We have results that indicate that we can obtain better Imunder certain circumstances in the window.
We present two randomized greedy algorithms transacti@assigned priorities values, such that for some
random initial interval in the beginning of the winddW each transaction is in low priority mode and then
after the random period expires the transactions switchig priority mode. In high priority mode the
transaction can only be aborted by other high priority teatisns. The random initial delays have the
property that the conflicting transactions are shifteddiegheir window and their execution times may not
coincide (see the right part of Figure 1). The benefit is toaflecting transactions can execute at different
time slots and potentially many conflicts are avoided. Theelitss become more apparent in scenarios where
the conflicts are more frequent inside the same column tcdioea and less frequent between different
column transactions.



Contributions:  We propose the contention measirewithin the window to allow more precise state-
ments about the worst-case complexity bound of any comtentianagement algorithm. We give two
window-based randomized greedy algorithms for the coimemhanagement in any execution wind®ix.
Our first Algorithm Offline-Greedy gives a schedule of length(C' + N log(M N)) with high probability,
and improves on one-shot contention managers from a wasg-perspective. The algorithm is offline in
the sense that it uses explicitly the conflict graph of thedaations to resolve the conflicts. Our second
Algorithm Online-Greedy produces a schedule of lengt{C log(MN) + N log?(M N)) with high prob-
ability, which is only a factor of)(log(M N')) worse in comparison t@ffline-Greedy. The benefit of the
online algorithm is that does not need to know the conflicpbgraf the transactions to resolve the conflicts.
The online algorithm uses as a subroutine AlgoritRandomizedRounds [14]. We also give a third al-
gorithm Adaptive-Greedy which is the adaptive version of the previous algorithmsoht@chieves similar
worst-case performance and adaptively guesses the vatbe obntention measurg.

The technique we use for the analysis of these algorithmmikas to the one used by Leightaet al. [9]
to analyze an online packet scheduling problem. Moreovss, amlvantage of our algorithms is that if the
conflicts in the window are bounded by < N log M N then the upper bounds we have obtained is within
poly-logarithmic factors from optimal, sing¥ is a lower bound for the execution time. By finding window
sizes in the program execution whereis small compared tév our algorithm provide better bounds than
previously known algorithms.

We prove the existence of an algorithm based on dynamic anogring to find in polynomial time the
optimal decomposition for any arbitrary windoW’, into sub-windowsWW, ..., W}, such the maximum
contentiondensityin each is the smallest possible. The density simply measww much larger i€’ with
respect to the number of transactions per thread. By apgpbyin greedy contention management algorithms
in the sub-windows we can obtain schedules which are asyitqgity better than executing the algorithm
in the whole windowi¥’.

Outline of Paper: The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Sedtion 2diseuss the related
work. We present the transactional memory model in Seé¢fion\@ present and formally analyze an
offline randomized greedy algorithm in Sectidn 4. The onlmeesion is given in Sectionl 5. In Section
[6, we describe the adaptive version of the aforementiongdrithms. We discuss the issues of window
decomposition for the optimal window generation in Sedifo$ectiod B concludes the paper.

2 Related Work

Transactional Memory (TM) has been proposed in the earlgti@a as an alternative implementation of
mutual exclusion that avoids many of the drawbacks of loekg.( deadlock, reliance on the programmer
to associate shared data with locks, priority inversior failures of threads while holding locks) [8]. A
few years later the term Software Transactional Memory ($Wsls suggested by Shavit and Touitou![15]
and a so called Dynamic STM (DSTM) for dynamic data structwrlich uses a contention manager as an
independent module was proposed [7]. DSTM is a practicatrotison-free STM system that seeks advice
from the contention manager module to either wait or abottamsaction at the time of conflict.

Several contention managers have been proposed in thaditer Most of them have been assessed by
specific benchmarks only and not analytically. A comparisbgontention managers based on different
benchmarks can be found in J11,112] 13]. They found outtti@choice of the contention manager
varies with the complexity of the considered benchmark. ffioee detailed analysis of the performance of
different contention managers in complex benchmarks r@ntly been studied by Ansaat al. [1]. From
all the aforementioned references, it has been turned auttte coordination cost and the overhead involved
in contention management is very high.



The first formal analysis of the performance of a contenti@nager was given by Guerraaatial. [4]
which presented th&reedy contention manager and proved that it achie@€s?) competitive ratio in
comparison to the optimal off-line schedulers forconcurrent transactions that sharebjects. Later,
Guerraouiet al. [3] studied the impact of transaction failures on contentisanagement and proved the
O(ks?) competitive ratio when some running transaction may abdimes and then eventually commits.
Attiya et al. [2] improved the result of [4] taD(s), and the result of [3] t@(ks), which are significant
improvements over the competitive ratio®feedy. The also proved the matching lower boundx) for
the competitive ratio for deterministic work-conservingaithms which schedule as many transactions as
possible.

The complexity measures provided by the aforementionediestiare not satisfying as they are based
on number of shared resources only. One can notice that nushlsbared resources in total is not really
related to the actual conflicting transactions potentiatigountered by an transaction. Recently, Schneider
and Wattenhofer [14] analyzed some of the issues relatdatoitmber of potential conflicts; and presented
a deterministic algorithn€ommitBounds with competitive ratiod(s) for n concurrent transactions using
s shared resources and a randomized algoritandomizedRounds with makesparO(C'log n), for the
one-shot problem of a set dff transactions in separate threads withconflicts (assuming unit delays
for transactions), with high probability (proportional to- n~!). Which meansRandomizedRounds is
only a factor oflog n from optimal, with high probability, for the case whefe< M. However, if other
transactions comes into play that are able to reduce thdlglemra by a factor ofk, the approximation
of RandomizedRounds also worsens by a factor &f. While previous studies showed that contention
manager$olka [11] and SizeMatters [10] exhibits good overall performance for variety of bemzrks,
this work showed that they may perform exponentially wonssmRandomizedRounds from a worst-case
perspective.

3 Execution Window Model

We consider a model that is based ofifax N execution windowV consisting of a set of transactions
W ={(Tw, - ,Tin), (To1, -+ ,Ton), -, (T, -+, Tarn) } €xecuted by thé/ threads running o/
processors’;, - - - , Py where each thread issués transactions in a sequence. For the simplicity of the
analysis we assume that a single processor runs one thrgadeanin total at mosf\/ threads are running
concurrently. A thread running on procesggrexecutes transactiors,, - - - , T;y one after the other and
transactioril;; is executed as soon d%;_) has completed or committed.

Transactions share a set of objets= {O,,--- ,O,}. Each transactioff;; may use at most different
objects. Each transaction is a sequence of actions thaher & read to some shared resoutgea write
to some shared resour€s,, a commit, or an abort. Concurrent write-write actions @drevrite actions to
shared objects by two or more transactions cause confliti&eba transactions. Each transaction completes
with a commit when each action performed without conflictiscdnflicts occur then a transaction either
aborts, or it may commit and force to abort all other confiigtiransactions. In greedyschedule, if a
transaction aborts then it immediately attempts to exeagéén until it commits.

Each transactioff;; has execution time duration; which is greater than 0. Here, for simplicity, we
assume that;; = 1, i.e., each transaction needs one time unit to execute. Sdeagbume that the execution
of the transactions starts at time 0 and the execution timaraes synchronously for all threads step by
step. We also assume that all transactions inside the éseamindow are correct, i.e., there are no faulty
transactions. Our results can be extended by relaxing tessemptions.

The makesparof a schedule for a set of transactionss defined as the duration from the start of the
schedule, i.e., the time when some transacfipne I is available for scheduling, until all transactions in
I" have committed. The makespan of the transaction schedalyugithm for the sequences of transactions



can be compared to the makespan of an optimal off-line sdimgdaigorithm, which is denoted by OPT. We
evaluate the efficiency of our new contention managemeiatrighgns by comparing their makespan with
the makespan of the optimal off-line scheduler.

