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Abstract

We present and analyze a wait-free deterministic algorithmfor solving the at-most-once problem:
howm shared-memory fail-prone processes perform asynchronously n tasks at most once. Our algorith-
mic strategy provides for the first time nearly optimal effectiveness, which is a measure that expresses the
total number of tasks completed in the worst case. The effectiveness of our algorithm equalsn−2m+2.
This is up to an additive factor ofm close to the known effectiveness upper boundn − m + 1 over
all possible algorithms and improves on the previously bestknown deterministic solutions that have ef-
fectiveness onlyn − logm · o(n). We also present an iterated version of our algorithm that for any
m = O( 3+ǫ

√

n/ logn) is both effectiveness-optimal and work-optimal, for any constantǫ > 0. We
then employ this algorithm to provide a new explicit algorithmic solution for the Write-All problem
which is work optimal for anym = O( 3+ǫ

√

n/ logn) improving the previously best known result of
m = O( 4

√

n/ logn).
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1 Introduction

Theat-most-once problemfor asynchronous shared memory systems was introduced by Kentros et al. [15]
as the problem of performing a set ofn jobs bym fail-prone processes while maintaining at-most-once
semantics.

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

Perhaps the most important question in this area is devisingalgorithms for the at-most-once problem
with goodeffectiveness. The complexity measure of effectiveness [15] describes the number of jobs com-
pleted (at-most-once) by an implementation, as a function of the overall number of jobsn, the number
of processesm, and the number of crashesf . The only deterministic solutions known exhibit very low

effectiveness
(

n
1

logm − 1
)logm

(see [15]) which for most choices of the parameters is very far from opti-

mal (unlessm = O(1)). Contrary to this, the present work presents the first deterministic algorithm for
the at-most-once problem which is optimal up to additive factors ofm. Specifically our effectiveness is

http://arxiv.org/abs/1107.2990v1


n − (2m − 2) which comes close to an additive factor ofm to the known ([15]) upper bound over all pos-
sible algorithms for effectivenessn − m + 1. We also demonstrate how to construct an algorithm which
has effectivenessn−O(m2 log n logm) and work complexityO(n+m3+ǫ log n), and is both effectiveness
and work optimal whenm = O( 3+ǫ

√

n/ log n), for any constantǫ > 0. Work complexity counts the total
number of basic operations performed by the processes. Finally we show how to use this algorithm in order
to solve theWrite-All problem [14] with work complexityO(n+m3+ǫ log n), which improves on the best
known explicit result by Malewicz [24] that has work complexity O(n+m4 log n).

Related Work: A wide range of works study at-most-once semantics in a variety of settings. At-most-once
message delivery [5, 18, 21, 27] and at-most-once semanticsfor RPC [4, 19, 20, 21, 25], are two areas that
have attracted a lot of attention. Both in at-most-once message delivery and RPCs, we have two entities
(sender/client and receiver/server) that communicate by message passing. Any entity may fail and recover
and messages may be delayed or lost. In the first case one wantsto guarantee that duplicate messages will
not be accepted by the receiver, while in the case of RPCs, onewants to guarantee that the procedure called
in the remote server will be invoked at-most-once [26].

In Kentros et al. [15], the at-most-once problem for asynchronous shared memory systems and the
correctness properties to be satisfied by any solution were defined. The first algorithms that solve the at-
most-once problem were provided and analyzed. Specificallythey presented two algorithms that solve the at-
most-once problem for two processes with optimal effectiveness and a multi-process algorithm, that employs
a two-process algorithm as a building block, and solves the at-most-once problem with effectivenessn −
logm · o(n) and work complexityO(n + m logm). Subsequently Hillel [13] provided a probabilistic
algorithm in the same setting with optimal effectiveness and expected work complexityO(nm2 logm) by
employing a probabilistic multi-valued consensus protocol as a building block.

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

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

The at-most-once problem has also many similarities with the Write-All problem for the shared memory
model [1, 10, 14, 16, 24]. First presented by Kanellakis and Shvartsman [14], the Write-All problem is
concerned with performing each taskat-least-once. Most of the solutions for the Write-All problem, exhibit
super-linear work whenm ≪ n. Malewicz [24] was the first to present a solution for the Write-All problem
that has linear work for a non-trivial number of processors.The algorithm presented by Malewicz [24] has
work O(n + m4 log n) and uses test-and-set operations. Later Kowalski and Shvartsman [16] presented a
solution for the Write-All problem that for any constantǫ has workO(n +m2+ǫ). Their algorithm uses a
collection ofq permutations with contentionO(q log q) for a properly choose constantq.

We note that the at-most-once problem becomes much simpler when shared-memory is supplemented by
some type of read-modify-write operations. For example, one can associate atest-and-setbit with each task,
ensuring that the task is assigned to the only process that successfully sets the shared bit. An effectiveness
optimal implementation can then be easily obtained from anyWrite-All solution. Thus, in this paper we
deal only with the more challenging setting where algorithms use atomic read/write registers.
Contributions: In this paper we present and analyze the algorithmKKβ that solves the at-most-once
problem. The algorithm is parametrized byβ ≥ m and has effectivenessn − β − m + 2. If β < m the
correctness of the algorithm is still guaranteed, but the termination of the algorithm cannot be guaranteed.
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Forβ = m the algorithm has optimal effectiveness ofn−2m+2 up to an additive factor ofm. Note that the
upper bound for the effectiveness of any algorithm isn−f [15], wheref ≤ m−1 is the number of failures in
the system. We further prove that forβ ≥ 3m2 the algorithm has work complexityO(nm log n logm). We
use algorithmKKβ with β = 3m2, in order to construct an iterated version of our algorithm which for any
constantǫ > 0, has effectiveness ofn−O(m2 log n logm) and work complexityO(n+m3+ǫ log n). This
is both effectiveness-optimal and work-optimal for anym = O( 3+ǫ

√

n/ log n). We note that our solutions
are deterministic and assume worst-case behavior. In the probabilistic setting Hillel [13] shows that optimal
effectiveness can be achieved with expected work complexity O(nm2 logm).

We then demonstrate how to use the iterated version of our algorithm in order to solve the Write-All
problem with work complexityO(n + m3+ǫ log n) for any constantǫ > 0. Our solution improves on the
algorithm of Malewicz [24], which is the best known explicitresult, in two ways. Firstly our solution is work
optimal for a wider range ofm, namely for anym = O( 3+ǫ

√

n/ log n) compared to them = O( 4
√

n/ log n)
of Malewicz . Secondly our solution does not assume the test-and-set primitive used by Malewicz [24],
and reliesonly on atomic read/write memory. Note that there is a Write-All algorithm due to Kowalski and
Shvartsman [16], which is work optimal for a wider range of processorsm than our algorithm, specifically
for m = O( 2+ǫ

√
n). However, their algorithm uses a collection ofq permutations with contentionO(q log q),

while it is not known to date how to construct such permutations in 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 measures of efficiency.

2.1 Model and Adversary
We model a multi-processor asm asynchronous, crash-prone processes with unique identifiers from some
setP. Shared memory is modeled as a collection of atomic read/write memory cells, where the number of
bits in each cell is explicitly defined. We use theInput/Output Automataformalism [22, 23] to specify and
reason about algorithms; specifically, we use theasynchronous shared memory automatonformalization
[9, 23]. Each processp is defined in terms of its statesstatesp and its actionsactsp, where each action is of
the typeinput, output, or internal. A subsetstartp ⊆ statesp contains all the start states ofp. Each shared
variablex takes values from a setVx, among which there isinitx, the initial value ofx.

We model an algorithmA as a composition of the automata for each processp. AutomatonA consists
of a set of statesstates(A), where each states contains a statesp ∈ statesp for eachp, and a valuev ∈ Vx

for each shared variablex. Start statesstart(A) is a subset ofstates(A), where each state contains astartp
for eachp and aninitx for eachx. The actions ofA, acts(A) consists of actionsπ ∈ actsp for each process
p. A transition is the modification of the state as a result of anaction and is represented by a triple (s, π, s′),
wheres, s′ ∈ states(A) andπ ∈ acts(A). The set of all transitions is denoted bytrans(A). Each action
in acts(A) is performed by a process, thus for any transition (s, π, s′), s ands′ may differ only with respect
to the statesp of processp that invokedπ and potentially the value of the shared variable thatp interacts
with duringπ. We also use triples({varss}, π, {varss′}), wherevarss andvarss′ are subsets of variables
in s ands′ respectively, as a shorthand to describe transitions without having to specifys ands′ completely;
herevarss andvarss′ contain only the variables whose value changes as the resultof π, plus possibly some
other variables of interest.

