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Abstract

We present and analyze a wait-free deterministic algoriitmsolving the at-most-once problem:
howm shared-memory fail-prone processes perform asynchrgnauasks at most once. Our algorith-
mic strategy provides for the first time nearly optimal effezness, which is a measure that expresses the
total number of tasks completed in the worst case. The @ftewss of our algorithm equals— 2m + 2.

This is up to an additive factor of close to the known effectiveness upper bound m + 1 over
all possible algorithms and improves on the previously kastvn deterministic solutions that have ef-
fectiveness onlyr — logm - o(n). We also present an iterated version of our algorithm thaafty
m = O(*%/n/logn) is both effectiveness-optimal and work-optimal, for anpst@ante > 0. We
then employ this algorithm to provide a new explicit algonitic solution for the Write-All problem
which is work optimal for anyn = O( */n/logn) improving the previously best known result of

m = 0({/n/logn).

Keywords: At-most-once problem, Write-All, 1/0 automata, asynatwas shared memory.

1 Introduction

Theat-most-once problerfor asynchronous shared memory systems was introduced fityd$eet al. [[15]
as the problem of performing a set nfjobs by m fail-prone processes while maintaining at-most-once
semantics.

The at-most-oncesemantic for object invocation ensures that an operatiocessing and altering the
state of an object is performed no more than once. This sémianamong the standard semantics for
remote procedure calls (RPC) and method invocations arrdviges important means for reasoning about
the safety of critical applications. Uniprocessor systenay trivially provide solutions for at-most-once
semantics by implementing a central schedule for operatidime problem becomes very challenging for
autonomous processes in a system with concurrent invosatio multiple objects.

Perhaps the most important question in this area is devagrithms for the at-most-once problem
with good effectivenessThe complexity measure of effectiveness|[15] describesnthmber of jobs com-
pleted (at-most-once) by an implementation, as a functioth@® overall number of jobs, the number
of processesn, and the number of crashgs The only deterministic solutions known exhibit very low

) 1 logm . : . .
effectivenesq niem — 1) (see [15]) which for most choices of the parameters is varyréan opti-

mal (unlessm = O(1)). Contrary to this, the present work presents the first detéstic algorithm for
the at-most-once problem which is optimal up to additivadesc of m. Specifically our effectiveness is
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n — (2m — 2) which comes close to an additive factorsafto the known ([15]) upper bound over all pos-
sible algorithms for effectiveness — m + 1. We also demonstrate how to construct an algorithm which
has effectiveness — O(m? log n log m) and work complexityO (n +m3*<log n), and is both effectiveness
and work optimal whemn = O( *%/n/logn), for any constant > 0. Work complexity counts the total
number of basic operations performed by the processesllyRivashow how to use this algorithm in order
to solve thewrite-All problem [14] with work complexityO (n + m3*<1og n), which improves on the best
known explicit result by MalewicZ [24] that has work comptgxO (n + m* log n).

Related Work: A wide range of works study at-most-once semantics in atyaoiesettings. At-most-once
message delivery [5, 18,121,127] and at-most-once semdoti€&PC [4,19[ 20, 21, 25], are two areas that
have attracted a lot of attention. Both in at-most-once agesslelivery and RPCs, we have two entities
(sender/client and receiver/server) that communicate éysage passing. Any entity may fail and recover
and messages may be delayed or lost. In the first case one twaptarantee that duplicate messages will
not be accepted by the receiver, while in the case of RPCsyants to guarantee that the procedure called
in the remote server will be invoked at-most-oricé [26].

In Kentros et al. [[15], the at-most-once problem for asyanbus shared memory systems and the
correctness properties to be satisfied by any solution wefiaatl. The first algorithms that solve the at-
most-once problem were provided and analyzed. Specifitalypresented two algorithms that solve the at-
most-once problem for two processes with optimal effeaas and a multi-process algorithm, that employs
a two-process algorithm as a building block, and solves thaast-once problem with effectiveneas—
logm - o(n) and work complexityO(n + mlogm). Subsequently Hillel[[13] provided a probabilistic
algorithm in the same setting with optimal effectivenesd axpected work complexit®) (nm? log m) by
employing a probabilistic multi-valued consensus protasoa building block.

Di Crescenzo and Kiayias in|[6] (and later Fitzi et al. [8]putenstrate the use of the semantic in message
passing systems for the purpose of secure communicatioverbloy the fundamental security requirements
of one-time padencryption, the authors partition a common random pad anmmaulgjple communicating
parties. Perfect security can be achieved only if everygmche pad is used at most once. The authors
show how the parties maintain security while maximizingoggficy by applying at-most-once semantics on
pad expenditure.

One can also relate the at-most-once problem to the corsensblem([7| 12, 23, 17]. Indeed, consen-
sus can be viewed as an at-most-once distributed decisianthér related problem is process renaming,
see Attiyaet al. [2] where each process identifier should be assigned to atanesprocess.

The at-most-once problem has also many similarities wighitiite-All problem for the shared memory
model [1,/10/ 14| 16, 24]. First presented by Kanellakis ahdag8sman[14], the Write-All problem is
concerned with performing each taatleast-once Most of the solutions for the Write-All problem, exhibit
super-linear work whem < n. Malewicz [24] was the first to present a solution for the \&/#tll problem
that has linear work for a non-trivial number of processdiise algorithm presented by Malewi¢z [24] has
work O(n + m*logn) and uses test-and-set operations. Later Kowalski and Bhvan [16] presented a
solution for the Write-All problem that for any constanhas workO(n + m?2*€). Their algorithm uses a
collection ofq permutations with contentio®(q log ¢) for a properly choose constant

We note that the at-most-once problem becomes much simplkem shared-memory is supplemented by
some type of read-modify-write operations. For example, @an associatetast-and-sebit with each task,
ensuring that the task is assigned to the only process thaéssfully sets the shared bit. An effectiveness
optimal implementation can then be easily obtained from\Amite-All solution. Thus, in this paper we
deal only with the more challenging setting where algorghume atomic read/write registers.
Contributions: In this paper we present and analyze the algoritiiKiz that solves the at-most-once
problem. The algorithm is parametrized By> m and has effectiveness— 5 — m + 2. If 8 < m the
correctness of the algorithm is still guaranteed, but thaitgation of the algorithm cannot be guaranteed.



For 8 = m the algorithm has optimal effectivenessof 2m + 2 up to an additive factor of.. Note that the
upper bound for the effectiveness of any algorithm-isf [15], wheref < m—1 is the number of failures in
the system. We further prove that fér> 3m? the algorithm has work complexit) (nm log n log m). We
use algorithmKK with 3 = 3m?, in order to construct an iterated version of our algorithhiol for any
constant > 0, has effectiveness of — O(m? log n logm) and work complexityO(n 4+ m3+€logn). This
is both effectiveness-optimal and work-optimal for any= O( **v/n/logn). We note that our solutions
are deterministic and assume worst-case behavior. In timpilistic setting Hillel[13] shows that optimal
effectiveness can be achieved with expected work comgléxitum? log m).

We then demonstrate how to use the iterated version of ooritdgn in order to solve the Write-All
problem with work complexityO(n + m3*¢logn) for any constant > 0. Our solution improves on the
algorithm of Malewicz[[24], which is the best known explisult, in two ways. Firstly our solution is work
optimal for a wider range af:, namely for anyn = O( **%/n/logn) compared to then = O({/n/logn)
of Malewicz . Secondly our solution does not assume theaedtset primitive used by Malewicz [24],
and reliesonly on atomic read/write memory. Note that there is a Write-Adbaithm due to Kowalski and
Shvartsman[16], which is work optimal for a wider range adq@ssorsn than our algorithm, specifically
form = O( *%/n). However, their algorithm uses a collectionggfermutations with contentio® (¢ log ¢),
while it is not known to date how to construct such permutetim polynomial time. Thus their result is so
far existential, while ours is explicit.

2 Model, Definitions, and Efficiency
We define our model, the at-most-once problem, and meastiedfictency.

2.1 Model and Adversary
We model a multi-processor as asynchronous, crash-prone processes with unique idesitifen some
setP. Shared memory is modeled as a collection of atomic rea\wremory cells, where the number of
bits in each cell is explicitly defined. We use tmput/Output Automatéormalism [22]238] to specify and
reason about algorithms; specifically, we use d@lsgnchronous shared memory automatormalization
[9.123]. Each processis defined in terms of its statesates, and its actionscts,, where each action is of
the typeinput, output orinternal. A subsetstart, C states, contains all the start states @f Each shared
variablex takes values from a sé&f,, among which there igit,, the initial value ofx.

We model an algorithmd as a composition of the automata for each progessutomatonA consists
of a set of statestates(A), where each statecontains a state, € states, for eachp, and a value» € V,,
for each shared variable Start statestart(A) is a subset oftates(A), where each state containstart,
for eachp and aninit,, for eachx. The actions of4, acts(A) consists of actions < acts,, for each process
p. A transition is the modification of the state as a result odetion and is represented by a tripe £, s),
wheres, s’ € states(A) andw € acts(A). The set of all transitions is denoted byins(A). Each action
in acts(A) is performed by a process, thus for any transitianr(s’), s ands’ may differ only with respect
to the states,, of process that invokedr and potentially the value of the shared variable thaiteracts
with during7. We also use triple§{vars;}, 7, {varsy }), wherevarss andvarsy are subsets of variables
in s ands’ respectively, as a shorthand to describe transitions withaving to specifys ands’ completely;
herevarss andvarsg contain only the variables whose value changes as the msulplus possibly some
other variables of interest.