Definition 1 (Competitive Ratio) The competitive ratio of the combination(of, I') for a contention man-
agement algorithmd under a set of job$' is defined as

makespan(A,T)

CR(AT) = makespan(OPT,T")’

Conflict Graph: For a set of transactiorig C I', we use the notion of conflict graght = (V, E). The
neighbors of a transactidfiin the conflict graph are denoted By and represent all transactions that have
a conflict withT" in GG. The degreelr of T in the graph corresponds to the number of its neighbors in the
conflict graph, i.e.dr = |N7|. Notedr < |V|. The congestioid' of the windowlV is the largest degree of
the conflict graphG’ = (W, E’), which consists of all the transactions in the window.

4 Offline Algorithm

We present Algorithn©Offline-Greedy (Algorithm[T) which is an offline greedy contention resabumtialgo-
rithm that uses the conflict graph explicitly to resolve ciatslof transactions. First, we divide the time into
frames of durationt = ©(In(M M)). Then, each threaff; is assigned an initial time period consisting of
R; frames (with total duratiorR; - ®), whereR; is chosen randomly, independently and uniformly, from
the rangd0, o — 1], wherea = C/In(M N). Each transaction has two prioritiegw or high associated
with them. Transactioff;; is initially in low priority. Transactiorl;; switches to high priority (or normal
priority) in the first time step of framé;; = R; 4+ (j — 1) and remains in high priority thereafter until
it commits. The priorities are used to resolve conflicts. ghhpriority transaction may only be aborted
by another high priority transaction. A low priority tramsi@n is always aborted if it conflicts with a high
priority transaction.

Let GG; denote the conflict graph of transactions at tinwehere each transaction corresponds to a node
and two transactions are connected with an edge if they coniliat least one shared resource. Note that
the maximum degree df; is bounded byC for the transactions in windowd/. At each time step we
select to commit a maximal independent set of transactiots.i We first select a maximal independent set
I of high priority transactions then remove this set and iigimeors fromG,, and then select a maximal
independent sef;, of low priority transactions from the remaining conflict gra The transactions that
commit arely U I;.

The intuition behind the algorithm is as follows: Considehiead: and its first transaction in the win-
dow Tj;. According to the algorithm7;; becomes high priority in the beginning of frank&,. Because
R; is chosen at random among”/ In(M N) positions it is expected thaf;; will conflict with at most
O(In(M N)) transactions which become simultaneously high prioritthensame time frame (ify;;). Since
the duration of a time frame & = O(In(M N)), transactiori;; and all its high priority conflicting trans-
actions will be able to commit by the end of time frarrig using the conflict resolution graph. The initial
randomization period oR; - ¢ frames will have the same effect to the remaining transastad the thread
1, which will also commit within their chosen high priorityaimes.

4.1 Analysis of Offline Algorithm

We study two classic efficiency measures for the analysisuofcontention management algorithm: (a)
the makespan, which gives the total time to complete allMh¥ transactions in the window; and (b) the
response time of the system, which gives how much time adctios takes to commit.
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Algorithm 1: Offline-Greedy

Input: A M x N window W of transactions with\/ threads each witlV transactions, wher€' is the
maximum number of transactions that a transaction can cownfiihin the window;
Output: A greedy execution schedule for the window of transactiéhs

Divide time into time frames of duratioh = 1 + (e? + 2) In(M N);
Each thread®,; chooses a random numbgy € [0, « — 1] for @ = C/In(M N);
foreachtime stept = 0,1,2,...do
Phase 1: Priority Assignment
foreachtransaction?;; do
Fij < R+ (5 — 1);
if t < Fj; - ®then
| Priority(Ti;) < Low,
else
L Priority(T;;) < High,;

Phase 2: Conflict Resolution

begin

Let G, be the conflict graph at time

ComputeG# andGL, the subgraphs af;, induced by high and low priority nodes, respectively;
Computel; < I(GH), maximal independent set of nodes in graph;

Q@ < low priority nodes adjacent to nodesip;

Computel;, = I(GE — @), maximal independent set of nodes in gr&ph after removing nodes;
Commitliyg U Iy

According to the algorithm, when a transactify enters into the system, it will be in low priority until
F;; starts. As soon aB;; starts, it will enter into its respective frame and begincexieg in high priority.
Let A denote the set of conflicting transactions wiff). Let A’ C A denote the subset of conflicting
transactions of’;; which become high priority during framg; (simultaneously witf¥7;;).

Lemma4.1 If |A’] < ® — 1 then transactiorf;; will commit in framerF;;.

Proof. Due to the use of the high priority independent sets in théicbgraphG,, if in time ¢ during frame
F;; transactioril;; does not commit, then some conflicting transactiodirmust commit. Since there are
at most® — 1 high priority conflicting transactions, and the length of frameF;; is at most®, 7;; will
commit by the end of framé;;. 0

We show next that it is unlikely tha®d’| > ® — 1. We will use the following version of the Chernoff
bound:

Lemma 4.2 (Chernoff bound 1) Let X, X5, ..., X, be independent Poisson trials such that, fox i <
n, Pr(X; = 1) = pr;, where0 < pr; < 1. Then, forX = >  X;, u = E[X] = Y ", pr;, and any
§> e, Pr(X > op) < e,

Lemma 4.3 |A’| > ® — 1 with probability at most1/M N)?.

Proof. Let A, C A, wherel < k < M, denote the set of transactions of thregdthat conflict with
transactioriZ}j. We partition the threadB, . . ., Py into 3 classe)y, Q1, andQs, such that:

e () contains every threafh, which either|A;| = 0, or |Ax| > 0 but the positions of the transactions
in A;, are such that it is impossible to overlap wity for any random interval®; and R,
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e (9, contains every threal, with 0 < |Ax| < a, and at least one of the transactionslinis positioned
so that it is possible to overlap with with frantg; for some choices of the random intervadls and
Ry.

e () contains every threa, with o < |A|. Note thaf Q2| < C/a = In(NM).

Let Y;, be a random binary variable, such that = 1 if in thread P, any of the transactions id,,
becomes high priority iF;; (same frame witl7;;), andY), = 0 otherwise. Lefy’ = Z,ivil Y%. Note that
|A’| =Y. Denotepry = Pr(Y;, = 1). We can writeY’ = Z, + Z; + Z,, whereZ, = ZPkEQl Y%, where
0 <¢<2 Clearly,Zy = 0. andZ; < |Q2]| < In(MN).

Recall that for each threa#t, there is a random initial interval witl®;, frames, whereR,, is chosen
uniformly at random in0,  — 1]. Therefore, for eacl, € Q1,0 < pry < |Ag|/a < 1, since there are
|Ax| < a conflicting transactions ial; and there are at leastrandom choices for the relative position of
transactioriZ;;. Consequently,

A 1 C
p=E[Z] = Z pri < Z %:—- Z ]Aklgagln(MN).

«
PyeZy Prezy brezy

By applying the Chernoff bound of Lemrha .2 we obtain that
Pr(Z; > (2 + )p) < e (T < ¢72(MN) — (37 N)=2,

SinceY = Zy+ Z1 + Zy, andZy < In(MN), we obtainPr(|A’| =Y > (2 +2)u = ® —1) < (MN)~2,
as needed. O

Theorem 4.4 (makespan oDffline-Greedy) Algorithm Offline-Greedy produces a schedule of length
O(C + N log(M N)) with probability at leastl — 175

Proof. From LemmaE4]1 aiid 4.3 the frame len@ttoes not suffice to commit transactiéy within frame
F;; (bad event) with probability at mog{ M —2. Considering all thé// N transactions in the window a bad
event occurs with probability at most N - M N—2 = M N~!. Thus, with probability at least — M/ N !
all transactions will commit with the frames that they beeohigh priority. The total time used by any
thread is bounded by + N) - & = O(C + N log(MN)). O

SinceN is a lower bound for the makespan, Theotent 4.4 implies thefalg competitive ratio for the
M x N window W:

Corollary 1 (competitive ratio of Offline-Greedy) WhenC' < N -In(M N), C R(Offline-Greedy, W) =
O(log(N M)), with high probability.