An executionfragment ofA is either a finite sequence,s0,π1,s1, . . .,πr,sr, or an infinite sequence,
s0,π1,s1, . . .,πr,sr,. . ., of alternating states and actions, where(sk, πk+1, sk+1) ∈ trans(A) for anyk ≥ 0.
If s0 ∈ start(A), then the sequence is called anexecution. The set of executions ofA is execs(A). We say
that executionα is fair, if α is finite and its last state is a state ofA where no locally controlled action is
enabled, orα is infinite and every locally controlled actionπ ∈ acts(A) is performed infinitely many times
or there are infinitely many states inα whereπ is disabled. The set of fair executions ofA is fairexecs(A).
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An execution fragmentα′ extendsa finite execution fragmentα of A, if α′ begins with the last state of
α. We letα · α′ stand for the execution fragment resulting from concatenating α andα′ and removing the
(duplicated) first state ofα′.

For two statess ands′ of an execution fragmentα, we say that states precedesstates′ and we write
s < s′ if s appears befores′ in α. Moreover we writes ≤ s′ if states either precedes states′ in α or the
statess ands′ are the same state ofα. We use the term precedes and the symbols< and≤ in a same way
for the actions of an execution fragment. We use the term precedes and the symbol< if an actionπ appears
before a states in an execution fragmentα or if a states appears before an actionπ in α. Finally for a set of
statesS of an execution fragmentα, we define assmax = maxS the statesmax ∈ S, s.t.∀s ∈ S, s ≤ smax

in α.
We model process crashes by actionstopp in acts(A) for each processp. If stopp appears in an execution

α then no actionsπ ∈ actsp appear inα thereafter. We then say that processp crashed. Actionsstopp arrive
from some unspecified external environment, calledadversary. In this work we consider anomniscient, on-
line adversary[14] that has complete knowledge of the algorithm executed by the processes. The adversary
controls asynchrony and crashes. We allow up tof < m crashes. We denote byfairexecsf (A) all fair
executions ofA with at mostf crashes. Note that since the processes can only communicatethrough atomic
read/write operations in the shared memory, all the asynchronous executions are linearizable. This means
that concurrent actions can be mapped to an equivalent sequence of state transitions, where only one process
performs an action in each transition, and thus the model presented above is appropriate for the analysis of
a multi-process asynchronous atomic read/write shared memory system.

2.2 At-Most-Once Problem, Effectiveness and Complexity
We consider algorithms that perform a set of tasks, calledjobs. Let A be an algorithm specified form
processes with ids from setP = [1 . . . m], and forn jobs with unique ids from setJ = [1 . . . n]. We
assume that there are at least as many jobs as there are processes, i.e.,n ≥ m. We model the performance
of job j by processp by means of actiondop,j. For a sequencec, we letlen(c) denote its length, and we let
c|π denote the sequence of elementsπ occurring inc. Then for an executionα, len

(

α|dop,j
)

is the number
of times processp performs jobj. Finally we denote byFα = {p|stopp occurs inα} the set of crashed
processes in executionα. Now we define the number of jobs performed in an execution. Note here that we
are borrowing most definitions from Kentros et al. [15].

Definition 2.1 For executionα we denote byJα = {j ∈ J |dop,j occurs inα for somep ∈ P}. The total
number of jobs performed inα is defined to beDo(α) = |Jα|.

We next define theat-most-onceproblem.

Definition 2.2 AlgorithmA solves the at-most-once problem if for each executionα ofA we have∀j ∈ J :
∑

p∈P len
(

α|dop,j
)

≤ 1.

Definition 2.3 LetS be a set of elements with unique identifiers. We define as the rank of elementx ∈ S
and we write[x]S , the rank ofx if we sort in ascending order the elements ofS according to their identifiers.

Measures of Efficiency. We analyze our algorithms in terms of two complexity measures: effectiveness
andwork. Effectiveness counts the number of jobs performed by an algorithm in the worst case.

Definition 2.4 Theeffectiveness of algorithmA is: EA(n,m, f) = minα∈fairexecsf (A)(Do(α)), wherem
is the number of processes,n is the number of jobs, andf is the number of crashes.
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A trivial algorithm can solve the at-most-once problem by splitting then jobs in groups of sizenm and
assigning one group to each process. Such a solution has effectivenessE(n,m, f) = (m− f) · n

m (consider
an execution wheref processes fail at the beginning of the execution).

Work complexity measures the total number of basic operations (comparisons, additions, multiplica-
tions, shared memory reads and writes) performed by an algorithm. We assume that each internal or shared
memory cell has sizeO(log n) bits and performing operations involving a constant numberof memory
cell costsO(1). This is consistent with the way work complexity is measuredin previous related work
[14, 16, 24].

Definition 2.5 Thework of algorithmA, denoted byWA, is the worst case total number of basic operations
performed by all the processes of algorithmA.

Finally we repeat here as a Theorem, Corollary1 from Kentros et al. [15], that gives an upper bound on
the effectiveness for any algorithm solving the at-most-once problem.

Theorem 2.1 from Kentros et al. [15]
For all algorithmsA that solve the at-most-once problem withm processes andn ≥ m jobs in the presence
of f < m crashes it holds thatEA(n,m, f) ≤ n− f .

3 Algorithm KKβ

Here we present algorithmKKβ , that solves the at-most-once problem. Parameterβ ∈ N is the termination
parameter of the algorithm. AlgorithmKKβ is defined for allβ ≥ m. If β = m, algorithmKKβ has
optimal up to an additive factor ofm effectiveness. Note that althoughβ ≥ m is not necessary in order to
prove the correctness of the algorithm, ifβ < m we cannot guarantee termination of algorithmKKβ.

The idea behind the algorithmKKβ (see Fig. 1) is quite intuitive and is based on an algorithm for
renaming processes presented by Attiyaet al.[2]. Each processp, picks a jobi to perform, announces (by
writing in shared memory) that it is about to perform the job and then checks if it is safe to perform it
(by reading the announcements other processes made in the shared memory, and the jobs other processes
announced they have performed). If it is safe to perform the jobi, processp will proceed with thedop,i action
and then mark the job completed. If it is not safe to performi, p will release the job. In either case,p picks
a new job to perform. In order to pick a new job,p reads from the shared memory and gathers information
on which jobs are safe to perform, by reading the announcements that other processes made in the shared
memory about the jobs they are about to perform, and the jobs other processes announced they have already
performed. Assuming that those jobs are ordered,p splits the set of “free” jobs inm intervals and picks
the first job of the interval with rank equal top’s rank. Note that since the information needed in order to
decide whether it is safe to perform a specific job and in orderto pick the next job to perform is the same,
these steps are combined in the algorithm. In Figure 1, we usefunctionrank(SET1,SET2, i), that returns
the element of setSET1 \ SET2 that has ranki. If SET1 andSET2 haveO(n) elements and are stored
in some tree structure likered-black treeor some variant ofB-tree, the operationrank(SET1,SET2, i),
costsO(|SET2| log n) assuming thatSET2 ⊆ SET1. We will prove that the algorithm has effectiveness
n − (β + m − 2). For β = O(m) this effectiveness is asymptotically optimal for anym = o(n). Note
that by Theorem 2.1 the upper bound on effectiveness of the at-most-once problem isn− f , wheref is the
number of failed processes in the system. Next we present algorithmKKβ in more detail.