An executionfragment of A is either a finite sequencey,r,s1, ...,m-s: Or an infinite sequence,
80,T1,51, - - T Spse - -, Of @lternating states and actions, whétg, 711, sg+1) € trans(A) for anyk > 0.
If so € start(A), then the sequence is called execution The set of executions of is execs(A)We say
that execution is fair, if « is finite and its last state is a state 4fwhere no locally controlled action is
enabled, orv is infinite and every locally controlled actione acts(A) is performed infinitely many times
or there are infinitely many statesdanwherer is disabled. The set of fair executions 4fis fairezecs(A).



An execution fragment/ extendsa finite execution fragment of A, if o/ begins with the last state of
a. We leta - o/ stand for the execution fragment resulting from concategat anda’ and removing the
(duplicated) first state af’.

For two statess and s’ of an execution fragment, we say that state precedesstates’ and we write
s < s’ if s appears before’ in a. Moreover we writes < s’ if state s either precedes statéin « or the
statess ands’ are the same state of We use the term precedes and the symkolnd < in a same way
for the actions of an execution fragment. We use the ternepleand the symbel if an actionw appears
before a state in an execution fragment or if a states appears before an actianin «. Finally for a set of
statesS of an execution fragment, we define as,,,,, = max S the states, .. € 5, S.t.Vs € S, s < Simaz
in a.

We model process crashes by acesp,, in acts(A) for each procesg. If stop, appears in an execution
« then no actions € acts, appear inv thereafter. We then say that procgsgashed Actionsstop,, arrive
from some unspecified external environment, cadlddersary In this work we consider aoamniscienton-
line adversary[14] that has complete knowledge of the algorithm executethe processes. The adversary
controls asynchrony and crashes. We allow ugf tec m crashes. We denote btirezecs ;(A) all fair
executions ofd with at mostf crashes. Note that since the processes can only commutticatigh atomic
read/write operations in the shared memory, all the asypmcius executions are linearizable. This means
that concurrent actions can be mapped to an equivalent isegjoé state transitions, where only one process
performs an action in each transition, and thus the modskpted above is appropriate for the analysis of
a multi-process asynchronous atomic read/write sharedamnesystem.

2.2 At-Most-Once Problem, Effectiveness and Complexity

We consider algorithms that perform a set of tasks, cgted Let A be an algorithm specified fon
processes with ids from sét = [1...m], and forn jobs with unique ids from sey = [1...n]. We
assume that there are at least as many jobs as there aresegdes . > m. We model the performance
of job j by procesg by means of actiodo,, ;. For a sequence, we letlen(c) denote its length, and we let
c|r denote the sequence of elementsccurring inc. Then for an execution, len (a\dopyj) is the number
of times proces® performs jobj. Finally we denote by, = {p|stop, occurs ina} the set of crashed
processes in executian Now we define the number of jobs performed in an executiorie lere that we
are borrowing most definitions from Kentros et al.|[15].

Definition 2.1 For executiono we denote by7, = {j € J|do, ; occurs ina for somep € P}. The total
number of jobs performed im is defined to bé)o(a) = | T,|.

We next define that-most-oncgroblem.

Definition 2.2 Algorithm A solves the at-most-once problem if for each executioh A we havevj € 7 :
ZpEP len (O‘|dop,j) <1

Definition 2.3 Let S be a set of elements with unique identifiers. We define as theafelement: € S
and we writgfz] ¢, the rank ofx if we sort in ascending order the elementsSaiccording to their identifiers.

Measures of Efficiency. We analyze our algorithms in terms of two complexity measuedfectiveness
andwork. Effectiveness counts the number of jobs performed by aoridtign in the worst case.

Definition 2.4 Theeffectiveness of algorithm A is: E4(n,m, f) = minaefamzecsf(A)(Do(a)), wherem
is the number of processesjs the number of jobs, anflis the number of crashes.



A trivial algorithm can solve the at-most-once problem biitspg the » jobs in groups of size* and
assigning one group to each process. Such a solution hatiedfeessi’(n, m, f) = (m — f) - 7= (consider
an execution wher¢ processes fail at the beginning of the execution).

Work complexity measures the total number of basic opearaticomparisons, additions, multiplica-
tions, shared memory reads and writes) performed by anitdgorWe assume that each internal or shared
memory cell has siz&(logn) bits and performing operations involving a constant nundfememory
cell costsO(1). This is consistent with the way work complexity is measuiregrevious related work

[14,[16,24].

Definition 2.5 Thework of algorithm A, denoted byl 4, is the worst case total number of basic operations
performed by all the processes of algoritdn

Finally we repeat here as a Theorem, Corollafyom Kentros et al.[[15], that gives an upper bound on
the effectiveness for any algorithm solving the at-mosteoproblem.

Theorem 2.1 from Kentros et al.[[15]
For all algorithms A that solve the at-most-once problem withprocesses and > m jobs in the presence
of f < m crashes it holds thakl s (n, m, f) <n — f.

3 Algorithm KKjg

Here we present algorithi{K 3, that solves the at-most-once problem. ParameterN is the termination
parameter of the algorithm. AlgorithiKKp is defined for all3 > m. If 3 = m, algorithmKKgz has
optimal up to an additive factor of effectiveness. Note that although> m is not necessary in order to
prove the correctness of the algorithmgik m we cannot guarantee termination of algorithii .

The idea behind the algorithfiKg (see FigllLl) is quite intuitive and is based on an algorithm fo
renaming processes presented by Ateyal.[2]. Each process, picks a job: to perform, announces (by
writing in shared memory) that it is about to perform the jolwl dhen checks if it is safe to perform it
(by reading the announcements other processes made inarexishemory, and the jobs other processes
announced they have performed). Ifit is safe to performdheé,jprocess will proceed with thelo,, ; action
and then mark the job completed. If it is not safe to perfermwill release the job. In either case picks
a new job to perform. In order to pick a new jgbreads from the shared memory and gathers information
on which jobs are safe to perform, by reading the announcentkat other processes made in the shared
memory about the jobs they are about to perform, and the jiies processes announced they have already
performed. Assuming that those jobs are ordejesplits the set of “free” jobs imn intervals and picks
the first job of the interval with rank equal s rank. Note that since the information needed in order to
decide whether it is safe to perform a specific job and in otodgrick the next job to perform is the same,
these steps are combined in the algorithm. In Figlire 1, wéwmstion rank(SET, SETs, ), that returns
the element of sé8ET; \ SET, that has rank. If SET; andSET; haveO(n) elements and are stored
in some tree structure likeed-black treeor some variant oB-treg the operation-ank(SET;, SETs, i),
costsO(|SET3| logn) assuming thafETy C SET;. We will prove that the algorithm has effectiveness
n — (8 +m —2). Forg = O(m) this effectiveness is asymptotically optimal for amy= o(n). Note
that by Theorem 211 the upper bound on effectiveness of theoat-once problem is — f, wheref is the
number of failed processes in the system. Next we preseatithign KK g in more detail.

Shared Variables. nezt is an array withm elements. In the celtext, of the array procesg announces
the job it is about to perform. From the structure of algantkK 3, only process; writes in cellnext,. On
the other hand any process may read celtt,.



Shared Variables:

next = {nexty,...,next,m}, nexty € {0,...,n} initially 0
done = {donei,1,...,donem n}, doneq; € {0,...,n}initially 0

Signature:
Input: Internal: InternalRead: Internal Write:
stop,, p€P compNext,,, p € P gatherTry,, p € P setNextp, p € P
Output: checkp, p € P gatherDone,,, p € P doney, pe P
do, j, pEP, jET

State:

STATUS, € {comp_next, set_next, gather_try, gather_done, check, do, done, end, stop},
initially STATUS, = comp_next

FREE,, DONE,, TRY, C 7, initially FREE, = 7 andDONE, = TRY, =0

POS, = {P0S, (1),...,P0OS, (m)}, wherepos, (i) € {1,...,n}, initially POs, (i) =1

NEXTp € {1,...,n + 1}, initially undefined Qp € {1,...,m}, initially 1

TMP, € {1,...,n}, initially undefined
Transitions of processp:

Input stop,,
Effect:
STATUS,, <— stop

Internal compNext,,
Precondition:

STATUS, = comp_next
Effect:

if FREE, \ TRY,| > S then
|[FREE |- (m—1)

TMPp < "

if TMP, > 1 then'
TMPp < [(p— 1) - TMP,| + 1
NEXTp < rank (FREEy, TRY,, TMP))
else
NEXTp < rank (FREE,, TRY, p)
end
Qp 1
TRY ), < 0
STATUS, < set_next
else
STATUS, +— end
end

Internal check,
Precondition:

STATUS, = check
Effect:

if NEXT, ¢ TRY),

AND NEXT, ¢ DONE,,

then STATUS, < do

else

STATUS, < comp_next
end

Internal Read gatherDone,,
Precondition:

STATUS, = gather_done
Effect:

if Q, # pthen

TMPp <— doner P05, (0p)

if POS, (@) <
AND TmP, > 0 then
DONE, < DONE, U {TmMP,}
FREE, < FREE, \ {TmMP,}
POS, (Qp) = PO, (Qp) +1
elseQ, +— Q, +1
end
elseQ, <~ Q, +1
end
if Q, > m then
Qp 1
STATUS, < check
end

Internal Write doney,

Precondition:
STATUS, = done

Effect:
doney, pos, (p) <= NEXTp
DONE, +- DONE, U {NEXTp}
FREE, <~ FREE, \ {NEXT,}
POS, (p) « POS, (p) + 1
STATUS, <~ comp_next

Internal Read gatherTry,,
Precondition:
STATUS, = gather_try
Effect:
if Q, # p then
TMPy, <— nexlq,
if TMP, < n then
TRY, <~ TRY, U {TMP,}
end
end
if Q, +1 < mthen
Qp ¢ Qp+1
else
Qp 1
STATUS, < gather_done
end

Internal Write setNext;,
Precondition:

STATUS, = set_next
Effect:

nexrty < NEXTp

STATUS, < gather_try

Output do,, ;
Precondition:
STATUS, = do
NEXTp = j
Effect:
STATUS, < done

Figure 1: AlgorithmKKg: Shared Variables, Signature, States and Transitions
done is anm x n matrix. In lineq of the matrix, procesg announces the jobs it has performed. Each
cell of line ¢ contains the identifier of exactly one job that has been pmed by process. Only process
g writes in the cells of ling; but any process may read them. Moreover, progagsdates ling by adding

entries at the end of it.

Internal Variables of process p.

The variable STATUS, € {comp_next, set_next, gather_try,
gather_done, check, do, done, end, stop} records the status of procegsand defines its next action as
follows: comp_next - processp is ready to compute the next job to perform (this is the ihgiatus of
p), set_next - p computed the next job to perform and is ready to announggiter_try - p reads the
arraynext in shared memory in order to compute thRY set,gather_done - p reads the matriione in
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shared memory in order to update h®NE andFREE sets,check - p has to check whether it is safe to
perform its current jobgo - p can safely perform its current joldpne - p performed its current jokend - p
terminatedstop - p crashed.

FREE,,DONE,, TRY, C J are three sets that are used by progess order to compute the next
job to perform and whether it is safe to perform it. We use stn@e structure likeed-black treeor some
variant of B-tree[3, [11] for the set# REE,, DONE, andTRY, in order to be able to add, remove and
search elements in them @n(log n). FREE,, is initially set to.7 and contains an estimate of the jobs that
are still available DONE,, is initially empty and contains an estimate of the jobs tleatehbeen performed.
No job is removed frorDONE,, or added toFREE,, during the execution of algorithfKKg. TRY), is
initially empty and contains an estimate of the jobs thaepfirocesses are about to perform. It holds that
|TRY,| < m, since there arex — 1 processes apart from procesthat may be attempting to perform a job.

POS, is an array ofm elements. Positioros, (¢) of the array contains a pointer in the ligeof the
shared matrixdone. POS, (q) is the element of ling that proces® will read from. In the special case
whereq = p, POS, (p) is the element of ling that procesg will write into after performing a new job. The
elements of the shared matrixne are read when procegds updating theDONE,, set.

NEXT, contains the job procegsis attempting to perform.

TMP,, is a temporary storage for values read from the shared memory

Qp € {1,...,m} is used as indexing for looping through process identifiers.

Actions of processp. We visit them one by one below.

compNext,: Procesg computes the stREE,, \ TRY , and if it has more or equal elementsitowere
B is the termination parameter of the algorithm, progessmputes its next candidate job, by splitting the
FREE, \ TRY, set inm parts and picking the first element of theh part. In order to do that it uses the
functionrank(SET;,SETs, 7), which returns the element of s&£T; \ SET with ranki. Finally process
p sets theI'RY, set to the empty set, the, internal variable to 1 and its status 4et_next in order to
update the shared memory with its new candidate job. IFR&E, \ TRY, set has less thafi elements
procesg terminates.

setNext,: Processp announces its new candidate job by writing the contentssoRExT, internal
variable in thep-th position of thenext array. Remember that the:xt array is stored in the shared memory.
Proces® changes its status tmther_try, in order to start collecting th&RY, set from thenext array.

gatherTry,,: With this action procesg implements a loop, which reads from the shared memory all the
positions of the array.ext and updates th&RY, set. In each execution of the action, proceshecks if
Q, is equal withp. If it is not equal,p reads the,-th position of the array.ext, checks if the value read is
less tham + 1 and if it is, adds the value it read in tH&RY, set. IfQ, is equal withp, p just skips the step
described above. Thegnchecks if the value of, + 1 is less thann + 1. Ifitis, thenp increasex), by 1
and leaves its statugither_try, otherwisep has finished updating tHERY, set and thus setg, to 1 and
changes its status tmther_done, in order to update thBONE,, andFREE, sets from the contents of the
done matrix.

gatherDone,,: With this action processimplements a loop, which updates th® NE,, andFREE,, sets
with values read from the matrione, which is stored in shared memory. In each execution of thierac
process checks ifQ, is equal withp. If it is not equal,p uses the internal variabkeos, (Qp), in order to

read fresh values from the lirgg, of the done matrix. In detail,p reads the shared vanab!bnervpo%(Qp),

checks ifPos, (Q,) is less tham + 1 and if the value read is greater thanif both conditions holdp adds
the value read at thBONE, set, removes the value read from iREE, set and increasexos, (Q,) by
one. Otherwise, it means that either procgs$as terminated (by performing all thejobs) or the lineQ,
does not contain any new completed jobs. In either pasereases the value af, by 1. The value of,
is increased by 1 also @, was equal withp. Finally p checks whetheg, is greater thamn; if itis, p has
completed the loop and thus changes its statu# ¢ok.



check,: Process checks if it is safe to perform its current job. This is donedmgcking if NEXT,
belongs to the sef'RY,, or to the seDONE,. If it does not, then it is safe to perform the jetgxT, and
p changes its status . Otherwise it is not safe, and thpschanges its status t@mp_next, in order to
find a new job that may be safe to perform.

do, ;: Procesw performs jobj. Note thatNEXT, = j is part of the preconditions for the action to be
enabled in a state. Thenchanges its status tone.

done,: Procesg writes in thedone,, pos, () POSition of the shared memory the valueneXxT,, letting
other processes know that it performed jobxT,. Also p addsNEXT, to its DONE,, set, removesiEXT,,
from its FREE,, set, increaseBos, (p) by 1 and changes its statusdenp_nexzt.

stop,,: Procesg crashes by setting its statusstp.

4 Correctness and Effectiveness Analysis

Next we begin the analysis of algorithiiK g, by proving thatKK 3 solves the at-most-once problem. That
is, there exists no execution BfK 5 in which 2 distinct actionslo, ; anddo, ; appear for some € 7 and
p,q € P. In the proofs, for a state and a procesp we denote bys. FREE,, s. DONE,, s.TRY,, the
values of the internal variablé&REE, DONE andTRY of proces in states. Moreover withs.next, and
s.done we denote the contents of the armagrt and the matrixione in states. Remember thatexzt and
done, are stored in shared memory.

Lemma 4.1 There exists no executian of algorithm KKpg, such thatd; € 7 and dp,q € P for which
doy,i,dog; € a.

Proof. Let us for the sake of contradiction assume that there eaistsxecutiomy € execs(KKg) and
i € J andp, ¢ € P such thatlo,, ;, do,; € . We examine two cases.
Case 1p = ¢: Letstatess, sy, s9, 55 € @, such that the transitior(331, doy i, sl> <32, doy 32) € acand

without loss of generality assumg < s, in a. From FigurdllL we have thai.NEXT, = i, s,.STATUS, =
done and so.NEXT, = i, 52.STATUS, = do. From algorithmKKpg, states, must be preceded in by

transition (33,checkp,s:3), such thats3.NEXT, = i and s3.NEXT, = i, s5.STATUS, = do, wheres,
precedess in . Finally s3 must be preceded in by transition <34,donep,s;>, wheres’1 precedess,,

such thats,.NEXT, = i andi € s, DONE,. Sinces, precedess; and during the execution d{Kg
no elements are removed froMONE,, we have that € s3.DONE,. This is a contradiction, since the
transition({NEXT, = i,i € DONE,}, check,, {NEXT, = i, STATUS, = do}) ¢ trans(KKp).

Case 2p # ¢q: Given the transition(sl, do,., 31) in o, we deduce from Figurel 1 that there existan

transitions<32,setNextp,s/2>, <33,gatherTryp,s;)>, <34,checkp,s;), Wheres;.ne:ntp = s;.NEXTp = 1,
sg.next, = s3.NEXT, = i,53.Q, = ¢, s4.NEXT, = i, s;.NEXT, = i, 5,.STATUS, = do, such that
sy < s3 < 84 < s1 and there exists no action = compNext, in o between states; and s'l. This
essentially means that in the execution fragment « starting from state, and ending with;'1 there exists
only a singlecheck,, action - the one in transitioré.94,checkp, s4> - that leads in the performance of job

i. Similarly for transition(tl,doqi,t'l) there exist in transitions(tg,setNextq,t'2>, <t3,gatherTryq,té),
<t4,checkq,t;>, wherety.next, = t5.NEXT, = i, tg.next, = t3.NEXT, = 4,13.Q, = p, t4.NEXT, = i,

t,.NEXT, = i, t,.STATUS, = do, such thatt, < t3 < t; < t; and there is no action’ = compNext,
occuring ina between states andt, .