The following corollary follows immediately from LemmasI¥and4.3B:

Corollary 2 (response time ofOffline-Greedy) The time that a transactioff;; needs to commit from the

moment it starts i€)(C + j - log(M N)) with probability at leastl — —(Jvﬁv)z-

5 Online Algorithm

We present AlgorithnOnline-Greedy (Algorithm[2), which is online in the sense that it does nqueted
on knowing the dependency graph to resolve conflicts. Tigsrdhm is similar to Algorithmi 1l with the



Algorithm 2: Online-Greedy
Input: A M x N window W of transactions with\/ threads each witlV transactions, wher€' is the
maximum number of transactions that a transaction can cownfiihin the window;
Output: A greedy execution schedule for the window of transactiéhs

Divide time into time frames of duratioh’ = 16e® In(M N);
Associate pair of prioritie$7r§j (1)> to each transactiof;;
Each thread; chooses a rahdom numbgr € [0, — 1] fora = C'/ In(NM);
foreachtime stept = 0,1,2,...do
Phase 1: Priority Assignment
foreachtransaction?;; do
Fyj  Ri+(j —1);
if t < F; - ' then

‘ Priority wff) + 1 (Low);
else

L Pr|or|ty7r « 0 (High);

Phase 2: Conflict Resolution
begin
if 71'(2) = 0 (73; has high priority)then
On (re)start of transactiori’;;
begin
| 7} « random integer iffl, M];

On conflict of transactior;; with high priority transactioff},;;

begin
if 70 < sz ) then
| AbOTt(Tszkl),
else

L AbOTt(Tkl , T” );

difference that in the conflict resolution phase we use adpstine a variation of AlgorithnRandomize-
dRounds proposed by Schneider and Wattenhofer [14]. The makesp#reainline algorithm is slightly
worse than the offline algorithm, since the duration of thasghis nowd’ = O(log?(M N)).

There are two different priorities associated With eachdgaation under this algorithm. The pair of
priorities for a transaction is given as a vectaf?), 7(1)), wherer(?) represents the Boolean priority value
low or high (with respective values 1 and 0) as described in Algorfthmnti=(") < [1, M] represents the
random priorities used in AlgorithRandomizedRounds. The conflicts are resolved in lexicographical
order based on the priority vectors, so that vectors witheldexicographic order have higher priority.

When a transactiofl” enters the system, it starts to execute immediately in Idarigr (7(2) = 1)
until the respective randomly chosen time frafiestarts where it switches to high priorityr@ = 0).
Once in high priority, the field-(!) will be used to resolve conflicts with other high priorityrisactions. A
transaction chooses a discrete numbét uniformly at random in the intervadl, A/] on start of the frame
F;;, and after every abort. In case of a conflict with another tpghbrity transactionk” but which has
higher random numberr(!)) thanT’, thenT proceeds ands aborts. The procedurébort(T, K) aborts
transactionk’ and K must hold off on restarting (i.e. hold off attempting to coitynuntil 7 has been
committed or aborted.



5.1 Analysis of Online Algorithm

In the analysis given below, we study the makespan and tipemses time of AlgorithnOnline-Greedy.
The analysis is based on the following adaptation of thearesp time analysis of a one-shot transaction
problem with AlgorithmRandomizedRounds [14]. It uses the following Chernoff bound:

Lemma 5.1 (Chernoff bound 2) Let X1, X5, ..., X, be independent Poisson trials such that, fox i <
n, Pr(X; = 1) = pr;, where0 < pr; < 1. Then, forX = >  X;, u = E[X] = Y ", pr;, and any
0<6<1,Pr(X < (1—08)u) <edr?2

Lemma 5.2 (Adaptation from Schneider and Wattenhofer [14]) Given a one-shot transaction schedul-
ing problem withA/ transactions, the time span a transacti@hneeds from its first start until commit is
16e(dr + 1) log n with probability at leastl — n—12 wheredr is the number of transactions conflicting with
T.

Proof. Consider the conflict grapi. Let Ny denote the set of conflicting transactions To(these are the
neighbors off" in G). We haved; = |Nr| < m. Letyr denote the random priority number choiceZoin
range[l, M]. The probability that for transactiofi no transactionx” € Ny has the same random number
is:

1\% I\M 1
Pr(3K € Nylyr = —(1—-—) >(1-=) >-=
1"(39 € Nrlyr = yk) ( M) = < M> <

The probability thayr is at least as small ag¢ for any transactiorik’ € N is ﬁ. Thus, the chance that

yr is smallest and different among all its neighbors\Vif is at Ieastm. If we conductl6e(dr+1)Inn

trials, each having success probabi%%}Tl), then the probability that the number of succesgas less
than81n n becomesPr(Z < 8-Inn) < e~?"" = 1 using the Chernoff bound of Lemriab.1. O

Theorem 5.3 (makesspan oOnline-Greedy) Algorithm Online-Greedy produces a schedule of length
O(Clog(MN) + N log?(MN)) with probability at leastl — 2.

Proof. According to the algorithm, a transacti@j; becomes high priorityn(g) = 0) in frame F;;. When
this occurs the transaction will start to compete with otin@nsactions which became high priority during
the same frame. Lemnia 4.1 from the analysis of Algorithm plies that the effective degree ©f; with
respect to high priority transactionsdg > ® — 1 with probability at most M N)~2 (we call this bad event
A). From Lemma&5l2, itiy < ® — 1, the transaction will not commit withit6e(dr + 1) logn < @’ time
slots with probability at most/ V) =2 (we call this bad evenB). Therefore, the bad event tHEt does not
commitinF;; occurs when either bad evestor bad evenfs occurs, which happens with probability at most
(MN)=2 4 (MN)~2 = 2(MN)~2. Considering now all thé/ N transactions, the probability of failure
is at most2/M N. Thus, with probability at least — 2/N M, every transactioff;; commits during the;
frame. The total duration of the schedule is boundeddy N)®' = O(C'log(MN) 4+ N log?(MN)). O

Corollary 3 (competitive ratio of Online-Greedy) WhenC' < N -In(M N), CR(Online-Greedy, W) =
O(log?(N M)), with high probability.

Corollary 4 (response time ofOnline-Greedy) The time that a transactioff;; needs to commit from the

moment it starts i) (C'log(M N) + j - log?(M N)) with probability at leastl — —(Mi\,)g-



Algorithm 3: Adaptive-Greedy

Input: An M x N execution windowiV with M threads each witlV transactions, wher€' is unknown;
Output: A greedy execution schedule for the window of transactions

Associate triplet of prioritiegr(®), 7(2) 7(1)) to each transaction when available for execution;
Code for thread P;;
begin
Initial contention estimat€’; + 1;
repeat
Online-Greedy(C;, W);
if bad eventhen
until all transactions are committed

6 Adaptive Algorithm

A limitation of Algorithms[1 and R is tha€’ needs to be known ahead for each winddwthat the algo-
rithms are applied to. We show here that it is possible to gtles value” in a windowW. We present the
Algorithm Adaptive-Greedy (Algorithm [3) which can guess the value 6f From the analysis of Algo-
rithms[d and R, we know that the knowledge of the valuplays vital role in the probability of success of
the algorithms.