Shared Variables. next is an array withm elements. In the cellnextq of the array processq announces
the job it is about to perform. From the structure of algorithm KKβ, only processq writes in cellnextq. On
the other hand any process may read cellnextq.
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Shared Variables:

next = {next1, . . . , nextm}, nextq ∈ {0, . . . , n} initially 0

done = {done1,1, . . . , donem,n}, doneq,i ∈ {0, . . . , n} initially 0

Signature:

Input:
stopp, p ∈ P
Output:
dop,j , p ∈ P , j ∈ J

Internal:
compNextp, p ∈ P
checkp, p ∈ P

InternalRead:
gatherTryp, p ∈ P
gatherDonep, p ∈ P

InternalWrite:
setNextp, p ∈ P
donep, p ∈ P

State:

STATUSp ∈ {comp next, set next, gather try, gather done, check,do, done, end, stop},

initially STATUSp = comp next

FREEp,DONEp,TRYp ⊆ J , initially FREEp = J andDONEp = TRYp = ∅

POSp = {POSp (1) , . . . , POSp (m)}, wherePOSp (i) ∈ {1, . . . , n}, initially POSp (i) = 1

NEXTp ∈ {1, . . . , n+ 1}, initially undefined
TMPp ∈ {1, . . . , n}, initially undefined

Qp ∈ {1, . . . ,m}, initially 1

Transitions of processp:

Input stopp
Effect:

STATUSp ← stop

Internal compNextp
Precondition:

STATUSp = comp next
Effect:

if |FREEp \ TRYp| ≥ β then

TMPp ←
|FREEp|−(m−1)

m
if TMPp ≥ 1 then

TMPp ← ⌊(p − 1) · TMPp⌋+ 1
NEXTp ← rank (FREEp,TRYp, TMPp)

else
NEXTp ← rank (FREEp,TRYp, p)

end
Qp ← 1
TRYp ← ∅
STATUSp ← set next

else
STATUSp ← end

end

Internal checkp
Precondition:

STATUSp = check
Effect:

if NEXTp /∈ TRYp

AND NEXTp /∈ DONEp

then STATUSp ← do
else

STATUSp ← comp next
end

Internal Read gatherDonep
Precondition:

STATUSp = gather done
Effect:

if Qp 6= p then
TMPp ← done

Qp,POSp(Qp)
if POSp

(

Qp

)

≤ n
AND TMPp > 0 then
DONEp ← DONEp ∪ {TMPp}
FREEp ← FREEp \ {TMPp}
POSp

(

Qp

)

= POSp
(

Qp

)

+ 1
elseQp ← Qp + 1
end

elseQp ← Qp + 1
end
if Qp > m then

Qp ← 1
STATUSp ← check

end

Internal Write donep
Precondition:

STATUSp = done
Effect:
donep,POSp(p) ← NEXTp

DONEp ← DONEp ∪ {NEXTp}
FREEp ← FREEp \ {NEXTp}
POSp (p)← POSp (p) + 1
STATUSp ← comp next

Internal Read gatherTryp
Precondition:

STATUSp = gather try
Effect:

if Qp 6= p then
TMPp ← nextQp

if TMPp ≤ n then
TRYp ← TRYp ∪ {TMPp}

end
end
if Qp + 1 ≤ m then

Qp ← Qp + 1
else

Qp ← 1
STATUSp ← gather done

end

Internal Write setNextp
Precondition:

STATUSp = set next
Effect:
nextp ← NEXTp
STATUSp ← gather try

Output dop,j
Precondition:

STATUSp = do
NEXTp = j

Effect:
STATUSp ← done

Figure 1: AlgorithmKKβ : Shared Variables, Signature, States and Transitions

done is anm ∗ n matrix. In lineq of the matrix, processq announces the jobs it has performed. Each
cell of line q contains the identifier of exactly one job that has been performed by processq. Only process
q writes in the cells of lineq but any process may read them. Moreover, processq updates lineq by adding
entries at the end of it.

Internal Variables of process p. The variable STATUSp ∈ {comp next, set next, gather try,
gather done, check, do, done, end, stop} records the status of processp and defines its next action as
follows: comp next - processp is ready to compute the next job to perform (this is the initial status of
p), set next - p computed the next job to perform and is ready to announce it,gather try - p reads the
arraynext in shared memory in order to compute theTRY set,gather done - p reads the matrixdone in
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shared memory in order to update theDONE andFREE sets,check - p has to check whether it is safe to
perform its current job,do - p can safely perform its current job,done - p performed its current job,end - p
terminated,stop - p crashed.

FREEp,DONEp,TRYp ⊆ J are three sets that are used by processp in order to compute the next
job to perform and whether it is safe to perform it. We use sometree structure likered-black treeor some
variant ofB-tree[3, 11] for the setsFREEp, DONEp andTRYp, in order to be able to add, remove and
search elements in them inO(log n). FREEp, is initially set toJ and contains an estimate of the jobs that
are still available.DONEp is initially empty and contains an estimate of the jobs that have been performed.
No job is removed fromDONEp or added toFREEp during the execution of algorithmKKβ. TRYp is
initially empty and contains an estimate of the jobs that other processes are about to perform. It holds that
|TRYp| < m, since there arem− 1 processes apart from processp that may be attempting to perform a job.

POSp is an array ofm elements. PositionPOSp (q) of the array contains a pointer in the lineq of the
shared matrixdone. POSp (q) is the element of lineq that processp will read from. In the special case
whereq = p, POSp (p) is the element of linep that processp will write into after performing a new job. The
elements of the shared matrixdone are read when processp is updating theDONEp set.

NEXTp contains the job processp is attempting to perform.
TMPp 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.
compNextp: Processp computes the setFREEp \TRYp and if it has more or equal elements toβ, were

β is the termination parameter of the algorithm, processp computes its next candidate job, by splitting the
FREEp \ TRYp set inm parts and picking the first element of thep-th part. In order to do that it uses the
functionrank(SET1,SET2, i), which returns the element of setSET1 \ SET2 with ranki. Finally process
p sets theTRYp set to the empty set, theQp internal variable to 1 and its status toset next in order to
update the shared memory with its new candidate job. If theFREEp \ TRYp set has less thanβ elements
processp terminates.

setNextp: Processp announces its new candidate job by writing the contents of its NEXTp internal
variable in thep-th position of thenext array. Remember that thenext array is stored in the shared memory.
Processp changes its status togather try, in order to start collecting theTRYp set from thenext array.

gatherTryp: With this action processp implements a loop, which reads from the shared memory all the
positions of the arraynext and updates theTRYp set. In each execution of the action, processp checks if
Qp is equal withp. If it is not equal,p reads theQp-th position of the arraynext, checks if the value read is
less thann+ 1 and if it is, adds the value it read in theTRYp set. If Qp is equal withp, p just skips the step
described above. Thenp checks if the value ofQp + 1 is less thanm+ 1. If it is, thenp increasesQp by 1
and leaves its statusgather try, otherwisep has finished updating theTRYp set and thus setsQp to 1 and
changes its status togather done, in order to update theDONEp andFREEp sets from the contents of the
done matrix.

gatherDonep: With this action processp implements a loop, which updates theDONEp andFREEp sets
with values read from the matrixdone, which is stored in shared memory. In each execution of the action,
processp checks ifQp is equal withp. If it is not equal,p uses the internal variablePOSp

(

Qp

)

, in order to
read fresh values from the lineQp of thedone matrix. In detail,p reads the shared variabledone

Qp,POSp(Qp),

checks ifPOSp
(

Qp

)

is less thann+ 1 and if the value read is greater than0. If both conditions hold,p adds
the value read at theDONEp set, removes the value read from theFREEp set and increasesPOSp

(

Qp

)

by
one. Otherwise, it means that either processQp has terminated (by performing all then jobs) or the lineQp

does not contain any new completed jobs. In either casep increases the value ofQp by 1. The value ofQp

is increased by 1 also ifQp was equal withp. Finally p checks whetherQp is greater thanm; if it is, p has
completed the loop and thus changes its status tocheck.
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checkp: Processp checks if it is safe to perform its current job. This is done bychecking if NEXTp

belongs to the setTRYp or to the setDONEp. If it does not, then it is safe to perform the jobNEXTp and
p changes its status todo. Otherwise it is not safe, and thusp changes its status tocomp next, in order to
find a new job that may be safe to perform.

dop,j: Processp performs jobj. Note thatNEXTp = j is part of the preconditions for the action to be
enabled in a state. Thenp changes its status todone.

donep: Processp writes in thedonep,POSp(p) position of the shared memory the value ofNEXTp, letting
other processes know that it performed jobNEXTp. Also p addsNEXTp to itsDONEp set, removesNEXTp

from itsFREEp set, increasesPOSp (p) by 1 and changes its status tocomp next.
stopp: Processp crashes by setting its status tostop.