In the executiony, either statesy < t3 ort3 < so which impliest, < s3. We will show that ifsy < t3
thendo,; cannot take place, leading to a contradiction. The case tere s3 is symmetric and will be
omitted. So let us assume thatprecedes; in a. We have two cases, eithgy.next, = i or tz.next, # 1.
In the first casé € ¢;. TRY,. From FigurdL the only action in which entries are removedfthe TRY,,
set, is thecompNext, where theTRY, set is reset td). This means that < ¢,.TRY, sinced =’ =

compNext, € a, such that, < 7/ < t;. This is a contradiction sincém,checkq,t;) ¢ trans(KKp), if
i € t,.TRY , t4.NEXT, = i andt,.STATUS, = do.
If t3.next, # i, since (82,setNextp,sl2) € « and 8/2 < t3 there exists actiom; = setNext, € a,

such thats'2 < m < t3. Moreover from Figur&ll, there exists action = compNextp in «, such that
sy < my < . Sinced m = compNext, € a, such thats, < 7 < sy, it holds thats; < m < m < ts.

Furthermore, from Figurgl 1 there exists transitiérg,donep,s;) inaandj € {1,...,n}, such that

55.POS, (p) = J, s5.done, ; = 0, $5.NEXT), = 1, s;.donep,j =1 ands'l < 8/5 < my < t3. It must be the case
thati ¢ to. DON E,, sincety.NEXT, = 4. From that and from Figuifd 1 we have that there exists tiansit

<t6,gatherDoneq,t%in a, such thatts.Q, = p, ts.POS, (p) = j andtz < tg < 4. Sincesg < tg and

done,, ; from Figurel 1l cannot be changed again in executipwe have thats.done, ; = ¢ and as a result
i€ té.DONEq. Moreover during the execution of algorithkiK g entries in seDONE, are only added

and never removed, thus we have that t,. DONE,. This is a contradiction sincét4,checkq,t;) ¢

trans(KKg), if i € t4. DONE,, t4.NEXT, = i andt,.STATUS, = do. This completes the proof. O
Next we examine the effectiveness of the algorithm.

Lemma4.2 Forany 8 > m, f < m — 1 and for any finite execution € execs (KKg) with Do(a) <
n — (8 +m — 1), there exists a (non-empty) execution fragmerguch that - o € execs (KKg).

Proof. From the algorithmKKg, we have that for any procegsand any states € «, |s.FREE,| >
n — Do(a) and|s.TRY,| < m — 1. The first inequality holds since theFREE,, set is estimated by
by examining thelone matrix which is stored in shared memory. From Fidure 1 ajjadbonly inserted in
line g of the matrixdone, if a do, ; action has already been performed by proeesehe second inequality
is obvious. Thus was have thép € P andVs € «, [s.FREE, \ s.TRY,| > n — (Do(a) +m —1). If
Do(a) <n—(B+m—1),Vp € PandVs € a we have thats. FREE, \ s.TRY,| > 3. Since there can
be f < m — 1 failed processes in our system, at the final stat#f o there exists at least one process P
that has not failed. This process has not terminated, sioce Figure 1 a procegscan only terminate if in
the enabling state of actioncompNext,, |s. FREE, \ s. TRY,| < . This process can continue executing
steps and thus there exits (non-empty) execution fragaesiich thaty - o/ € execs (KKp). 0

This means that if th& Kz algorithm has effectiveness less then or equal te (5 + m — 1), there
should be some infinite fair executienof the algorithm withDo(a) < n — (5 + m — 1) (since no finite
execution of algorithm could terminate). Next we prove thatalgorithmKKj is wait-free (the algorithm
has no infinite fair executions) and thus there exists no swehutiono € execs(KKpg).

Lemma 4.3 Forany 3 > m, f < m — 1 there exists no infinite fair executienc execs(KKpg).

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. Let > m anda € execs(KKg) an infinite fair execution with
f < m — 1failures, and letDo(«) be the jobs executed by executiaraccording to Definitioh 2]1. Since
a € execs(KKg) and from LemmB4lKKg solves the at-most-once problep(«) is finite. Clearly
there exists at least one processithat has not crashed and does not terminate(some procestortake
steps ina in order for it to be infinite). Sincédo(«) and f are finite, there exists a sta¢g in « such that
after sp no process crashes, no process terminatespraxtion takes place in and no process adds new
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entries in thedone matrix in shared memory. The later holds since the execusidnfinite and fair, the
Do(«) is also finite, consequently any non failed procesbat has not terminated will eventually update
the ¢ line of the done matrix to be in agreement with thi, .. actions it has performed. Moreover any
process;y that has terminated, has already updatedgthiee of done matrix with the latestdo action it
performed, before it terminated, since in order to terng@ranust have reachedcampNext action that has
set its status tend.

We define the following sets of processes and jobs accordingtdtesy. J, are jobs that have
been performed inv according to Definitio 2]1.P, are processes that do not crash and do not ter-
minate in«. By the way we defined statey only processes irP, take steps inn after states.
STUCK, = {i € J \ J,|3 failed proces® : sg.next, =i}, i.e., STUCK, expresses the set of jobs that
are held by failed processedDONE, = {i € J,|3p € Pandj € {1,...,n} : so.doney(j) = i}, i.e.,
DONE,, expresses the set of jobs that have been performed befdeesgtand the processes that per-
formed them managed to update the shared memory. FinallyefigedOOL,, = J \ (J, U STUCK,).
After states, all processes ifP,, will keep executing. This means that whenever such prgees®,, takes
actioncompNext,, in «, the first if statement is true. Specifically it holds that for € P, and for all the
enabling states > s of actionscompNext,, in «, [FREE, \ TRY,| > 5.

From Figure[ll, we have that for any € P,, 3 s, after states, in « such thatV statess >
sp,s.DONE, = DONE,,s.FREE, = J \ DONE, and s.FREE, \ s.TRY, C POOL,. Let
s(, = max,ep,[sp]. From the above we haveJ \ DONE,| > 3 > m and|[POOL,| > 8 > m, since
Vp € P, we have that for all the enabling states s;, of actionscompNext,, in o [FREE,, \ TRY | > j
andVs’' > s we have that’ FREE, = J \ DONE, ands . FREE, \ s""TRY, C POOL,,.

Let py be the process with the smallest process identifig? jn We examine2 cases according to the
size of 7 \ DONE,,.

Case A |J\DONE,| > 2m — 1: Let zp € POOL, be the job such thafro|poor,. =

po—1)- |7\DONEq | —(m—1) + 1. Suchz exists sincevp € P, andVs > s/ it holds s. FREE
0 p

m

s.TRY, € POOL,, s.FREE, = J \ DONE, from which we have thafPOOL,| > |J \ DONE,| —
|s.TRY,| > |7 \ DONE,| — (m — 1) > m.

It follows that anyp € P, that executes actiotompNext,, after states(,, will have itsNEXT,, variable

ATPONEel 0D | 41, ThusVp € Pa, 3 s), > spina

1) _ |J\DONE, |—(m—1)

m

pointing in a jobx with [2]poor. > {(p —1)

such thatv statess > s, [s.next,)] > {(p —

POOL, =
we have to study cases fopy:

Case A.1)After s;, processgy, executes actionompNext,, and the transition leads in statg > s
such thats;.NEXT,, = 0. Since[zo]poor, = {(po —1)- ‘j\DONE;"_(m_l)J + 1 andpy = minyep, [p],
from the previous discussion we have that > s; andVp € P\ {po}, s.next, # zo. Thus whenp,
executes actiorheck, of Figure[1 for the first time after statg, the condition will be true, so in some
subsequent transitiopy will have to execute actiodo,, ., performing jobx,, which is a contradiction,
since after state, no jobs are executed.

Case A.2)After s{j, processp, executes actiomompNext,, and the transition leads in state >
sq such thats;.NEXT,, > zo. Sincepy = min,ep,[p], it holds thatVz € POOL, such that

[z]pooL, < {(po —1)- ‘j\DONE”_(m_l)J + 1, #ip € P such thats;.next, = z. Let the transition

m

J + 1. Letsy = maxyep, [s,],

<32,compNextp0,s'2> € «a, wheresy > s;, be the first time that actionompNext,, is executed af-
1) |7\DONE, |—(m—1)

m

ter states;. We have that'z € POOL, such that[z]poor, < {(po - + 1,
x ¢ s9.DONE,, U s2. TRY,, since from the discussion above we have that s; andVp € P, \ {po},

J\DONEq |~ (m—1
[s.nextylpoor, = L(p—l)" R )J + 1. Thus [0, prEE, \sy. TRY,, = [@0lpooL, =
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m

A.1, we can see that jaby will be performed by process), which is a contradiction, since after stateno
jobs are executed.