In Adaptive-Greedy each thread®; attempts to guess individually the right value@f The algorithm
works based on the exponential back-off strategy used by mamention managers developed in the lit-
erature such aBolka. The algorithm works as follows: each thread starts withuiesisg C' = 1. Based
on the current estimat€' then the thread attempts to execute Algorifim 2, for eaclsdfansactions as-
suming the window sizé/ x N. Now, if the choice ofC' is correct then each transactions of the thread in
the window WV of the threadP; should commit within the designated frame that it becomgh priority.
Thus, all transactions of the frame should commit within itekespan time estimate AlgoritHth 2 which
is 7 = O(Clog(MN) + Nlog?(MN)). However, if duringrc some thread does not commit within
its designated frame (bad event), then thréadvill assume that the choice @ was incorrect, and will
start over again with the remaining transactions assuring 2C’, whereC" is the previous estimate for
C. Eventually threadP; will guess the correct value @f for the windowIW, and all its transactions will
commit within the respective time.

The different threads adapt independently from each othiietcorrect value af’. Atthe same moment
of time the various threads may have assumed different salti€’. The threads with higher estimate of
C will be given higher priority in conflicts, since threads wlbwer C' most likely have guessed the wrong
C and are still adapting. In order to handle conflicts eachstation uses a vector of priorities with three
values(7(®) 7 7)) The value of priority entryr? is inversely proportional to the current guess(of
for the thread, so that higher value Gfimplies higher priority. The last two entries? and=(!) are the
same as in Algorithr]2. It is easy to that the correct choic€ wfill be reached by a threall; within log C
iterations. The total makespan and response time is asyiogily the same as with Algorithij 2.

7 Optimal Window Decomposition

In this section we are interested in partitioningVa x N window W into some decomposition of sub-
windows such that if we schedule the transactions of eachwsudiow separately using one of our greedy
contention managers then the sum of the makespans of theiedbws is better than scheduling all the
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transactions ofl as a single window. In particular we are seeking a deconiposihat minimizes the
maximumdensityof the sub-windows, where the density expresses how mugérlé the contention with
respect to the number of transactions per thread.

For window W with congestionC' we define the density as= C'/N. Consider some decomposition
D of window W into different sub-windows) = {W;,--- , Wy}, where sub-windowV; has respective
size M x X;. Let C; denote the contention of window;. The density ofiV; isr; = C;/X;. Letrp =
maxyy,ep ;. 1heoptimal window decompositioR* has density p+ = minpeprp, whereD denotes the
set all possible decompositions bf. Note that different decompositions T may have different number
of windows. Two example decompositions member®as one that consists only 6#, and another that
consists of all single column windows of .

The optimal window decompositio@* can provide asymptotically better makespan Worif rp-« =
o(r). Using one of our greedy algorithms, the makespan of eachviudow W; € D*is O((1 + rp+)X;)
(where the notatiorO hides polylog factors). Thus, using*, the makespan for the whole windod’
become)((1 + rp+) > Sy cp- Xi) = O((1 + rp~)N). If we apply one of our greedy algorithms in the

whole windowW directly, then the makespan fo¥ is 5((1 + r)N), which may be asymptotically worse
than using the optimal decompositid* whenrp- = o(r).

Wy Wy W3 W, i Wi
| |
| |
M | b} 3 T Ik
| |
| |
A

M Xj fik
Figure 2: Optimal window decomposition

We use a dynamic programming approach to compute the optiet@mpositionD* of W. The idea
is compute the optimal decomposition of all prefix windowsl'éf As shown in Figur€l2, our goal is to
determine the optimal window decomposition including thefig window up to columrk provided that
optimal window decomposition till colum& — 1 has been already computed. In this case, theré:are
possible combinations to examine for finding the optimaldein size which will minimize the maximum
of all the contention densities. The details are in the pofahe following theorem.

Theorem 7.1 (optimal window decomposition) The optimal window decompositian* for an arbitrary
M x N windowW can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. From the problem description, we can readily see the oveilgpsubproblems property in the
optimal window decomposition problem. Lej; denote the density in the decomposition of the sub-
window W ;,, which starts at columpi and ends at columh, wherej < k. Let r;k denote the maximum
density in the optimal decomposition of the sub-winddvy ;.. The optimal window decomposition in this
scenario can be determined from this recursive formula:

= i sl )
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To find the optimal window decomposition for tieth prefix windowW; ;, we have to check for all the
combinations from first t& — 1 prefix window and the suffix up té. Using the formula we can compute
ri . for each prefixiVy ;. Our algorithm need$)(k) time to compute optimal window size for thieth
préfix provided that the optimal window computation till te— 1)-th prefix is known. To compute then
all the values for each window combination from 1itoour algorithm recursively takeQ(k?) steps. The
final density isrp~ = 77 . 0

8 Conclusions

In this paper, we consider greedy contention managersdos#ctional memory fab/ x N windows of
transactions with/ threads andV transactions per thread and present three new algorithne®fdention
management in transactional memory from a worst-case @eigp. These algorithms are efficient, adap-
tive, and handle windows of transactions and improve on toestacase performance of previous results.
These are the first such results for the execution of seqeefdeansactions instead of the one-shot prob-
lem used in other literature. our algorithms present newetiffs in the analysis of greedy contention
managers for transactional memory. We also show that thmabtvindow decomposition can be deter-
mined using dynamic programming for any arbitrary windowth/ihis work, we are left with some issues
for future work. One may consider arbitrary time duratioos the transactions to execute instead of the
O(1) time we considered in our analysis. We believe that our tesalale by a factor proportional to the
longest transaction duration. The other aspects may beplorexin deep the alternative algorithms where
the randomization does not occur at the beginning of eacdawrbut rather during the executions of the
algorithm by inserting random periods of low priority beewethe transactions in each thread. One may
also consider the dynamic expansion and contraction ofxheution window to preserve the congestion
measure”’. Thus, the execution window will not be a part of the algarithut only a part of the analysis.
This will result to more practical algorithms which at thersatime achieve good performance guarantees.
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Abstract

We consider greedy contention managers for transactioaaiary for M x N windows of trans-
actions withM threads andV transactions per thread. Assuming that each transactioftiats with
at mostC' other transactions inside the window, a trivial greedy eatibn manager can schedule them
within CN time. In this paper, we show that there are much better s¢tbedWWe present and ana-
lyze three new randomized greedy contention managementithlgns. In the analysis of these algo-
rithms, we introduce a new complexity measure that depends® number of actual conflicts only
to allow more precise statements about the worst-case exiypbound of any contention manage-
ment algorithm. The first algorithr@ FFLINE-RandomizedGreedy produces a near-optimal sched-
ule of lengthO(C + Nlog(NM)) with high probability and gives competitive rat@(log(NM))
for C < N. The second algorithmONLINE-RandomizedGreedy produces a schedule of length
O(C'log(NM) + Nlog®(NM)) with high probability which is only a(log(NM)) factor worse in
comparison tdOFFLINE-RandomizedGreedy. Our third algorithmAdaptiveGreedy is an adaptive
version of first and second algorithms which achieves similarst-case performance despite the un-
known value ofC which is determined on the fly under execution starting frbeihitial guess value of
C. Our results provide new tradeoffs for greedy transactitreduling that parameterizes window sizes
and transaction conflicts within the window.

Keywords: transactional memory, contention managers, greedy stihgdexecution window.

1 Introduction

Multi-core architectures present both an opportunity dmallenge for multi-threaded software. The oppor-
tunity is that threads will be available to an unprecededegiee, and the challenge is that more program-
mers will be exposed to concurrency related synchroniagiroblems that until now were of concern only
to a selected few. Writing concurrent programs is difficeitause of the complexity of ensuring proper syn-
chronization. Conventional lock based synchronizatidifessifrom well known limitations, so researchers
considered non-blocking transactions as an alternatieétw&re Transactional Memory?| ?, ?] systems
use lightweight and composable in-memory software tramsecto address concurrency in multi-threaded
systems ensuring safety all the tinie P].