4 Correctness and Effectiveness Analysis
Next we begin the analysis of algorithmKKβ, by proving thatKKβ solves the at-most-once problem. That
is, there exists no execution ofKKβ in which 2 distinct actionsdop,i anddoq,i appear for somei ∈ J and
p, q ∈ P. In the proofs, for a states and a processp we denote bys.FREEp, s.DONEp, s.TRYp, the
values of the internal variablesFREE, DONE andTRY of processp in states. Moreover withs.next, and
s.done we denote the contents of the arraynext and the matrixdone in states. Remember thatnext and
done, are stored in shared memory.

Lemma 4.1 There exists no executionα of algorithmKKβ , such that∃i ∈ J and ∃p, q ∈ P for which
dop,i, doq,i ∈ α.

Proof. Let us for the sake of contradiction assume that there existsan executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) and
i ∈ J andp, q ∈ P such thatdop,i, doq,i ∈ α. We examine two cases.

Case 1p = q: Let statess1, s
′

1, s2, s
′

2 ∈ α, such that the transitions
(

s1, dop,i, s
′

1

)

,
(

s2, dop,i, s
′

2

)

∈ α and

without loss of generality assumes
′

1 ≤ s2 in α. From Figure 1 we have thats
′

1.NEXTp = i, s
′

1.STATUSp =
done ands2.NEXTp = i, s2.STATUSp = do. From algorithmKKβ, states2 must be preceded inα by

transition
(

s3, checkp, s
′

3

)

, such thats3.NEXTp = i and s
′

3.NEXTp = i, s
′

3.STATUSp = do, wheres
′

1

precedess3 in α. Finally s3 must be preceded inα by transition
(

s4, donep, s
′

4

)

, wheres
′

1 precedess4,

such thats4.NEXTp = i and i ∈ s
′

4.DONEp. Sinces
′

4 precedess3 and during the execution ofKKβ

no elements are removed fromDONEp, we have thati ∈ s3.DONEp. This is a contradiction, since the
transition({NEXTp = i, i ∈ DONEp} , checkp, {NEXTp = i, STATUSp = do}) /∈ trans(KKβ).

Case 2p 6= q: Given the transition
(

s1, dop,i, s
′

1

)

in α, we deduce from Figure 1 that there exist inα

transitions
(

s2, setNextp, s
′

2

)

,
(

s3, gatherTryp, s
′

3

)

,
(

s4, checkp, s
′

4

)

, wheres
′

2.nextp = s
′

2.NEXTp = i,

s3.nextp = s3.NEXTp = i, s3.Qp = q, s4.NEXTp = i, s
′

4.NEXTp = i, s
′

4.STATUSp = do, such that
s2 < s3 < s4 < s1 and there exists no actionπ = compNextp in α between statess2 and s

′

1. This

essentially means that in the execution fragmentα
′ ∈ α starting from states2 and ending withs

′

1 there exists

only a singlecheckp action - the one in transition
(

s4, checkp, s
′

4

)

- that leads in the performance of job

i. Similarly for transition
(

t1, doq,i, t
′

1

)

there exist inα transitions
(

t2, setNextq, t
′

2

)

,
(

t3, gatherTryq, t
′

3

)

,
(

t4, checkq, t
′

4

)

, wheret
′

2.nextq = t
′

2.NEXTq = i, t3.nextq = t3.NEXTq = i, t3.Qq = p, t4.NEXTq = i,

t
′

4.NEXTq = i, t
′

4.STATUSq = do, such thatt2 < t3 < t4 < t1 and there is no actionπ′ = compNextq

occuring inα between statest2 andt
′

1.
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In the executionα, either states2 < t3 or t3 < s2 which impliest2 < s3. We will show that ifs2 < t3
thendoq,i cannot take place, leading to a contradiction. The case weret2 < s3 is symmetric and will be
omitted. So let us assume thats2 precedest3 in α. We have two cases, eithert3.nextp = i or t3.nextp 6= i.
In the first casei ∈ t

′

3.TRYq. From Figure 1 the only action in which entries are removed from theTRYq

set, is thecompNextq where theTRYq set is reset to∅. This means thati ∈ t4.TRYq since∄ π′ =

compNextq ∈ α, such thatt2 < π′ < t1. This is a contradiction since
(

t4, checkq, t
′

4

)

/∈ trans(KKβ), if

i ∈ t4.TRYq, t4.NEXTq = i andt
′

4.STATUSq = do.

If t3.nextp 6= i, since
(

s2, setNextp, s
′

2

)

∈ α ands
′

2 < t3 there exists actionπ1 = setNextp ∈ α,

such thats
′

2 < π1 < t3. Moreover from Figure 1, there exists actionπ2 = compNextp in α, such that

s
′

2 < π2 < π1. Since∄ π = compNextp ∈ α, such thats2 < π < s
′

1, it holds thats
′

1 < π2 < π1 < t3.

Furthermore, from Figure 1 there exists transition
(

s5, donep, s
′

5

)

in α and j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, such that

s5.POSp (p) = j, s5.donep,j = 0, s5.NEXTp = i, s
′

5.donep,j = i ands
′

1 < s
′

5 < π2 < t3. It must be the case
that i /∈ t2.DONEq, sincet2.NEXTq = i. From that and from Figure 1 we have that there exists transition
(

t6, gatherDoneq, t
′

6

)

in α, such thatt6.Qq = p, t6.POSq (p) = j andt3 < t6 < t4. Sinces
′

5 < t3 and

donep,j from Figure 1 cannot be changed again in executionα, we have thatt6.donep,j = i and as a result
i ∈ t

′

6.DONEq. Moreover during the execution of algorithmKKβ entries in setDONEq are only added

and never removed, thus we have thati ∈ t4.DONEq. This is a contradiction since
(

t4, checkq, t
′

4

)

/∈
trans(KKβ), if i ∈ t4.DONEq, t4.NEXTq = i andt

′

4.STATUSq = do. This completes the proof. �

Next we examine the effectiveness of the algorithm.

Lemma 4.2 For anyβ ≥ m, f ≤ m − 1 and for any finite executionα ∈ execs (KKβ) with Do(α) ≤
n− (β +m− 1), there exists a (non-empty) execution fragmentα′ such thatα · α′ ∈ execs (KKβ).

Proof. From the algorithmKKβ , we have that for any processp and any states ∈ α, |s.FREEp| ≥
n − Do(α) and |s.TRYp| ≤ m − 1. The first inequality holds since thes.FREEp set is estimated byp
by examining thedone matrix which is stored in shared memory. From Figure 1 a jobj is only inserted in
line q of the matrixdone, if a doq,j action has already been performed by processq. The second inequality
is obvious. Thus was have that∀p ∈ P and∀s ∈ α, |s.FREEp \ s.TRYp| ≥ n − (Do(α) +m− 1). If
Do(α) ≤ n − (β +m− 1), ∀p ∈ P and∀s ∈ α we have that|s.FREEp \ s.TRYp| ≥ β. Since there can
bef ≤ m− 1 failed processes in our system, at the final states′ of α there exists at least one processp ∈ P
that has not failed. This process has not terminated, since from Figure 1 a processp can only terminate if in
the enabling states of actioncompNextp, |s.FREEp \ s.TRYp| < β. This process can continue executing
steps and thus there exits (non-empty) execution fragmentα′ such thatα · α′ ∈ execs (KKβ). �

This means that if theKKβ algorithm has effectiveness less then or equal ton − (β + m − 1), there
should be some infinite fair executionα of the algorithm withDo(α) ≤ n − (β +m − 1) (since no finite
execution of algorithm could terminate). Next we prove thatthe algorithmKKβ is wait-free (the algorithm
has no infinite fair executions) and thus there exists no suchexecutionα ∈ execs(KKβ).

Lemma 4.3 For anyβ ≥ m, f ≤ m− 1 there exists no infinite fair executionα ∈ execs(KKβ).