Case B|J \ DONE,| < 2m — 1. Letxg € POOL, be the job such thdtro]pgor,. = po- Suchzg
exists sinces > m andPOOL, > g. It follows that anyp € P, that executes actiormmpNextp after state
50, Will have itsNEXT,, variable pointing in a jolx with [2]p6op, > p. ThusVp € P,, 3 5, > s in a such
thatV statess > s, [s.nexty|poor,. > p- Letsg = maxyep, [s,], we have to studg cases fopy:

Case B.1)After s;, processpy executes actiomompNext,, and the transition leads in state > s
such thats; .NEXT,, = xo. Since[zolpoor,, = Po andpy = minyep, [p], from the previous discussion we
have thatvs > s; andVp € P\ {po}, s.next, # xo. Thus wherp, executes actionheck,, of Figure[1
for the first time after state,, the condition will be true, so in some subsequent tramsjgipwill have to
execute actiono,, ..., performing johz,, which is a contradiction, since after stateno jobs are executed.

Case B.2)After s;, processgy executes actiomompNext,, and the transition leads in statg > s
such thats; .NEXT,, > xo. Sincepy = minyep, [p], it holds thatvz € POOL,, such thafz|poor,. < po,

L(po — 1) ADONEe=(m=1) | | 1~ As a result,sy.NEXT,, = xo. With similar arguments like in case

#p € P such thats;.next, = x. Letthe transition<32, compNext,, , .92> € «, Wheresy, > s1, be the first

time that actiocompNext,, is executed after state. We have thatz € POOL,, such tha{x]POOLa < po,
x ¢ s9.DONE,, U s2.TRY,, since from the discussion above we have that- s; andVp € P, \ {po},
[s.nextplpoor,, = p- Thus [xo]sz.FREEpO\SQ.TRYPO = [olpoor, = Po- As a result,s,.NEXT,, = 0.
With similar arguments like in case B.1, we can see thatjptill be performed by process,, which is a
contradiction, since after statg no jobs are executed.
O
Using the last two lemmas we can find the effectiveness ofitigo KK 3.

Theorem 4.4 For any 3 > m, f < m — 1 algorithm KKz has effectivenesfxk,(n,m, f) = n —
(B+m—2).

Proof. From Lemm& 42 we have that any finite executionc exzecs (KKg) with Do(a) < n —
(8 4+ m — 1) can be extended, essentially proving that in such an execuid process has terminated.
Moreover from Lemm@4]3 we have thiiz is wait free, and thus there exists no infinite fair execution
a € execs (KKg), such thatDo(a) < n — (8 +m — 1). Since finite fair executions are executions were
all non-failed processes have terminated, from the abovieawe thattk i , (n, m, f) > n — (8 +m — 2).

If all processes but the process withridfail in an executiony in such a way that,N"'STUCK,, = () and
ISTUCK,| = m—1 (whereSTUCK,, is defined as in the proof of lemrha#.3), then there existsradviel
strategy, that can result ifi + m — 2 jobs not having been performed when procesterminates. Such
an execution will be a finite fair execution whete- (5 + m — 2) jobs are performed. From this and the
previous claims we have thélck, (n,m, f) =n — (8 +m — 2). O

5 Work Complexity Analysis

In this section we are going to prove that for > 3m? algorithm KKz has work complexity
O(nmlognlogm).

The main idea of the proof, is to demonstrate that under thenagtion3 > 3m?, processollisionson a
job cannot accrue without making progress in the algorithmorder to prove that, we first demonstrate that
if two different processes, ¢ set theimEXT,, NEXT, internal variables to the same join somecompNext
actions, then at the enabling states of those actionD®EE, andDONE, sets of the processes, have at
least|q — p|m different elements, given that > 3m?. Next we prove that if two processesq collide
three consecutive times, while trying to perform some jobsn the size of the s©iIONE,, U DONE, that
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processep andq know has increased by at leagt- p|m elements. This essentially tells us that every three
collisions between the same two processes a significant@uofiipbs has been performed, and thus enough
progress has been made. In order to prove the above statemeamted to formally define what we mean by
collision, and tie such a collision with some specific statethat we have a fixed “point” in the execution
for which to reason. Finally we use the argument about thgrpss made if three consecutive collisions
happen between two processeg, in order to prove that a procegannot collide with a processmore

than2 {MW times in any execution. This is proved by contradiction,vprg that if proces® collides

with processy more than2 {ﬁ times, there exist states for which the 88ONE, U DONE,| has
more tham elements which is impossible. The last statement is usedlir ¢o prove the main theorem on
the work complexity of algorithnKKg for 3 > 3m?2. We obtain the main theorem on the work complexity
by counting the total number of collisions and the cost oheaalision.

We start by proving that if two processes; decide, with someompNext actions, to perform the same
job i, then theirDONE sets at the enabling states of theasenpNext actions, differ in at-leasy — p|m
elements.

Lemma 5.1 If 8 > 3m? and in an execution € execs(KKp) there exist states; , t; and processes, g €
P withp < ¢ such thats; .NEXT, = t;.NEXT, = ¢ € J, then there exist transitionéSQ, compNext,,, 3’2)

’ ’ / . / ’
(tg,compNextq,t2>, wheres, .NEXT, = t5.NEXT, = i, 5,.STATUS,, = t,.STATUS, = set_next ,such that

there exist no actiom; = compNext,, with s, < 1 < s; and no actionrs = compNext, witht, < m < t;
and ‘SQ.DONEP N tg.DONEq‘ > (¢ —p)mor |32.DONEp N tQ.DONEq‘ > (g —p)m

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. From algorithrfKKz there must exist transitions
<32,compNextp,s’2), (tg,compNextq,tlz) where s, .NEXT, = i andt,.NEXT, = i, such that there ex-

ist no actionst; = compNext,, T2 = compNext, with 3/2 < m < s and t’2 < my < 1y, if there
existsy,t; € v andp,q € P with p < ¢ such thats;.NEXT, = ¢;.NEXT, = ¢ € J, since those are
the transitions that s8dEXT, and NEXT, to <. So in order to get a contradiction we must assume that
|s2.DONE, Nt2.DONE,| < (¢ — p) - m and|s3.DONE, N t5.DONE,| < (¢ — p) - m.

We will prove that if this is the case,.NEXT,, # t,.NEXT,.

LetA = 7 \ 5o.DONE, = s2.FREE, andB = J \ t2.DONE, = t,.FREE,, thus from the contra-
diction assumption we have tha N B| < (¢ — p) -mand|ANB| < (¢ —p) - m.

It could either be thaA| < |B| or |A| > |B].

Case 1|A| < [B|: From the contradiction assumption we have tlan B| < (¢ — p) - m. Thus we have
that:

|t2.FREE, \ t.TRY, N 52.FREE, \ s2.TRY,| < m(q —p) +m — 1 (1)

,sincess. FREE, \ s2.TRY,, can have up ton — 1 less elements thaA - the elements of seh. TRY, -
and it can be the case that TRY, N ¢3. TRY, =0 .

Moreover, sincess.FREE,, \ s2.TRY, C A and|s2.FREE,, \ s2.TRY,| > 8 > 3m?, |A| > 3m?.
Similarly [B| > 3m?2. We have:

(q—l)%:(p—l)%—k(q—p)%>(p—1)%+(q—17)%:> ()
= (q—l)% > (p—l)%+3m(q—p):> 3)
= - BRI - B =D - @



Sinces, NEXT, = t,.NEXT, = i, it must be the case tht,, rrpp s, TRY, = L(p - I)WJ +1

and [ily, prEE,\to. TRY, = L(q - 1)WJ + 1. Equation[# gives thatil, preE\to. TRY, =
[i]s, FREE,\s5.TRY, T 3m(q — p). This means that;. FREE, \ ¢2. TRY, must have at leasim(q — p)
more elements with rank less that the rank,ahan set,. FREE,, \ s2.TRY,, does. This is a contradiction
since fronl1 we have that,. FREE, \ t2.TRY, N s2.FREE, \ s2.TRY,| < m(q —p) + m — 1.

Case 2|B| < |A|: We have thatANB| < (¢ — p) - mand|ANB| < (¢ — p) - m from the contradiction
assumption. Thus we have that:

|to. FREE, \ t2. TRY, N s2.FREE, \ s2. TRY,| <m(qg—p)+m —1 (5)

,sincesy. FREE, \ s2.TRY,, can have up ton — 1 less elements thaA - the elements of seh. TRY), -
and it can be the case that TRY,, N 2. TRY,, = 0.