*G. Sharma and B. Estrade are recommended for the best spajstaward.
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A contention management strategy is responsible for the S§ig¢em as a whole to make progress. If
transactioril” discovers it is about to conflict with”, it has two choices, it can pause, givifiga chance to
finish, or it can proceed, forcing’ to abort. To solve this problem efficiently, will consult the contention
manager module which choice to make. Of particular inteaesigreedy contention managevghere a
transaction starts again immediately after every abortvei@é (greedy) contention managers have been
proposed in the literature. However, most contention marsabave been assessed only experimentally
by specific benchmarks. There is a small amount of work in itlkeeature which analyzes formally the
performance of contention managers. The competitive rasiolts are not encouraging since the bounds are
not tight. For example with respect to th¥s) bound in ], when the number of resources increases, the
performance degrades linearly. A question arises whetireesne can achieve tighter bounds. A difficulty
in obtaining tight bounds is that the algorithms studieddn?, ?, ?, ?] apply to theone-shot scheduling
problem where each thread issues a single transaction. One-siteprs can be related to graph coloring.
It can be shown that the problem of finding the chromatic nunolb@ graph can be reduced to finding an
optimal schedule for a one-shot problem. Since it is knovat ¢gnaph coloring is a very hard problem to
approximate, the one-shot problem is very hard to appraena [?].

In order to obtain better formal bounds, we propose to inyatt execution window of transactions
(see the left part of Figurg 1), which has the potential toramme the limitations of coloring in certain
circumstances. A/ x N window of transaction$V consists ofM threads with an execution sequence
of N different transactions per thread. L@&tdenote the maximum number of conflicting transactions for
any transaction in the windowi(is the maximum degree of the respective conflict graph of tineow). A
straightforward upper bound isin(C'N, M N), sinceC'N follows from the observation that each transac-
tion in a thread may be delayed at m@stime steps by its conflicting transactions, ahdV follows from
the serialization of the transactions. If we partition thedow into N one-shot transaction sets, each of size
M, then the competitive ratio using the one-shot analysisltess O(sN). When we use the Algorithm
RandomizedRounds [?] N times then the completion time is in the worst casg’' N logn) (for some
appropriate choice of).

N’
N
N Randomization interval
D-O--D---------- ©® —O-O-O-®---------- ®
O-O--®O---------- - o O-O-&-®------ -----®©
| (DO @ ® O-@--@®—-------- ®
O-D-O-®---------- ® ——D-O-O-®-------- --®
L o
I T I i
O-O--@®---------- ® O-O--D---=-----~ ®
(a) Before execution (b) After execution

Figure 1: Execution window model for transactional memory

We have results that indicate that we can obtain better Imunder certain circumstances in the window.
We present two randomized greedy algorithms transacti@nassigned priorities values, such that for some
random initial interval in the beginning of the windd# each transaction is in low priority mode and then
after the random period expires the transactions switchig priority mode. In high priority mode the
transaction can only be aborted by other high priority teatisns. The random initial delays have the
property that the conflicting transactions are shifteddiegheir window and their execution times may not



coincide (see the right part of Figure 1). The benefit is toaflecting transactions can execute at different
time slots and potentially many conflicts are avoided. Theelitss become more apparent in scenarios where
the conflicts are more frequent inside the same column tcéinea and less frequent between different
column transactions.

Contributions:  We propose the contention measurewithin the window to allow more precise state-
ments about the worst-case complexity bound of any comtentianagement algorithm. We give two
window-based randomized greedy algorithms for the coitiemhanagement in any execution wind®ix.
Our first AlgorithmOffline-Greedy gives a schedule of length(C + N log(M N)) with high probability,
and improves on one-shot contention managers from a wasgt-perspective. The algorithm is offline in
the sense that it uses explicitly the conflict graph of thadaations to resolve the conflicts. Our second
Algorithm Online-Greedy produces a schedule of lengt{C log(MN) + N log?(M N)) with high prob-
ability, which is only a factor of)(log(M N')) worse in comparison t@ffline-Greedy. The benefit of the
online algorithm is that does not need to know the conflicpgraf the transactions to resolve the conflicts.
The online algorithm uses as a subroutine AlgoritRendomizedRounds [?]. We also give a third al-
gorithm Adaptive-Greedy which is the adaptive version of the previous algorithmschtachieves similar
worst-case performance and adaptively guesses the vathe obntention measurg.

The technique we use for the analysis of these algorithmmitas to the one used by Leightat al.[?]
to analyze an online packet scheduling problem. Moreowss, arlvantage of our algorithms is that if the
conflicts in the window are bounded 6y < N log M N then the upper bounds we have obtained is within
poly-logarithmic factors from optimal, sina¥ is a lower bound for the execution time. By finding window
sizes in the program execution whereis small compared tév our algorithm provide better bounds than
previously known algorithms.

We prove the existence of an algorithm based on dynamic anoging to find in polynomial time the
optimal decomposition for any arbitrary windoW’, into sub-windowsWW, ..., W}, such the maximum
contentiondensityin each is the smallest possible. The density simply measww much larger i€’ with
respect to the number of transactions per thread. By agpbun greedy contention management algorithms
in the sub-windows we can obtain schedules which are asyitqity better than executing the algorithm
in the whole windowi¥’.

Outline of Paper: The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Sediion 2diseuss the related
work. We present the transactional memory model in Seétion\@ present and formally analyze an
offline randomized greedy algorithm in Sectioh 4. The onlmesion is given in Sectionl 5. In Section
[6, we describe the adaptive version of the aforementiongdrighms. We discuss the issues of window
decomposition for the optimal window generation in Sedifosectiod B concludes the paper.

2 Related Work

Transactional Memory (TM) has been proposed in the earlgti@a as an alternative implementation of
mutual exclusion that avoids many of the drawbacks of loekg.{ deadlock, reliance on the programmer
to associate shared data with locks, priority inversiory failures of threads while holding locks}][ A
few years later the term Software Transactional Memory ($Wsls suggested by Shavit and Touit@i [
and a so called Dynamic STM (DSTM) for dynamic data structwvlich uses a contention manager as an
independent module was propos@fl DSTM is a practical obstruction-free STM system that semttvice
from the contention manager module to either wait or abottamsaction at the time of conflict.

Several contention managers have been proposed in thegditer Most of them have been assessed
by specific benchmarks only and not analytically. A compmarief contention managers based on different



benchmarks can be found i& |2, ?, ?]. They found out that the choice of the contention manageesavith
the complexity of the considered benchmark. The more @etaihalysis of the performance of different
contention managers in complex benchmarks has recentty siadied by Ansaret al. [?]. From all the
aforementioned references, it has been turned out thaothelination cost and the overhead involved in
contention management is very high.

The first formal analysis of the performance of a contenti@mager was given by Guerraatial. [?]
which presented th&reedy contention manager and proved that it achie@gs?) competitive ratio in
comparison to the optimal off-line schedulers forconcurrent transactions that sharebjects. Later,
Guerraouiet al. [?] studied the impact of transaction failures on contenticemagement and proved the
O(ks?) competitive ratio when some running transaction may abdimes and then eventually commits.
Attiya et al. [?] improved the result off] to O(s), and the result ofq] to O(ks), which are significant
improvements over the competitive ratio®feedy. The also proved the matching lower bound ) for
the competitive ratio for deterministic work-conservindgaithms which schedule as many transactions as
possible.

The complexity measures provided by the aforementionediestiare not satisfying as they are based
on number of shared resources only. One can notice that rushisbared resources in total is not really
related to the actual conflicting transactions potentiatigountered by an transaction. Recently, Schneider
and Wattenhofer?] analyzed some of the issues related to the number of pateainflicts; and presented
a deterministic algorithn€ommitBounds with competitive ratiod(s) for n concurrent transactions using
s shared resources and a randomized algoritandomizedRounds with makesparO(C'logn), for the
one-shot problem of a set @ff transactions in separate threads withconflicts (assuming unit delays
for transactions), with high probability (proportional to- n~'). Which meansRandomizedRounds is
only a factor oflog n from optimal, with high probability, for the case whefe< M. However, if other
transactions comes into play that are able to reduce thdlglera by a factor ofk, the approximation
of RandomizedRounds also worsens by a factor &f. While previous studies showed that contention
managerdPolka [?] and SizeMatters [?] exhibits good overall performance for variety of benchksar
this work showed that they may perform exponentially wonssnRandomizedRounds from a worst-case
perspective.