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. Letβ ≥ m andα ∈ execs(KKβ) an infinite fair execution with
f ≤ m − 1 failures, and letDo(α) be the jobs executed by executionα according to Definition 2.1. Since
α ∈ execs(KKβ) and from Lemma 4.1KKβ solves the at-most-once problem,Do(α) is finite. Clearly
there exists at least one process inα that has not crashed and does not terminate(some process need to take
steps inα in order for it to be infinite). SinceDo(α) andf are finite, there exists a states0 in α such that
afters0 no process crashes, no process terminates, nodo action takes place inα and no process adds new
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entries in thedone matrix in shared memory. The later holds since the executionis infinite and fair, the
Do(α) is also finite, consequently any non failed processq that has not terminated will eventually update
the q line of thedone matrix to be in agreement with thedoq,∗ actions it has performed. Moreover any
processq that has terminated, has already updated theq line of done matrix with the latestdo action it
performed, before it terminated, since in order to terminate it must have reached acompNext action that has
set its status toend.

We define the following sets of processes and jobs according to states0. Jα are jobs that have
been performed inα according to Definition 2.1.Pα are processes that do not crash and do not ter-
minate in α. By the way we defined states0 only processes inPα take steps inα after states0.
STUCKα = {i ∈ J \ Jα|∃ failed processp : s0.nextp = i}, i.e.,STUCKα expresses the set of jobs that
are held by failed processes.DONEα = {i ∈ Jα|∃p ∈ P andj ∈ {1, . . . , n} : s0.donep(j) = i}, i.e.,
DONEα expresses the set of jobs that have been performed before state s0 and the processes that per-
formed them managed to update the shared memory. Finally we definePOOLα = J \ (Jα ∪ STUCKα).
After states0, all processes inPα will keep executing. This means that whenever such processp ∈ Pα takes
actioncompNextp in α, the first if statement is true. Specifically it holds that for∀p ∈ Pα and for all the
enabling statess ≥ s0 of actionscompNextp in α, |FREEp \ TRYp| ≥ β.

From Figure 1, we have that for anyp ∈ Pα, ∃ sp after states0 in α such that∀ statess ≥
sp, s.DONEp = DONEα, s.FREEp = J \ DONEα and s.FREEp \ s.TRYp ⊆ POOLα. Let
s′0 = maxp∈Pα [sp]. From the above we have:|J \DONEα| ≥ β ≥ m and |POOLα| ≥ β ≥ m, since
∀p ∈ Pα we have that for all the enabling statess ≥ s′0 of actionscompNextp in α |FREEp \TRYp| ≥ β
and∀s′ ≥ s′0 we have thats′.FREEp = J \DONEα ands′.FREEp \ s′.TRYp ⊆ POOLα.

Let p0 be the process with the smallest process identifier inPα. We examine2 cases according to the
size ofJ \DONEα.

Case A |J \DONEα| ≥ 2m − 1: Let x0 ∈ POOLα be the job such that[x0]POOLα
=

⌊

(p0 − 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1. Suchx0 exists since∀p ∈ Pα and ∀s ≥ s′0 it holds s.FREEp \
s.TRYp ⊆ POOLα, s.FREEp = J \ DONEα from which we have that|POOLα| ≥ |J \DONEα| −
|s.TRYp| ≥ |J \DONEα| − (m− 1) ≥ m.

It follows that anyp ∈ Pα that executes actioncompNextp after states′0, will have itsNEXTp variable

pointing in a jobx with [x]POOLα
≥

⌊

(p− 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1. Thus∀p ∈ Pα, ∃ s′p ≥ s′0 in α

such that∀ statess ≥ s′p, [s.nextp]POOLα
≥

⌊

(p− 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1. Let s′′0 = maxp∈Pα [s
′
p],

we have to study2 cases forp0:
Case A.1)After s′′0, processp0 executes actioncompNextp0 and the transition leads in states1 > s′′0

such thats1.NEXTp0 = x0. Since[x0]POOLα
=

⌊

(p0 − 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1 andp0 = minp∈Pα [p],

from the previous discussion we have that∀s ≥ s1 and∀p ∈ P \ {p0}, s.nextp 6= x0. Thus whenp0
executes actioncheckp of Figure 1 for the first time after states1, the condition will be true, so in some
subsequent transitionp0 will have to execute actiondop0,x0, performing jobx0, which is a contradiction,
since after states0 no jobs are executed.

Case A.2)After s′′0, processp0 executes actioncompNextp0 and the transition leads in states1 >
s′′0 such thats1.NEXTp0 > x0. Since p0 = minp∈Pα [p], it holds that∀x ∈ POOLα such that

[x]POOLα
≤

⌊

(p0 − 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1, ∄p ∈ P such thats1.nextp = x. Let the transition
(

s2, compNextp0 , s
′

2

)

∈ α, wheres2 > s1, be the first time that actioncompNextp0 is executed af-

ter states1. We have that∀x ∈ POOLα such that[x]POOLα
≤

⌊

(p0 − 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1,

x /∈ s2.DONEp0 ∪ s2.TRYp0 , since from the discussion above we have that∀s ≥ s1 and∀p ∈ Pα \ {p0},

[s.nextp]POOLα
≥

⌊

(p− 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1. Thus [x0]s2.FREEp0\s2.TRYp0
= [x0]POOLα

=
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⌊

(p0 − 1) · |J \DONEα|−(m−1)
m

⌋

+ 1. As a result,s
′

2.NEXTp0 = x0. With similar arguments like in case

A.1, we can see that jobx0 will be performed by processp0, which is a contradiction, since after states0 no
jobs are executed.

Case B|J \DONEα| < 2m − 1: Let x0 ∈ POOLα be the job such that[x0]POOLα
= p0. Suchx0

exists sinceβ ≥ m andPOOLα ≥ β. It follows that anyp ∈ Pα that executes actioncompNextp after state
s′0, will have itsNEXTp variable pointing in a jobx with [x]POOLα

≥ p. Thus∀p ∈ Pα, ∃ s′p ≥ s′0 in α such
that∀ statess ≥ s′p, [s.nextp]POOLα

≥ p. Let s′′0 = maxp∈Pα [s
′
p], we have to study2 cases forp0:

Case B.1)After s′′0, processp0 executes actioncompNextp0 and the transition leads in states1 > s′′0
such thats1.NEXTp0 = x0. Since[x0]POOLα

= p0 andp0 = minp∈Pα [p], from the previous discussion we
have that∀s ≥ s1 and∀p ∈ P \ {p0}, s.nextp 6= x0. Thus whenp0 executes actioncheckp of Figure 1
for the first time after states1, the condition will be true, so in some subsequent transition p0 will have to
execute actiondop0,x0, performing jobx0, which is a contradiction, since after states0 no jobs are executed.

Case B.2)After s′′0, processp0 executes actioncompNextp0 and the transition leads in states1 > s′′0
such thats1.NEXTp0 > x0. Sincep0 = minp∈Pα [p], it holds that∀x ∈ POOLα such that[x]POOLα

≤ p0,

∄p ∈ P such thats1.nextp = x. Let the transition
(

s2, compNextp0 , s
′

2

)

∈ α, wheres2 > s1, be the first

time that actioncompNextp0 is executed after states1. We have that∀x ∈ POOLα such that[x]POOLα
≤ p0,

x /∈ s2.DONEp0 ∪ s2.TRYp0 , since from the discussion above we have that∀s ≥ s1 and∀p ∈ Pα \ {p0},
[s.nextp]POOLα

≥ p. Thus [x0]s2.FREEp0\s2.TRYp0
= [x0]POOLα

= p0. As a result,s
′

2.NEXTp0 = x0.
With similar arguments like in case B.1, we can see that jobx0 will be performed by processp0, which is a
contradiction, since after states0 no jobs are executed.

�

Using the last two lemmas we can find the effectiveness of algorithm KKβ.

Theorem 4.4 For any β ≥ m, f ≤ m − 1 algorithm KKβ has effectivenessEKKβ
(n,m, f) = n −

(β +m− 2).