From the contradiction assumption and the case 2 assumpéidrave thatB| < |A| < |B|+ (¢ —p)m.
Moreover|A| > 3 > 3m? and|B| > 3 > 3m?. We have:

(g—1) \BH(;?J%—p)m:(p_l) \BH(;J%—p)er(q_p) !B\Jr(gl—p)m >
2(29—1)%'+(q—p)w2(p—1)%+3m(q—p)+(q—p)2:‘
= -2 o Bl p -9 - - Da-n =
-2 o0 gn iy =
i(q—l)%z(p—l)%Jr?m(q—p):*
= {(q—l)WJ +1> {(p—l)WJ + 1+ 2m(q —p) (6)

Sinces, NEXT, = t,.NEXT, = i, it must be the case tht,, rrpp s, TRY, = L(p - I)WJ +1
[Bl=(m-1)
m

and [il,, preE,\t». TRY, = L(q -1 J + 1. Equation[® gives thatil,, prpg, i, trY, =
[i]s, FREE,\s5.TRY, T 2m(q — p). This means that. FREE, \ ¢2. TRY, must have at leastm(q — p)
more elements with rank less that the rank tifan sets;. FREE,, \ s2. TRY,. This is a contradiction since
from[H we have thalty, FREE, \ t2. TRY, N s2.FREE,, \ s2.TRY,| < m(q — p) +m — 1. O
Next we are going to prove that if 2 procesgeg € P with p < ¢ “collide” three times, theiDONE
sets at the third collision will contain at least(q — p) more jobs than they did at the first collision. This
will allow us to find an upper bound on the collisions a proamsy participate in. It is possible that both
processes become aware of a collision or only one of themwlbis the other one successfully completes
the job. At the proofs that follow, for a statein executiona we define ass.DONE the following set:
s.DONE = {i € J|3p € Pandj € {1,...,n} : s.done,(j) = i}. We also need the following definitions.

Definition 5.1 In an executiorny € execs(KKg), we say that process collided with process; in job i at
states, if (i) there exist ina transitions (81, compNext,), s/1>, <t1, compNext,, tll) and (32, check,, 8,2),

with s; < sy andt; < s, 8,.NEXT, = t;.NEXT, = s3.NEXT, = i, s,.STATUS, = t|.STATUS, =
set_next, s,.STATUS, = comp_next, (i) let o/ be the execution fragment that begins with stgteand
ends with states,, there exists no actiom; = compNext,, € o/ and either there exists in’ transition
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<s, gatherTry,,, s/) suchthats.Q, = ¢, s.next, = 1, or transition (s, gatherDone,), S,> andj € {1,...,n}
such thats.Q, = ¢, s.POS, (¢) = j, s.doney; = i andi ¢ s. TRY .

According to Def.[5.1l process collided with procesg in job ¢ at states, if processp attempted to
preform jobi, but was not able to, because it detected in stdkat either procesg was trying to perform
job i or process, has already performed jab

Definition 5.2 In an executionnr € execs(KKg), we say that processgs ¢ collide in job i at states,
if processp collided with procesg or processg collided with proces in job i at states, according to
Definition[5.1.

Lemma 5.2 In an executiony € execs(KKg) for any 8 > m if there exist processgs ¢, jobsiy, iy €
J and statess; < §, such that procesg collided with processg; in job i; at states; and in jobiy at

states, according to Definition 511, then there exist transitit(nﬁ, compNext,,, s'1> , (sz, compNext,,, 3’2) ,
(tl,compNextq,t'1>, (tg,compNextq,tlz) wheres).NEXT, = t.NEXT, = i1, 85.NEXT,, = t5.NEXT, =

ig, 51.STATUS, = 8,.STATUS, = t].STATUS, = £,.STATUS, = set_next and there exists no actiom; =
compNext,, for whichs; < m < 51, s3 < m < 53 such thatis; < sy andt; < ta.

Proof. From Definition 5.1 we have that there exist transitic(ms, compNext,,, s’1> (.92, compNext,,, s’2>

With s1.NEXT, = i1, 55.NEXT, = ia, 51.STATUS, = 5,.STATUS, = set_next, and there exists no action
m = compNext,, for which s; < m < 81 0r sy < m < $9. From the later and the fact that < 3,

it must be the case thai < 31 < sy < 59. Furthermore from Definitioh 511 we have that there exist
transitions(tl,compNextq,t'l), (tg,compNextq,t’2> With £].NEXT, = i1, t5.NEXT, = ia, t|.STATUS, =

ty.STATUS, = set_next, such that; < 5, andt, < 3. We can pick those transitions inin such a way
that there exists no other transition betweéarand 51 that setsNEXT, to ¢; and similarly there exists no
other transition betweeté and3s; that setsNEXT,, to 7. We need to prove now that < t,. We will prove
this by contradiction.

Letty < ty. Sincet'1 < §1, we have thaty, < t1 < t'1 < §1 < 89 < §9. Since from Definition

eithers;.next, = i, or there existg € {1,...,n} such thats,.done,; = i, it must be the case
that 5,.STATUS, = gather_done, 5,.Q, = ¢ and there existg’ € {1,...,n} such thats,.done,, j; = is.

This means that there exists transitiétg,doneq,tg> andj’ € {1,...,n} such tha’rté.donepvj/ = iy and
ty <ty <t; <t; <3 <sy< 3.

If 51.STATUS, = gather_try then from algorithmKKsz we have that;. DONE C s,.DONE, and
as a result; € so.DONE,, which is a contradiction sincégz,compNextp,s;) ¢ trans(KKp) if iy €

59.DONE, ands,.NEXT, = iz, 5,.STATUS, = set_neat.

If 51.STATUS, = gather_done then from algorithmKKz we have that;.Q, = ¢ and there exists
j €{1,...,n} such that;.ros, (¢) = j and3;.doneq, j = i1. Sincety < t; < t; < t; < 3] < 53 < 52
it must be the case thgt < j and as a resuli; € 5. DONEp. Clearly $;.DONEp C s9.DONE,, ,
which is a contradiction sincéSQ, compNext,,, s’2> ¢ trans(KKpg) if io € so.DONE, ands’z.NEXTp = 1o,

s;.STATUSp = set_next. U

Lemma 5.3 In an executiony € execs(KKg) for any 8 > m if there exist processas g, jobsiy,is € J
and states; < s such that procesg collided with procesg in job i, at states; and procesg collided with

processp in job i, at statess according to Definitioh 5]1, then there exist transitio(nﬁ, compNext,,, s’l)
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<32,compNextp,s,2), (tl,compNextq,t'1>, <t2,compNextq,t'2> Wheresll.NEXTp = t’l.NEXTq = i1,

55.NEXT, = t5.NEXT, = iz, 51.STATUS, = 8,.STATUS, = t,.STATUS, = t,.STATUS, = set_next
and there exists no actiong = compNext,,, 2 = compNext,, for whichs; < w1 < 31,22 < m2 < 32 such
that:

51 < spandty < to.

Proof. From Definition 5.1 we have that there exist transiti(€|3§, compNext,,, s’1> <32, compNext,,, s’2>

With s7.NEXT, = i1, s5.NEXT,, = ia, 51.STATUS, = 5,.STATUS, = set_next, and there exists no action

m = compNext, for which s; < m; < ;. Furthermore from Definitioh 511 we have that there exist

transitions(tl,compNextq,t'l), (tg,compNextq,t’2> with ] .NEXT, = i1, t5.NEXT, = ig, t;.STATUS, =

t;.STATUSq = set_next, and there exists no actiory = compNext, for whicht; < 7y < 5. From the
later and the fact that; < ss, it must be the case that < 51 < t5 < §5. We can pick the transitions that
are enabled by statés andss in « in such a way that there exists no other transition betw'gandél that
SetsNEXT, to ¢; and similarly there exists no other transition betwe'gland§2 that SetsNEXT, to i5. We
need to prove now that < ss. We will prove this by contraction.

Let s, < s;1. From algorithmKKg there exist transition<33,setNextp,s;’), (34,donep,s;> and
<t3,setNextq,té), Wheres;’.nemtp = 19, Sg.next, = io, té.neajtq = 7 andsy < s;, < 84 < Sq,

t) < ty < to. There are 2 cases, eithéy < t, Of t5 < s

Case 1s; < t;: We have thats, < t; < ¢ and (tg,compNextq,t’2>, wheret,.NEXT, = iy and

t,.STATUS, = set_nexrt which means thaiy ¢ t,.TRY, U to.DONE,. This is a contradiction since
the t,. TRY, andt2. DONE, are computed bgatherTry, and gatherDone, actions that are preceded by

states,. So eitheriy € to. TRY,, 0r iy € t2. DONE,, since a nevsetNext, action may take place only after
states,.
Case 2t, < s,: We have that, < s, < s; and (sl,compNextp,s’l), wheres).NEXT, = i; and

s'l.STATusp = set_next which means that; ¢ s;.TRY, U s;.DONE,. This is a contradiction since
the s;. TRY, ands;.DONE, sets are computed kpatherTry,, andgatherDone,, actions that are preceded

by statet,. There exists transition(.94,gatherTryp,s;) in a with s4.Q, = ¢ such that there exists no

m = compNext, wheresi1 < m < s1. If sy.next, = i; we have a contradiction sinée € s;. TRY,. If
sq.nexty # i1 there exists an actiomy = setNext, in o, such thait;, < my < s4. If this my = setNext, is
preceded by transitioﬁm, doneq,t;) with #,.NEXT, = i1, we have a contradiction sinég € t;.DONE

ands;.DONE,, is computed byatherDone, actions that are preceded by sta;;ewhich results ini; €
s1.DONE,. If there exists no such transition we have again a contiiadisince states; as defined by
Definition[5.1 could not belong in. O