3 Execution Window Model

We consider a model that is based oMax N execution windowlV consisting of a set of transactions
W ={(Tyw, - ,Tin), (To1, - ,Ton), .., (Tr1, -+, Tan) } €xecuted by thé/ threads running o/
processors’;, - - - , Py where each thread issu@s transactions in a sequence. For the simplicity of the
analysis we assume that a single processor runs one thrgadeanin total at mosf\/ threads are running
concurrently. A thread running on procesggrexecutes transactiors,, - - - , T;y one after the other and
transactioril;; is executed as soon d%,_;) has completed or committed.

Transactions share a set of objefts= {O, - -- , O, }. Each transactioff;; may use at most different
objects. Each transaction is a sequence of actions thaher i read to some shared resoutgea write
to some shared resour€g,, a commit, or an abort. Concurrent write-write actions @adrgvrite actions to
shared objects by two or more transactions cause conflitisba transactions. Each transaction completes
with a commit when each action performed without conflictscdnflicts occur then a transaction either
aborts, or it may commit and force to abort all other conftigtiransactions. In greedyschedule, if a
transaction aborts then it immediately attempts to exeagéén until it commits.

Each transactioff;; has execution time duration; which is greater than 0. Here, for simplicity, we
assume that;; = 1, i.e., each transaction needs one time unit to execute. Sleagbume that the execution
of the transactions starts at time 0 and the execution timarees synchronously for all threads step by



step. We also assume that all transactions inside the éxeauvindow are correct, i.e., there are no faulty
transactions. Our results can be extended by relaxing tessemptions.

The makesparof a schedule for a set of transactionss defined as the duration from the start of the
schedule, i.e., the time when some transacfipne I is available for scheduling, until all transactions in
I" have committed. The makespan of the transaction schedalyugithm for the sequences of transactions
can be compared to the makespan of an optimal off-line sdimgdrigorithm, which is denoted by OPT. We
evaluate the efficiency of our new contention managemeiatrighgns by comparing their makespan with
the makespan of the optimal off-line scheduler.

Definition 1 (Competitive Ratio) The competitive ratio of the combination(of, I") for a contention man-
agement algorithmd under a set of job$' is defined as

makespan(A,T)

CR(AT) = makespan(OPT,T')’

Conflict Graph: For a set of transactiorig C I', we use the notion of conflict graght = (V, E). The
neighbors of a transactidfiin the conflict graph are denoted by and represent all transactions that have
a conflict withT" in G. The degreelr of T in the graph corresponds to the number of its neighbors in the
conflict graph, i.e.dr = |Np|. Notedr < |V|. The congestio’ of the windowlV is the largest degree of
the conflict grapiG’ = (W, E’), which consists of all the transactions in the window.

4 Offline Algorithm

We present AlgorithnOffline-Greedy (Algorithm[1l) which is an offline greedy contention resabutialgo-
rithm that uses the conflict graph explicitly to resolve ciatslof transactions. First, we divide the time into
frames of durationt = O(In(M M)). Then, each threa®, is assigned an initial time period consisting of
R; frames (with total duratior?; - ®), whereR; is chosen randomly, independently and uniformly, from
the rang€0, o — 1], wherea = C'/In(M N). Each transaction has two prioritieiiw or high associated
with them. Transactiof;; is initially in low priority. Transactionl;; switches to high priority (or normal
priority) in the first time step of framé;; = R; + (j — 1) and remains in high priority thereafter until
it commits. The priorities are used to resolve conflicts. ghhpriority transaction may only be aborted
by another high priority transaction. A low priority tramsi@n is always aborted if it conflicts with a high
priority transaction.

Let GG; denote the conflict graph of transactions at tinvehere each transaction corresponds to a node
and two transactions are connected with an edge if they coirfliat least one shared resource. Note that
the maximum degree df, is bounded byC for the transactions in windowd/. At each time step we
select to commit a maximal independent set of transactiots.i We first select a maximal independent set
I of high priority transactions then remove this set and iigimeors fromG,, and then select a maximal
independent sef;, of low priority transactions from the remaining conflict ghra The transactions that
commitarely U I;,.

The intuition behind the algorithm is as follows: Consideéhigead: and its first transaction in the win-
dow Tj;. According to the algorithm7;; becomes high priority in the beginning of frank&,. Because
R; is chosen at random among’/ In(M N) positions it is expected thaf;; will conflict with at most
O(In(M N)) transactions which become simultaneously high prioritthzsame time frame (ify;;). Since
the duration of a time frame & = O(In(M N)), transactiori;; and all its high priority conflicting trans-
actions will be able to commit by the end of time frafrig using the conflict resolution graph. The initial
randomization period oR; - ¢ frames will have the same effect to the remaining transastas the thread
1, which will also commit within their chosen high prioritydmes.
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Algorithm 1: Offline-Greedy

Input: A M x N window W of transactions with\/ threads each witlV transactions, wher€' is the
maximum number of transactions that a transaction can cownfiihin the window;
Output: A greedy execution schedule for the window of transactiéhs

Divide time into time frames of duratioh = 1 + (e? + 2) In(M N);
Each thread®,; chooses a random numbgy € [0, « — 1] for @ = C/In(M N);
foreachtime stept = 0,1,2,...do
Phase 1: Priority Assignment
foreachtransaction?;; do
Fij < R+ (5 — 1);
if t < Fj; - ®then
| Priority(Ti;) < Low,
else
L Priority(T;;) < High,;

Phase 2: Conflict Resolution

begin

Let G, be the conflict graph at time

ComputeG# andGL, the subgraphs af;, induced by high and low priority nodes, respectively;
Computel; < I(GH), maximal independent set of nodes in graph;

Q@ < low priority nodes adjacent to nodesip;

Computel;, = I(GE — @), maximal independent set of nodes in gr&ph after removing nodes;
Commitliyg U Iy

4.1 Analysis of Offline Algorithm

We study two classic efficiency measures for the analysisuofcontention management algorithm: (a)
the makespan, which gives the total time to complete allMh¥ transactions in the window; and (b) the
response time of the system, which gives how much time adcdion takes to commit.

According to the algorithm, when a transactiby enters into the system, it will be in low priority until
F;; starts. As soon aB;; starts, it will enter into its respective frame and begincexiag in high priority.
Let A denote the set of conflicting transactions wifly. Let A’ C A denote the subset of conflicting
transactions of ;; which become high priority during fram;; (simultaneously wit7;;).

Lemma4.1 If |A’] < ® — 1 then transactiorf;; will commit in frameF;;.

Proof. Due to the use of the high priority independent sets in théicbgraphG,, if in time ¢ during frame
F;; transactioril;; does not commit, then some conflicting transactiodirmust commit. Since there are
at most® — 1 high priority conflicting transactions, and the length of frameF;; is at most®, 7;; will
commit by the end of framé;;. 0

We show next that it is unlikely thatd’| > ® — 1. We will use the following version of the Chernoff
bound:

Lemma 4.2 (Chernoff bound 1) Let X1, X5, ..., X, be independent Poisson trials such that, fox i <
n, Pr(X; = 1) = pr;, where0 < pr; < 1. Then, forX = > | X;, p = E[X] = Y}, pry, and any
§ > e, Pr(X > op) < e,

Lemma 4.3 |4’| > ® — 1 with probability at most1/M N)?.