Proof. From Lemma 4.2 we have that any finite executionα ∈ execs (KKβ) with Do(α) ≤ n −
(β +m− 1) can be extended, essentially proving that in such an execution no process has terminated.
Moreover from Lemma 4.3 we have thatKKβ is wait free, and thus there exists no infinite fair execution
α ∈ execs (KKβ), such thatDo(α) ≤ n − (β +m− 1). Since finite fair executions are executions were
all non-failed processes have terminated, from the above wehave thatEKKβ

(n,m, f) ≥ n− (β +m− 2).
If all processes but the process with idm fail in an executionα in such a way thatJα∩STUCKα = ∅ and

|STUCKα| = m−1 (whereSTUCKα is defined as in the proof of lemma 4.3), then there exists adversarial
strategy, that can result inβ + m − 2 jobs not having been performed when processm terminates. Such
an execution will be a finite fair execution wheren − (β +m − 2) jobs are performed. From this and the
previous claims we have thatEKKβ

(n,m, f) = n− (β +m− 2). �

5 Work Complexity Analysis

In this section we are going to prove that forβ ≥ 3m2 algorithm KKβ has work complexity
O(nm log n logm).

The main idea of the proof, is to demonstrate that under the assumptionβ ≥ 3m2, processcollisionson a
job cannot accrue without making progress in the algorithm.In order to prove that, we first demonstrate that
if two different processesp, q set theirNEXTp, NEXTq internal variables to the same jobi in somecompNext

actions, then at the enabling states of those actions theDONEp andDONEq sets of the processes, have at
least|q − p|m different elements, given thatβ ≥ 3m2. Next we prove that if two processesp, q collide
three consecutive times, while trying to perform some jobs,then the size of the setDONEp ∪DONEq that
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processesp andq know has increased by at least|q− p|m elements. This essentially tells us that every three
collisions between the same two processes a significant number of jobs has been performed, and thus enough
progress has been made. In order to prove the above statement, we need to formally define what we mean by
collision, and tie such a collision with some specific state,so that we have a fixed “point” in the execution
for which to reason. Finally we use the argument about the progress made if three consecutive collisions
happen between two processesp, q, in order to prove that a processp cannot collide with a processq more

than2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

times in any execution. This is proved by contradiction, proving that if processp collides

with processq more than2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

times, there exist states for which the set|DONEp ∪ DONEq| has

more thann elements which is impossible. The last statement is used in order to prove the main theorem on
the work complexity of algorithmKKβ for β ≥ 3m2. We obtain the main theorem on the work complexity
by counting the total number of collisions and the cost of each collision.

We start by proving that if two processesp, q decide, with somecompNext actions, to perform the same
job i, then theirDONE sets at the enabling states of thosecompNext actions, differ in at-least|q − p|m
elements.

Lemma 5.1 If β ≥ 3m2 and in an executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) there exist statess1, t1 and processesp, q ∈
P with p < q such thats1.NEXTp = t1.NEXTq = i ∈ J , then there exist transitions

(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

, wheres
′

2.NEXTp = t
′

2.NEXTq = i, s
′

2.STATUSp = t
′

2.STATUSq = set next ,such that

there exist no actionπ1 = compNextp with s
′

2 < π1 < s1 and no actionπ2 = compNextq with t
′

2 < π2 < t1
and

∣

∣s2.DONEp ∩ t2.DONEq

∣

∣ > (q − p)m or
∣

∣s2.DONEp ∩ t2.DONEq

∣

∣ > (q − p)m

Proof. We will prove this by contradiction. From algorithmKKβ there must exist transitions
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

wheres
′

2.NEXTp = i and t
′

2.NEXTq = i, such that there ex-

ist no actionsπ1 = compNextp, π2 = compNextq with s
′

2 < π1 < s1 and t
′

2 < π2 < t1, if there
exist s1, t1 ∈ α andp, q ∈ P with p < q such thats1.NEXTp = t1.NEXTq = i ∈ J , since those are
the transitions that setNEXTp and NEXTq to i. So in order to get a contradiction we must assume that
∣

∣s2.DONEp ∩ t2.DONEq

∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m and
∣

∣s2.DONEp ∩ t2.DONEq

∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m.
We will prove that if this is the cases

′

2.NEXTp 6= t
′

2.NEXTq.
Let A = J \ s2.DONEp = s2.FREEp andB = J \ t2.DONEq = t2.FREEq, thus from the contra-

diction assumption we have that:
∣

∣A ∩ B
∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m and
∣

∣A ∩ B
∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m.
It could either be that|A| < |B| or |A| ≥ |B|.

Case 1|A| < |B|: From the contradiction assumption we have that
∣

∣A ∩ B
∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m. Thus we have
that:

|t2.FREEq \ t2.TRYq ∩ s2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp| ≤ m(q − p) +m− 1 (1)

,sinces2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp can have up tom − 1 less elements thanA - the elements of sets2.TRYp -
and it can be the case thats2.TRYp ∩ t2.TRYq = ∅ .

Moreover, sinces2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp ⊆ A and |s2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp| ≥ β ≥ 3m2, |A| ≥ 3m2.
Similarly |B| ≥ 3m2. We have:

(q − 1)
|B|
m

= (p− 1)
|B|
m

+ (q − p)
|B|
m

> (p − 1)
|A|
m

+ (q − p)
|B|
m

⇒ (2)

⇒ (q − 1)
|B|
m

> (p − 1)
|A|
m

+ 3m(q − p) ⇒ (3)

⇒
⌊

(q − 1)
|B| − (m− 1)

m

⌋

+ 1 ≥
⌊

(p− 1)
|A| − (m− 1)

m

⌋

+ 1 + 3m(q − p) (4)
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Sinces
′

2.NEXTp = t
′

2.NEXTq = i, it must be the case that[i]s2.FREEp\s2.TRYp
=

⌊

(p − 1) |A|−(m−1)m

⌋

+1

and [i]t2.FREEq\t2.TRYq
=

⌊

(q − 1) |B|−(m−1)m

⌋

+ 1. Equation 4 gives that[i]t2.FREEq\t2.TRYq
≥

[i]s2.FREEp\s2.TRYp
+ 3m(q − p). This means thatt2.FREEq \ t2.TRYq must have at least3m(q − p)

more elements with rank less that the rank ofi, than sets2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp does. This is a contradiction
since from 1 we have that|t2.FREEq \ t2.TRYq ∩ s2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp| ≤ m(q − p) +m− 1.

Case 2|B| ≤ |A|: We have that
∣

∣A ∩ B
∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m and
∣

∣A ∩ B
∣

∣ ≤ (q − p) ·m from the contradiction
assumption. Thus we have that:

|t2.FREEq \ t2.TRYq ∩ s2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp| ≤ m(q − p) +m− 1 (5)

,sinces2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp can have up tom − 1 less elements thanA - the elements of sets2.TRYp -
and it can be the case thats2.TRYp ∩ t2.TRYp = ∅.

From the contradiction assumption and the case 2 assumptionwe have that|B| ≤ |A| ≤ |B|+(q−p)m.
Moreover|A| ≥ β ≥ 3m2 and|B| ≥ β ≥ 3m2. We have:

(q − 1)
|B|+ (q − p)m

m
= (p− 1)

|B|+ (q − p)m

m
+ (q − p)

|B|+ (q − p)m

m
≥

≥ (p− 1)
|A|
m

+ (q − p)
|B|+ (q − p)m

m
≥ (p− 1)

|A|
m

+ 3m (q − p) + (q − p)2 ⇒

⇒ (q − 1)
|B|
m

≥ (p− 1)
|A|
m

+ 3m (q − p) + (q − p)2 − (q − 1)(q − p) ⇒

⇒ (q − 1)
|B|
m

≥ (p− 1)
|A|
m

+ (3m− p+ 1) (q − p) ⇒

⇒ (q − 1)
|B|
m

≥ (p− 1)
|A|
m

+ 2m (q − p) ⇒

⇒
⌊

(q − 1)
|B| − (m− 1)

m

⌋

+ 1 ≥
⌊

(p− 1)
|A| − (m− 1)

m

⌋

+ 1 + 2m(q − p) (6)

Sinces
′

2.NEXTp = t
′

2.NEXTq = i, it must be the case that[i]s2.FREEp\s2.TRYp
=

⌊

(p − 1) |A|−(m−1)m

⌋

+1

and [i]t2.FREEq\t2.TRYq
=

⌊

(q − 1) |B|−(m−1)m

⌋

+ 1. Equation 6 gives that[i]t2.FREEq\t2.TRYq
≥

[i]s2.FREEp\s2.TRYp
+ 2m(q − p). This means thatt2.FREEq \ t2.TRYq must have at least2m(q − p)

more elements with rank less that the rank ofi than sets2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp. This is a contradiction since
from 5 we have that|t2.FREEq \ t2.TRYq ∩ s2.FREEp \ s2.TRYp| ≤ m(q − p) +m− 1. �

Next we are going to prove that if 2 processesp, q ∈ P with p < q “collide” three times, theirDONE
sets at the third collision will contain at leastm(q − p) more jobs than they did at the first collision. This
will allow us to find an upper bound on the collisions a processmay participate in. It is possible that both
processes become aware of a collision or only one of them doeswhile the other one successfully completes
the job. At the proofs that follow, for a states in executionα we define ass.DONE the following set:
s.DONE = {i ∈ J |∃p ∈ P andj ∈ {1, . . . , n} : s.donep(j) = i}. We also need the following definitions.