Lemma 5.4 If > m and in an execution € execs(KKp) there exist processgs# g, jobsiy, iz, iz € J
and states; < §, < §3 such that process, ¢ collide in jobi; at states;, in job i, at states; and in jobis
at statess according to Definitiof 5]2, then there exist states< s3 andt; < t3 such that

s1.DONE,, Ut;.DONE, C s3.DONE, N t3.DONE,

|s3.DONE, U t3.DONE,| — |s1.DONE, U t;.DONE,| > m - |¢ — p|
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Proof. From Definitions [5.l1,[5]2 we have that there exist transﬂ;tio(nsl,compNextp,s'l),
<32,compNextp,s’2), (s;;,compNextp,sé) and <t1,compNextq,t/1), (tg,compNextq,t;),
(tg,compNextq,tiQ)), where s).NEXT, = ¢;.NEXT, = i1, s9.NEXT, = {5.NEXT, = iy,
53.NEXT, = t5.NEXT, = i3, 51.STATUS, = 5,.STATUS, = 55.STATUS, = t.STATUS, = t,.STATUS, =
t;,.STATusq = set_next ands; < §1,t1 < 81, S2 < 89, to < 39, @ndsz < §3, t3 < §3. We pick froma the

transitions(sl, compNext,,, 31> (tl, compNext,, t1> in such a way that there exists no otikempNext,,

, compNext, between states;, 3; respectivelyt;, s, that SetsNEXT,, respectivelyNEXT, to i;. We can
pick in a similar manner the transitions for jobs i3. From Lemma§ 512, 5.3 and Definitions]4.1,]5.2 we
have thats; < so < s3 andt; <ty < t3. We will first prove that:

s1.DONE, U t;.DONE, C s3.DONE, N t3.DONE,

From algorithmKK ; we have that there exists tntransitions<34, setNext,, sil), (t4, setNext,, t;) with

s;.nextp = i, t;.neajtq = iy and there exist no action; = compNext,, such thats'z < m < S;,
and no actionty = compNext, , such thatt'2 < my < t'4. We will prove thatt; < s4 ands; < ty.
We start by proving that; < s4. In order to get a contradiction we assume thak ¢;. From algorithm
KKz we have that there exists&ntransition(m, gatherTry,, t;) , With ¢,.Q, = p, and there exists no action
m9 = compNext,, such that, < m < to. We have that, < t; < t, < tyandis ¢ to. TRY,Ut2. DONE,.
If t4.next, = i, we have a contradiction sinég € s2. TRY . If t4.next, # i, there exists an actioms =
setNext,, in o, such thass, < 3 < ¢4. If this 3 = setNext, is preceded by transiti0635, done,, s’5> with

s5.NEXT, = iz, We have a contradiction sinég € t,.DONE andt;. DONE, is computed byatherDone,
actions that are preceded by stagewhich results iny € to.DONE,. If there exists no such transition we
have again a contradiction statgas defined by Definition 5.2 could not belongan

From the discussion above we have thak s4. Thust;.DONE, < s4;.DONE, moreovers3. DONE,,
is computed byatherDone,, actions that are preceded by staefrom which we have that;. DONE, C
s3.DONE,. It is easy to see that;. DONE, C s3.DONE, holds, thus we have that s;. DONE, U
t1.DONE, C s3.DONE,. With similar arguments as before, we can prove thddONE, Ut; .DONE, C
t3.DONE,, which gives us that; DONE, U t;.DONE, C s3.DONE,, N t3.DONE,.

Now it only remains to prove that:

|s3.DONE, U t3. DONE,| — |s;.DONE,, U t;. DONE,| > m - |¢ — p|

If p < ¢ from Lemma[5ll we have thafs;. DONE,N#3.DONE,| > (¢ — p)m or
|83.DONEp ﬂtg.DONEq| > (q - p)m . Sincesl.DONEp U tl.DONEq - Sg.DONEp N tg.DONEq,
we have that:

|s3.DONE, U t3.DONE,| — |s;.DONE,, U t;. DONE,| > (¢ —p) - m
If ¢ < p with similar arguments we have that:

|s3.DONE, U t3.DONE,| — |s;.DONE, U t;. DONE,| > (p — q) - m
Combining the above we have:

|83.DONEP U t3.DONEq| — |81.DONEP U tl.DONEq| >m-|q—p|
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Lemma5.5If 3 > 3m? there exists no execution € execs(KKg) at which procesg collided with
process; in more tham2 {mw states according to Definitidn 5.1.

Proof. Let executiona € execs(KKg) be an execution at which processollided with process
in at least tharR {#W + 1 states. Let us examine the fir%[{ mw + 1 such states. Let those

l[g—p]
states b&; < Sp < ... < § [ " W < § { . hl. From Lemmd5]2 we have that there exists states
mlqg—p] m[qg—p]
$1 < 89 < ... < 32[ " W < 32[ . that enable theompNext, actions and statels < ¢, <
m[qg—p] m[g—p]
. < tQ[ n W < tz[ " W“ that enable theompNext, actions that lead to the collisions in states
m[qg—p] m[g—p]
51<82<...<871 . 1<S871 . . Then from Lemm&35l]4 we have that € {1,..., {L_H
2[m\q*p\-‘ 2[771\!1717\} 1 mla—p|
’82i+1.DONEp @] t2i+1.DONEq’ — ’SQi_l.DONEp @] tgi_l.DONEq’ > m]q — p’ (7
‘Sgi_,_l.DONEp U t2i+1.DONEq’ — ‘Sl.DONEp @] tl.DONEq’ > im\q — p’ (8)
|82i+1.DONEp U t2i+1.DONEq| > im|q — p| (9)
From[9 we have that:
n
s n .DONE, Ut ” .DONE,| > m|q—p [7-‘ >n (10)
2| ey |41 P el e |+ ! | | m|q — p|
Equatior 10 leads to a contradiction si N .DONE, Ut .DONE, C J and|J| = n.
%Tm\qﬂ)\—‘—’_l P 2{7"\(171)\—‘—’_1 I | |

[
Theorem 5.6 If 3 > 3m? algorithmKK s has work complexityVxk,, = O(nmlognlogm).

Proof. We start with the observation that in any executioof algorithmKK g, if there exists process job
1, transition (sl,donep,s'1> andj € {1,...,n} such thats;.POS, (p) = j, s1.NEXT,, = i, for any process

q # p there exists at most one transititéltll,gatherDoneq,tll) in a, with ¢1.Q, = p, t1.POS, (p) = j and

t1 > s1. Such transition performs exactly one read operation fioenrshared memory, one insertion at the
setDONE, and one removal from the SBREE,, thus such a transition cogtylog n) work. Clearly there
exist at mostn — 1 such transitions for eaatone,. From Lemma 4]1 for all process there can be at most
n actionsdone,, in any executiom of algorithm KKg. Eachdone, action performs one write operation
in shared memory, one insertion at the B€INE, and one removal from the seREE,, thus such an
action has cosO(logn) work. Furthermore anylone,, is preceded byn — 1 gatherTry, read actions
that read thewext array and each add at most one element to th&'Bét, with costO(logn) andm — 1
gatherDone,, read actions that do not add elements inlii@NE, set. Note that we have already counted the
gatherDone,, read actions that result in adding jobs at N@NE, set. Finally anydone,, action is preceded
by onecompNext, action. This action is dominated by the costrefik(FREE,, TRY , ) function that
has cosO(mlogn), if the setd"REE,, TRY , are represented with some efficient tree structure thatsallo
insertion, deletion and search of an elemer®iitog n). We discussed at Sectibh 3 what such tree structures
could be. That gives us a total of bound@fnm log n) work associated with théone, actions.

If a procesgp collided with a procesg in job i at states, we have extra an extr@mpNext,, action,
m — 1 extragatherTry, read actions and insertions in th&Y,, set andmn — 1 gatherDone, read actions
that do not add elements in tiBONE,, set. Thus each collision cost¥m logn) work. Sinces > 3m?
from Lemmé& 5.5 for two distinct processpsy we have that in any executiam of algorithm KKz there
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exist less thar2 {ﬁw collisions. For procesg if we count all such collisions with any other process
we get:

L

n

I3

|

Iy
| —

4
N Z <om-1)+Llogm
m i m

~

3 2{#}g2(m—1)+%ﬂ > ! <2(m—1)+

m —
P} lg — pl -

(11)
If we count the total number of collisions for all the processes we get that/f > 3m? in any execution
of algorithmKK s there can be at mo&in? + 4nlogm < 4(n + 1) logm collisions (sincex > ). Thus
collisions cosO(nm lognlog m) work. Finally any procesgthat fails may add in the work complexity less
thanO(m log n) work from itscompNext,, action and from reads (if the process fails without perfoigra
done,, action after its latestompNext,, action). So for the work complexity of algorithiKK s if 3 > 3m?
we have thatVxk, = O(nmlognlogm). O

6 An Asymptotically Work Optimal Algorithm

Here we demonstrate how to use algorithii s with 3 = 3m? if m = O(/n), in order to solve the
at-most-once problem with effectiveness- O (m? log n log m) and work complexityO (n.+m3+) log n),

for any constant > 0, such thatl /e is a positive integer. We construct algoritimerativeKK (¢) Fig.[2,
that performs iterative calls to a variationl§K g, which we calllterStepKK. IterativeKK (¢) has3 +1/¢
distinct done matrices in shared memory, with different granularitieme@one matrix, stores the regular
jobs performed, while the remainir2gt 1 /e matrices storguper-jobs Super-jobs are groups of consecutive
jobs. From them, one stores super-jobs of sizlg n logm, while the remianing + 1/e matrices, store
super-jobs of sizen!~*log nlog!* mfori e {1,...,1/e}.