Proof. Let A, C A, wherel < k < M, denote the set of transactions of thregdthat conflict with
transactioril; j. We partition the thread®,, . . . , Pys into 3 classeg)y, @1, andQs, such that:

e ()o contains every threa#f;, which either|A;| = 0, or |A;| > 0 but the positions of the transactions
in A;, are such that it is impossible to overlap wiy for any random interval®; and R,.

e (91 contains every threall, with 0 < |Ax| < a, and at least one of the transactionslinis positioned
so that it is possible to overlap with with frantg; for some choices of the random intervals and
Ry.

e (), contains every threag, with o < |A|. Note that|Q2| < C/a = In(NM).

Let Y, be a random binary variable, such that = 1 if in thread P, any of the transactions idy
becomes high priority irF;; (same frame witl¥;;), andY;, = 0 otherwise. Lefy” = E,ivil Y:. Note that
|A’| =Y. Denotepry = Pr(Y; = 1). We can writeY = Zy + Z; + Z, whereZ, = ZPkEQl Y, where
0 < ¢ <2 Clearly,Zy = 0. andZ; < |Q2| < In(MN).

Recall that for each threafl, there is a random initial interval witl®;. frames, whereR, is chosen
uniformly at random if0, & — 1]. Therefore, for eacl, € Q1,0 < pry < |Ax|/a < 1, since there are
|Ax| < « conflicting transactions inl; and there are at leastrandom choices for the relative position of
transactioril;;. Consequently,

A, 1 C
p=E[Z]= > pr< Y %:E' > Akl < — <In(MN).
Pkezl Pkezl Pkezl

By applying the Chernoff bound of Lemrha#.2 we obtain that
Pr(Z; > (2 + 1)p) < e (T < ¢=2(MN) — 3y )2,

SinceY = Zy+ Z1 + Zy, andZy < In(M N), we obtainPr(|4’| =Y > (2 +2)u =@ —1) < (MN)72,
as needed. O

Theorem 4.4 (makespan oDffline-Greedy) Algorithm Offline-Greedy produces a schedule of length
O(C + N log(M N)) with probability at leastl — 475

Proof. From Lemmak4]1 arid 4.3 the frame len@ttoes not suffice to commit transactiéyy within frame
F;; (bad event) with probability at mo${ M ~2. Considering all thél/ N transactions in the window a bad
event occurs with probability at mo3f N - M N~—2 = M N~!. Thus, with probability at least — M/ N !

all transactions will commit with the frames that they beeolhigh priority. The total time used by any
thread is bounded bfpy + N) - & = O(C' + N log(MN)). O

SinceN is a lower bound for the makespan, Theofen 4.4 implies thefolg competitive ratio for the
M x N window W:

Corollary 1 (competitive ratio of Offline-Greedy) WhenC' < N -In(M N), C R(Offline-Greedy, W) =
O(log(NM)), with high probability.

The following corollary follows immediately from Lemmasitand 4.3:

Corollary 2 (response time ofOffline-Greedy) The time that a transactioff;; needs to commit from the
moment it starts i€)(C + j - log(M N)) with probability at leastl — W



5 Online Algorithm

We present AlgorithnOnline-Greedy (Algorithm[2), which is online in the sense that it does nqveted
on knowing the dependency graph to resolve conflicts. Tigsrdhm is similar to Algorithmi 1l with the
difference that in the conflict resolution phase we use adeostine a variation of AlgorithnRandom-
izedRounds proposed by Schneider and Wattenhofgr The makespan of the online algorithm is slightly
worse than the offline algorithm, since the duration of thasghis nowd’ = O(log?(MN)).

There are two different priorities associated with eachdagtion under this algorithm. The pair of
priorities for a transaction is given as a vectaf® , 7(1)), wherer(?) represents the Boolean priority value
low or high (with respective values 1 and 0) as described in Algorihmntr") e [1, M] represents the
random priorities used in AlgorithrRandomizedRounds. The conflicts are resolved in lexicographical
order based on the priority vectors, so that vectors witheldexicographic order have higher priority.

When a transactiofi’ enters the system, it starts to execute immediately in ldaripr (72 = 1)
until the respective randomly chosen time frafiestarts where it switches to high priorityr® = 0).
Once in high priority, the fieldr) will be used to resolve conflicts with other high priorityrisactions. A
transaction chooses a discrete numbet uniformly at random in the intervdl, M] on start of the frame
F;;, and after every abort. In case of a conflict with another lpgbrity transactionk” but which has
higher random numberr(!)) thanT', thenT proceeds ands aborts. The procedurdbort(T, K) aborts
transactionkK and K must hold off on restarting (i.e. hold off attempting to comjnuntil 7" has been
committed or aborted.

5.1 Analysis of Online Algorithm

In the analysis given below, we study the makespan and tipemes time of AlgorithmOnline-Greedy.
The analysis is based on the following adaptation of theaesp time analysis of a one-shot transaction
problem with AlgorithmRandomizedRounds [?]. It uses the following Chernoff bound:

Lemma 5.1 (Chernoff bound 2) Let X1, X5, ..., X, be independent Poisson trials such that, fox i <
n, Pr(X; = 1) = pr;, where0 < pr; < 1. Then, forX = "  X;, u = E[X] = Y I, pr;, and any
0<6<1,Pr(X < (1—08)pu)<e¥r2

Lemma 5.2 (Adaptation from Schneider and Wattenhofer [?]) Given a one-shot transaction scheduling
problem withM transactions, the time span a transacti@hneeds from its first start until commit is
16e(dr + 1)logn with probability at leastl — # wheredr is the number of transactions conflicting
with T

Proof. Consider the conflict grapi. Let Ny denote the set of conflicting transactions To(these are the
neighbors off" in G). We haved; = |Ny| < m. Letyr denote the random priority number choiceZoin
range[l, M]. The probability that for transactiofi no transactionx’ € Ny has the same random number
is:

1\ \M 1
Pr(#K € Np|yr = —(1-=) >(1-=) >=Z.
1"(39 € Nrlyr = yk) ( M) = < M> <

The probability thayr is at least as small ag¢ for any transactiork’ € N is ﬁ. Thus, the chance that
yr is smallest and different among all its neighbors\in is at Ieastm. If we conductl6e(dr +1)Inn
trials, each having success probabi%%}Tl), then the probability that the number of successes less

than8Inn becomesPr(Z < 8 -Inn) < e~*"" = 1, using the Chernoff bound of Lemiab.1. O



Algorithm 2: Online-Greedy
Input: A M x N window W of transactions with\/ threads each witlV transactions, wher€' is the
maximum number of transactions that a transaction can cownfiihin the window;
Output: A greedy execution schedule for the window of transactiéhs

Divide time into time frames of duratioh’ = 16e® In(M N);
Associate pair of prioritie$7r§j (1)> to each transactiof;;
Each thread; chooses a rahdom numbgr € [0, — 1] fora = C'/ In(NM);
foreachtime stept = 0,1,2,...do
Phase 1: Priority Assignment
foreachtransaction?;; do
Fyj  Ri+(j —1);
if t < F; - ' then

‘ Priority wff) + 1 (Low);
else

L Pr|or|ty7r « 0 (High);

Phase 2: Conflict Resolution
begin
if 71'(2) = 0 (73; has high priority)then
On (re)start of transactiori’;;
begin
| 7} « random integer iffl, M];

On conflict of transactior;; with high priority transactioff},;;

begin
if 70 < sz ) then
| AbOTt(Tszkl),
else

L AbOTt(Tkl , T” );

Theorem 5.3 (makesspan oDnline-Greedy) Algorithm Online -Greedy produces a schedule of length
O(Clog(MN) + N log?(MN)) with probability at leastl — 2.