Definition 5.1 In an executionα ∈ execs(KKβ), we say that processp collided with processq in job i at

states, if (i) there exist inα transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

and
(

s2, checkp, s
′

2

)

,

with s1 < s2 and t1 < s2, s
′

1.NEXTp = t
′

1.NEXTq = s2.NEXTp = i, s
′

1.STATUSp = t
′

1.STATUSq =
set next, s

′

2.STATUSp = comp next, (ii) let α′ be the execution fragment that begins with states
′

1 and
ends with states2, there exists no actionπ1 = compNextp ∈ α′ and either there exists inα′ transition
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(

s, gatherTryp, s
′
)

such thats.Qp = q, s.nextq = i, or transition
(

s, gatherDonep, s
′
)

andj ∈ {1, . . . , n}
such thats.Qp = q, s.POSp (q) = j, s.doneq,j = i andi /∈ s.TRYp.

According to Def. 5.1 processp collided with processq in job i at states, if processp attempted to
preform jobi, but was not able to, because it detected in states that either processq was trying to perform
job i or processq has already performed jobi.

Definition 5.2 In an executionα ∈ execs(KKβ), we say that processesp, q collide in job i at states,
if processp collided with processq or processq collided with processp in job i at states, according to
Definition 5.1.

Lemma 5.2 In an executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) for anyβ ≥ m if there exist processesp, q, jobs i1, i2 ∈
J and states̃s1 < s̃2 such that processp collided with processq in job i1 at states̃1 and in job i2 at

states̃2 according to Definition 5.1, then there exist transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

,
(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

wheres
′

1.NEXTp = t
′

1.NEXTq = i1, s
′

2.NEXTp = t
′

2.NEXTq =

i2, s
′

1.STATUSp = s
′

2.STATUSp = t
′

1.STATUSq = t
′

2.STATUSq = set next and there exists no actionπ1 =
compNextp for whichs1 < π1 < s̃1, s2 < π1 < s̃2 such that:s1 < s2 andt1 < t2.

Proof. From Definition 5.1 we have that there exist transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

with s
′

1.NEXTp = i1, s
′

2.NEXTp = i2, s
′

1.STATUSp = s
′

2.STATUSp = set next, and there exists no action
π1 = compNextp for which s1 < π1 < s̃1 or s2 < π1 < s̃2. From the later and the fact thats̃1 < s̃2,
it must be the case thats1 < s̃1 < s2 < s̃2. Furthermore from Definition 5.1 we have that there exist
transitions

(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

with t
′

1.NEXTq = i1, t
′

2.NEXTq = i2, t
′

1.STATUSq =

t
′

2.STATUSq = set next, such thatt
′

1 < s̃1 andt
′

2 < s̃2. We can pick those transitions inα in such a way
that there exists no other transition betweent

′

1 and s̃1 that setsNEXTq to i1 and similarly there exists no
other transition betweent

′

2 ands̃2 that setsNEXTq to i2. We need to prove now thatt1 < t2. We will prove
this by contradiction.

Let t2 < t1. Sincet
′

1 < s̃1, we have thatt2 < t1 < t
′

1 < s̃1 < s2 < s̃2. Since from Definition
5.1 eithers̃1.nextq = i1 or there existsj ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that̃s1.doneq,j = i1, it must be the case
that s̃2.STATUSp = gather done, s̃2.Qp = q and there existsj′ ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that̃s2.donep,j′ = i2.

This means that there exists transition
(

t3, doneq, t
′

3

)

andj′ ∈ {1, . . . , n} such thatt
′

3.donep,j′ = i2 and

t2 < t
′

3 < t1 < t
′

1 < s̃1 < s2 < s̃2.
If s̃1.STATUSp = gather try then from algorithmKKβ we have that̃s1.DONE ⊆ s2.DONEp and

as a resulti2 ∈ s2.DONEp, which is a contradiction since
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

/∈ trans(KKβ) if i2 ∈
s2.DONEp ands

′

2.NEXTp = i2, s
′

2.STATUSp = set next.
If s̃1.STATUSp = gather done then from algorithmKKβ we have that̃s1.Qp = q and there exists

j ∈ {1, . . . , n} such that̃s1.POSp (q) = j ands̃1.doneq, j = i1. Sincet2 < t
′

3 < t1 < t
′

1 < s̃1 < s2 < s̃2
it must be the case thatj′ < j and as a resulti2 ∈ s̃1.DONEp. Clearly s̃1.DONEp ⊆ s2.DONEp, ,

which is a contradiction since
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

/∈ trans(KKβ) if i2 ∈ s2.DONEp ands
′

2.NEXTp = i2,

s
′

2.STATUSp = set next. �

Lemma 5.3 In an executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) for anyβ ≥ m if there exist processesp, q, jobsi1, i2 ∈ J
and states̃s1 < s̃2 such that processp collided with processq in job i1 at states̃1 and processq collided with

processp in job i2 at states̃2 according to Definition 5.1, then there exist transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
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(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

,
(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

where s
′

1.NEXTp = t
′

1.NEXTq = i1,

s
′

2.NEXTp = t
′

2.NEXTq = i2, s
′

1.STATUSp = s
′

2.STATUSp = t
′

1.STATUSq = t
′

2.STATUSq = set next
and there exists no actionsπ1 = compNextp, π2 = compNextq for whichs1 < π1 < s̃1, t2 < π2 < s̃2 such
that:

s1 < s2 andt1 < t2.

Proof. From Definition 5.1 we have that there exist transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

with s
′

1.NEXTp = i1, s
′

2.NEXTp = i2, s
′

1.STATUSp = s
′

2.STATUSp = set next, and there exists no action
π1 = compNextp for which s1 < π1 < s̃1. Furthermore from Definition 5.1 we have that there exist

transitions
(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

with t
′

1.NEXTq = i1, t
′

2.NEXTq = i2, t
′

1.STATUSq =

t
′

2.STATUSq = set next, and there exists no actionπ2 = compNextq for which t2 < π2 < s̃2. From the
later and the fact that̃s1 < s̃2, it must be the case thatt1 < s̃1 < t2 < s̃2. We can pick the transitions that
are enabled by statest1 ands2 in α in such a way that there exists no other transition betweent

′

1 ands̃1 that
setsNEXTq to i1 and similarly there exists no other transition betweens

′

2 ands̃2 that setsNEXTp to i2. We
need to prove now thats1 < s2. We will prove this by contraction.

Let s2 < s1. From algorithmKKβ there exist transitions
(

s3, setNextp, s
′

3

)

,
(

s4, donep, s
′

4

)

and
(

t3, setNextq, t
′

3

)

, wheres
′

3.nextp = i2, s4.nextp = i2, t
′

3.nextq = i1 and s2 < s
′

3 < s4 < s1,

t1 < t
′

3 < t2. There are 2 cases, eithers
′

3 < t
′

3 or t
′

3 < s
′

3.

Case 1s
′

3 < t
′

3: We have thats
′

3 < t
′

3 < t2 and
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

, wheret
′

2.NEXTq = i2 and

t
′

2.STATUSq = set next which means thati2 /∈ t2.TRYq ∪ t2.DONEq. This is a contradiction since
the t2.TRYq and t2.DONEq are computed bygatherTryq andgatherDoneq actions that are preceded by

states
′

3. So eitheri2 ∈ t2.TRYq or i2 ∈ t2.DONEq, since a newsetNextp action may take place only after
states

′

4.