IterativeKK (¢) for processp:

00 sizep1 <1

01 sizep 2 < mlognlogm

02 FREE, < map (J,sizep,1,sizep 2)

03 FREE, < IterStepKK (FREE,, sizep,2)
04 for(i + 1,i < 1/e,i++)

05  sizep 1 < sizep 2

06  sizepo + m!~*lognlog!tim

07 FREE, < map (FREE,, size, 1, sizep 2)
08 FREE, < IterStepKK (FREE,, sizep 2)
09 endfor

10 sizep,1 < sizep,2

11 sizeps + 1

12 FREE, < map (FREE,, sizep, 1, sizep,2)
13 FREE, < IterStepKK (FREE,, sizep 2)

Figure 2: AlgorithmlIterativeKK (¢): pseudocode

The algorithmIterStepKK is different fromKKg in three ways. First, all instances HferStepKK
work for 3 = 3m?2. MoreoverlterStepKK has a termination flag in shared memory. This termination
flag is initially 0 and is set tal by any process that decides to terminate. Any process thebwvbrs that
|[FREE, \ TRY,| < 3m? in its compNext,, action, sets the termination flagtpcomputes neW REE,, and
TRY ), set, returns the s€élREE,,\ TRY , and terminates the current iteration. Any proge#isat checks if it
is safe to perform a job, checks the termination flag first &tiekiflag isl, the process instead of performing
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the job, computes neWREE, and TRY, set, returns the sétREE,, \ TRY,, and terminates the current
iteration. Finally,IterStepKK takes as inputs the variabi¢ze and a seBET;, such thatSET; | > 3m?,
and returns the s&ET, as output.SET; contains super-jobs of sizéze. In IterStepKK, with an action
do,, ; procesy performs all the jobs of super-job IterStepKK performs as many super-jobs as it can and
returns inSET5, the super-jobs, which it can verify that no process will perf upon the termination of the
algorithmIterStepKK. In IterativeKK (¢) we use also the functioRETy = map (SET}, sizey, sizea),
that takes the set of super-joBE T, with super-jobs of sizeize; and maps it to a set of super-joBET»
with sizesizes.

Theorem 6.1 Algorithm IterativeKK (¢) has work complexityVieativek () = O(n + m3*€logn) and
and effectivenesBcativekk (e) (10 M, f) = n — O(m?log nlogm).

Proof. In order to determine the effectiveness and work compleaftyalgorithm IterativeKK (¢), we
compute the jobs preformed by and the work spend in each atiooc of IterStepKK. Moreover we
compute the work that the invocations to thep () function add. The first invocation to functienap () in
line 02 can be completed by procesawvith work O(m logn), since procesg needs to construct
a tree with =7 elements. This contributes for all processﬂqog—m) work. From Theoreri 5]6 we
have thatlterStepKK in 03 has total workO(n + 5o log nlogm) = O(n), where the firsty
comes fromdo actions and the second term from the work complexity of Teedb.6. Note that we count
O(1) work for each normal job executed bya action on a super-job. That means that in the invocation
of IterStepKK in line 03, do actions costmn log nlogm work. Moreover from Theorerh 4.4 we have
eﬁectivenessnmgzw — (3m2 +m — 2) on the super-jobs of size log n log m. From the super-jobs not
completed, up ten — 1 may be contained in th€RY, sets upon termination in lin@3. Since those super-
jobs are not added (and thus are ignored) in the olfREE,, set in line03, up to (m — 1)mlog nlogm

jobs may not be performed ldyerativeKK (¢). The se'REE,, returned by algorithmiterStepKK in line

03 has no more thaBm? + m — 2 super-jobs of sizen log n log m.

In each repetition of the loop in line®! — 09, the map () function in line 07 constructs &REE,
set with at mostO(m?*¢/logm) elements, which cost®(m?*<) per proces® for a total of O(m3*¢)
work for all processes. Moreover each invocationlafrStepKK in line 08 costs from Theorerh 5.6
O(3m3lognlogm + m3*t€logm) < O(m3*€logn) work, where the terndm? log nlogm is an upper
bound on the work needed for tde actions on the super-jobs. From Theofen 4.4 we have thatcedpht
FREE, setin line08 has at mos$m? + m — 2 super-jobs. Moreover from each invocationlefrStepKK
in line 08 at mostm — 1 super-jobs are lost iRY sets. Those account for less tham — 1)m log nlog m
jobs in each iteration, since the size of the super-jobseritérations of the loop in line®4 — 09 is strictly
less thann log n log m.

When we leave the loop in linesl — 09, we have aFREE, set with at mosBm? + m — 2 super-
jobs of sizelog n log' /¢ m, which means that in lin@2 function map () will return a setFREE, with
less than(3m? + m — 2)(lognlog”l/6 m) elements that correspond to jobs and not super-jobs. This
costs for all processes a total Ofm? log m loglog nloglogm) < O(m3*€logn), sincee is a constant.
Finally we have thalterStepKK in line 13 has from Theorefn 5.6 worR(m? log? m log log 7 log log m) <
O(m3*+<logn), also from Theore 44 it has effectivenéssi+m—2)(log nlog' /¢ m)— (3m2+m—2)

If we add up all the work we have th@ty e ativekic () = O(n + m3*€logn) since the loop in lines
04 — 09 repeatsl + 1/e times ande is a constant. Moreover for the effectiveness, we have dsat that
or equal to(m — 1)mlognlogm jobs will be lost in theTRY set at line03. After that strictly less than
(m — 1)mlog nlogm jobs will be lost in theél'RY sets of the iterations of the loop in liné$ — 09 and less
than3m? + m — 2 jobs will be lost from the effectiveness of the last invoeatdf IterStepKK in line 13.
Thus we have thakierativeki (c) (17, M, f) =1 — O(m?log nlogm). O

For anym = O( *%/n/logn), algorithmIterativeKK (¢) is work optimal and asymptotically effec-
tiveness optimal.
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6.1 An Asymptotically Optimal Work Complexity Algorithm fo r the Write-All Problem

WA _TterativeKK () for processp:

00 sizep <1

01 sizep 2 +— mlognlogm

02 FREE, < map (J,sizep,1,sizep 2)

03 FREE, <+ WA _IterStepKK (FREE,, sizep,2)
04 for(i + 1,i < 1/e,i++)

05  sizep 1 < sizep 2

06  sizepo + m!'*“lognloglTim

07 FREE, < map (FREE,, sizep 1, sizep 2)
08 FREE, + WA_IterStepKK (FREE,, sizep 2)
09 endfor

10 sizep,1 < sizep,2

11 sizep2 + 1

12 FREE, < map (FREE,, sizej 1,sizep 2)

13 FREE, <+ WA _IterStepKK (FREE,, sizep,2)
14 for(i € FREE,)

15  dop;

16 endfor

Figure 3: AlgorithmWA _TterativeKK (€): pseudocode

Based oriterativeKK (€) we construct algorithnWA TterativeKK (e) Fig.[3, that solves th@/rite-All
problem [14] with work complexityD (n 4+ m3+9) log n), for any constant > 0, such thatl /¢ is a positive
integer. From Kanellakis and Shvartsman [14] the Writepktiblem for the shared memory model, consists
of: “Using m processors writé’s to all locations of an array of size.” Algorithm WA _TterativeKK (¢)
is different fromIterativeKK () in two ways. It uses a modified version BerStepKK, that instead
of returning theFREE,, \ TRY,, set upon termination returns the $8EE, instead. Let us name this
modified versionWA _IterStepKK. Moreover inWA _TterativeKK (¢) after line13 processp, instead of
terminating, executes all tasks in the BREE,,. Note that since we are interested in the Write-All problem,
when procesg performs a jok with actiondo,, ;, procesg just writes1, in thei—th position of the Write
All array wall, ..., n] in shared memory.

Theorem 6.2 Algorithm WA _IterativeKK (¢) solves the Write-All problem with work complexity
WWA_ItcratichK(e) = O(’I’L +m3te log n)

Proof. (of Theoren 6.2) We prove this with similar arguments as i pinoof of Theorenh 6l11. As in
the proof of Theorem 611 after each invocationWh _IterStepKK the output seFREE,, has less than
3m? + m — 1 super-jobs, from Theorem3.4. The difference is that now wretdeave jobs in thelRY,,
sets, since we are not interested in maintaining the at-oros property between successive invocations
of the WA _IterStepKK algorithm. Since after each invocation WA _IterStepKK the output seFREE,,
has the same upper bound on super-jobs dseirativeKK (¢), with similar arguments as in the proof of
Theorem( 6.1, we have that at ling the total work performed by all processesQ$n + m3*<logn).
Moreover from Theorefi 4.4 the outpEREE,, set in linep has less$m? + m — 2 jobs. This gives us for
all processes a total work 6f(m3*¢) for lines the loop in lined4 — 16. After the loop in linesl4 — 16 all
jobs have been performed, since we leftFiRY sets behind, thus algorithWA _TterativeKK (€) solves
the Write-All problem with work complexityVya tierativekk (e) = O(n + m3*€logn). O

For anym = O( *%\/n/logn), algorithmWA _IterativeKK (¢) is work optimal.
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