Proof. According to the algorithm, a transactid@p; becomes high priorityn(g) = 0) in frame F};. When
this occurs the transaction will start to compete with otin@nsactions which became high priority during
the same frame. Lemnia 4.1 from the analysis of Algorifhm plies that the effective degree ©f; with
respect to high priority transactionsds > ® — 1 with probability at most M N)~2 (we call this bad event
A). From Lemma&5l2, itiy < ® — 1, the transaction will not commit withit6e(dr + 1) logn < @' time
slots with probability at most/ V) =2 (we call this bad evenB). Therefore, the bad event tHEt does not
commit inF;; occurs when either bad evestor bad even3 occurs, which happens with probability at most
(MN)=2 + (MN)~=2 = 2(MN)~2. Considering now all thé/ N transactions, the probability of failure
is at most2/M N. Thus, with probability at least — 2//N M, every transactiofl;; commits during the;
frame. The total duration of the schedule is boundeddoy- N)®' = O(Clog(MN) + N log?(MN)). O

Corollary 3 (competitive ratio of Online-Greedy) WhenC' < N -In(M N), C R(Online-Greedy, W) =
O(log?(N M)), with high probability.



Algorithm 3: Adaptive-Greedy

Input: An M x N execution windowiV with M threads each witlV transactions, wher€' is unknown;
Output: A greedy execution schedule for the window of transactions

Associate triplet of prioritiegr(®), 7(2) 7(1)) to each transaction when available for execution;
Code for thread P;;
begin
Initial contention estimat€’; + 1;
repeat
Online-Greedy(C;, W);
if bad eventhen
until all transactions are committed

Corollary 4 (response time ofOnline-Greedy) The time that a transactioff;; needs to commit from the
moment it starts i€)(C log(M N) + j - log?(M N)) with probability at leastl — W

6 Adaptive Algorithm

A limitation of Algorithms[d andR is that’ needs to be known ahead for each winddwthat the algo-
rithms are applied to. We show here that it is possible to gtlesvalue” in a windowW. We present the
Algorithm Adaptive-Greedy (Algorithm [3) which can guess the value 6f From the analysis of Algo-
rithms[d and R, we know that the knowledge of the valuplays vital role in the probability of success of
the algorithms.

In Adaptive-Greedy each thread®; attempts to guess individually the right value@f The algorithm
works based on the exponential back-off strategy used by mamention managers developed in the lit-
erature such aBolka. The algorithm works as follows: each thread starts withuiemisg C' = 1. Based
on the current estimat€' then the thread attempts to execute Algorifim 2, for eaclsdfansactions as-
suming the window sizé/ x N. Now, if the choice ofC is correct then each transactions of the thread in
the windowW of the threadP; should commit within the designated frame that it becomgh priority.
Thus, all transactions of the frame should commit within thekespan time estimate AlgoritHth 2 which
is 7 = O(Clog(MN) + Nlog?(MN)). However, if duringrc some thread does not commit within
its designated frame (bad event), then thréadvill assume that the choice @ was incorrect, and will
start over again with the remaining transactions assuring 2C’, whereC" is the previous estimate for
C. Eventually threadP; will guess the correct value @f for the windowl, and all its transactions will
commit within the respective time.

The different threads adapt independently from each othiietcorrect value af’. Atthe same moment
of time the various threads may have assumed different valti€’. The threads with higher estimate of
C will be given higher priority in conflicts, since threads wibwer C' most likely have guessed the wrong
C and are still adapting. In order to handle conflicts eachstation uses a vector of priorities with three
values(r®), 7 7)), The value of priority entryr® is inversely proportional to the current guess(of
for the thread, so that higher value ©fimplies higher priority. The last two entries? and=(!) are the
same as in Algorithr2. It is easy to that the correct choic€ wfill be reached by a threaBl; within log C
iterations. The total makespan and response time is asyiogily the same as with Algorithij 2.
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7 Optimal Window Decomposition

In this section we are interested in partitioningla x N window W into some decomposition of sub-
windows such that if we schedule the transactions of eaciwsudiow separately using one of our greedy
contention managers then the sum of the makespans of theisdbws is better than scheduling all the
transactions ofl as a single window. In particular we are seeking a deconiposihat minimizes the
maximumdensityof the sub-windows, where the density expresses how mughrlé the contention with
respect to the number of transactions per thread.

For window W with congestionC' we define the density as= C'/N. Consider some decomposition
D of window W into different sub-windows) = {Wq,--- , Wy}, where sub-windowV; has respective
size M x X;. Let C; denote the contention of window;. The density ofiV; isr; = C;/X;. Letrp =
maxyy,ep ;. 1heoptimal window decompositioR* has density p- = minpeprp, whereD denotes the
set all possible decompositions 3f. Note that different decompositions Th may have different number
of windows. Two example decompositions member®ads one that consists only d¥, and another that
consists of all single column windows f .

The optimal window decompositioP* can provide asymptotically better makespan orif rp- =
o(r). Using one of our greedy algorithms, the makespan of eachwindow W; € D* is O((1 + rp+)X;)
(where the notatiorO hides polylog factors). Thus, usinB*, the makespan for the whole windo
becomesD((1 + rp-) Y wieps Xi) = O((1 + rp+)N). If we apply one of our greedy algorithms in the

whole windowW directly, then the makespan fo¥ is 5((1 + r)N), which may be asymptotically worse
than using the optimal decompositid* whenrp- = o(r).

Wy Wy W3 W, i Wi
| |
| |
M | b} 3 T Ik
| |
| |
A

M Xj fik
Figure 2: Optimal window decomposition

We use a dynamic programming approach to compute the optiec@mpositionD* of W. The idea
is compute the optimal decomposition of all prefix windowsléf As shown in Figur€l2, our goal is to
determine the optimal window decomposition including thefig window up to columnr provided that
optimal window decomposition till colum& — 1 has been already computed. In this case, theré:are
possible combinations to examine for finding the optimaldein size which will minimize the maximum
of all the contention densities. The details are in the pofafe following theorem.

Theorem 7.1 (optimal window decomposition) The optimal window decompositian* for an arbitrary
M x N windowW can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. From the problem description, we can readily see the owveirgpsubproblems property in the
optimal window decomposition problem. Lef; denote the density in the decomposition of the sub-
window W ;,, which starts at columpi and ends at columh, wherej < k. Let r;k denote the maximum
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density in the optimal decomposition of the sub-winddvy ;.. The optimal window decomposition in this
scenario can be determined from this recursive formula:

rhe=, min {max(ri, ()
To find the optimal window decomposition for tieth prefix windowW; ;, we have to check for all the
combinations from first t& — 1 prefix window and the suffix up té. Using the formula we can compute
ry . for each prefixiV; ;. Our algorithm need$)(k) time to compute optimal window size for theth
préfix provided that the optimal window computation till tffe— 1)-th prefix is known. To compute then
all the values for each window combination from 1itoour algorithm recursively take@(k?) steps. The
final density isrp+ = r{ y. 0

8 Conclusions

In this paper, we consider greedy contention managersdos#ctional memory fab/ x N windows of
transactions withl/ threads andV transactions per thread and present three new algorithne®fdention
management in transactional memory from a worst-case @eigp. These algorithms are efficient, adap-
tive, and handle windows of transactions and improve on tbestacase performance of previous results.
These are the first such results for the execution of seqaeaftensactions instead of the one-shot problem
which present new trade-offs in the analysis of greedy ctitie managers for transactional memory. We
also show that the optimal window decomposition can be oeterd using dynamic programming for any
arbitrary window. With this work, we left with some issues foe future work. One may consider arbitrary
time durations for the transactions to execute insteadeoftf1) time we considered in our analysis. The
other aspects may be to explore in deep the alternativeitdgw where the randomization does not occur at
the beginning of each window but rather during the execstifthe algorithm by inserting random periods
of low priority between the transactions in each thread. @ag also consider the dynamic expansion and
contraction of the execution window to preserve the congesheasure”’. Thus, the execution window
will not be a part of the algorithm but only a part of the anayd his will result to more practical algorithms
which at the same time achieve good performance guarantees.
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