Case 2t
′

3 < s
′

3: We have thatt
′

3 < s
′

3 < s1 and
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

, wheres
′

1.NEXTp = i1 and

s
′

1.STATUSp = set next which means thati1 /∈ s1.TRYp ∪ s1.DONEp. This is a contradiction since
thes1.TRYp ands1.DONEp sets are computed bygatherTryp andgatherDonep actions that are preceded

by statet
′

3. There exists transition
(

s4, gatherTryp, s
′

4

)

in α with s4.Qp = q such that there exists no

π1 = compNextp wheres
′

4 < π1 < s1. If s4.nextq = i1 we have a contradiction sincei1 ∈ s1.TRYp. If

s4.nextq 6= i1 there exists an actionπ2 = setNextq in α, such thatt
′

3 < π2 < s4. If this π2 = setNextq is

preceded by transition
(

t4, doneq, t
′

4

)

with t4.NEXTq = i1, we have a contradiction sincei1 ∈ t
′

4.DONE

ands1.DONEp is computed bygatherDonep actions that are preceded by statet
′

4, which results ini1 ∈
s1.DONEp. If there exists no such transition we have again a contradiction since statẽs1 as defined by
Definition 5.1 could not belong inα. �

Lemma 5.4 If β ≥ m and in an executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) there exist processesp 6= q, jobsi1, i2, i3 ∈ J
and states̃s1 < s̃2 < s̃3 such that processp, q collide in jobi1 at states̃1, in job i2 at states̃2 and in jobi3
at states̃3 according to Definition 5.2, then there exist statess1 < s3 andt1 < t3 such that

s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq ⊆ s3.DONEp ∩ t3.DONEq

|s3.DONEp ∪ t3.DONEq| − |s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq| ≥ m · |q − p|
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Proof. From Definitions 5.1, 5.2 we have that there exist transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
(

s2, compNextp, s
′

2

)

,
(

s3, compNextp, s
′

3

)

and
(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

,
(

t2, compNextq, t
′

2

)

,
(

t3, compNextq, t
′

3

)

, where s
′

1.NEXTp = t
′

1.NEXTq = i1, s
′

2.NEXTp = t
′

2.NEXTq = i2,

s
′

3.NEXTp = t
′

3.NEXTq = i3, s
′

1.STATUSp = s
′

2.STATUSp = s
′

3.STATUSp = t
′

1.STATUSq = t
′

2.STATUSq =
t
′

3.STATUSq = set next ands1 < s̃1, t1 < s̃1, s2 < s̃2, t2 < s̃2, ands3 < s̃3, t3 < s̃3. We pick fromα the

transitions
(

s1, compNextp, s
′

1

)

,
(

t1, compNextq, t
′

1

)

, in such a way that there exists no othercompNextp

, compNextq between statess1, s̃1 respectivelyt1, s̃1 that setsNEXTp respectivelyNEXTq to i1. We can
pick in a similar manner the transitions for jobsi2, i3. From Lemmas 5.2, 5.3 and Definitions 5.1, 5.2 we
have thats1 < s2 < s3 andt1 < t2 < t3. We will first prove that:

s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq ⊆ s3.DONEp ∩ t3.DONEq

From algorithmKKβ we have that there exists inα transitions
(

s4, setNextp, s
′

4

)

,
(

t4, setNextq, t
′

4

)

with

s
′

4.nextp = i2, t
′

4.nextq = i2 and there exist no actionπ1 = compNextp, such thats
′

2 < π1 < s
′

4,
and no actionπ2 = compNextq , such thatt

′

2 < π2 < t
′

4. We will prove thatt1 < s4 and s1 < t4.
We start by proving thatt1 < s4. In order to get a contradiction we assume thats4 < t1. From algorithm

KKβ we have that there exists inα transition
(

t4, gatherTryq, t
′

4

)

, with t4.Qq = p, and there exists no action

π2 = compNextq, such thatt
′

4 < π2 < t2. We have thats4 < t1 < t
′

4 < t2 andi2 /∈ t2.TRYq∪t2.DONEq.
If t4.nextp = i2 we have a contradiction sincei2 ∈ s2.TRYq. If t4.nextq 6= i2 there exists an actionπ3 =

setNextp in α, such thats4 < π3 < t4. If this π3 = setNextp is preceded by transition
(

s5, donep, s
′

5

)

with

s5.NEXTp = i2, we have a contradiction sincei2 ∈ t4.DONE andt2.DONEq is computed bygatherDoneq
actions that are preceded by statet4, which results ini2 ∈ t2.DONEq. If there exists no such transition we
have again a contradiction states̃2 as defined by Definition 5.2 could not belong inα.

From the discussion above we have thatt1 < s4. Thust1.DONEq < s4.DONE, moreovers3.DONEp

is computed bygatherDonep actions that are preceded by states4, from which we have thatt1.DONEq ⊆
s3.DONEp. It is easy to see thats1.DONEp ⊆ s3.DONEp holds, thus we have that .s1.DONEp ∪
t1.DONEq ⊆ s3.DONEp. With similar arguments as before, we can prove thats1.DONEp∪ t1.DONEq ⊆
t3.DONEq, which gives us thats1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq ⊆ s3.DONEp ∩ t3.DONEq.

Now it only remains to prove that:

|s3.DONEp ∪ t3.DONEq| − |s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq| > m · |q − p|

If p < q from Lemma 5.1 we have that
∣

∣s3.DONEp ∩ t3.DONEq

∣

∣ > (q − p)m or
∣

∣s3.DONEp ∩ t3.DONEq

∣

∣ > (q − p)m . Sinces1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq ⊆ s3.DONEp ∩ t3.DONEq,
we have that:

|s3.DONEp ∪ t3.DONEq| − |s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq| > (q − p) ·m

If q < p with similar arguments we have that:

|s3.DONEp ∪ t3.DONEq| − |s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq| > (p− q) ·m

Combining the above we have:

|s3.DONEp ∪ t3.DONEq| − |s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq| > m · |q − p|

�
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Lemma 5.5 If β ≥ 3m2 there exists no executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) at which processp collided with

processq in more than2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

states according to Definition 5.1.

Proof. Let executionα ∈ execs(KKβ) be an execution at which processp collided with processq

in at least than2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+ 1 states. Let us examine the first2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+ 1 such states. Let those

states bẽs1 < s̃2 < . . . < s̃
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉ < s̃
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
. From Lemma 5.2 we have that there exists states

s1 < s2 < . . . < s
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉ < s
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
that enable thecompNextp actions and statest1 < t2 <

. . . < t
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉ < t
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
that enable thecompNextq actions that lead to the collisions in states

s̃1 < s̃2 < . . . < s̃
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉ < s̃
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
. Then from Lemma 5.4 we have that∀i ∈

{

1, . . . ,
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉}

:

|s2i+1.DONEp ∪ t2i+1.DONEq| − |s2i−1.DONEp ∪ t2i−1.DONEq| > m|q − p| (7)

|s2i+1.DONEp ∪ t2i+1.DONEq| − |s1.DONEp ∪ t1.DONEq| > im|q − p| (8)

|s2i+1.DONEp ∪ t2i+1.DONEq| > im|q − p| (9)

From 9 we have that:
∣

∣

∣

∣

s
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
.DONEp ∪ t

2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
.DONEq

∣

∣

∣

∣

> m|q − p|
⌈

n

m|q − p|

⌉

≥ n (10)

Equation 10 leads to a contradiction sinces
2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
.DONEp∪ t

2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

+1
.DONEq ⊆ J and|J | = n.

�

Theorem 5.6 If β ≥ 3m2 algorithmKKβ has work complexityWKKβ
= O(nm log n logm).

Proof. We start with the observation that in any executionα of algorithmKKβ, if there exists processp, job

i, transition
(

s1, donep, s
′

1

)

andj ∈ {1, . . . , n} such thats1.POSp (p) = j, s1.NEXTp = i, for any process

q 6= p there exists at most one transition
(

t1, gatherDoneq, t
′

1

)

in α, with t1.Qq = p, t1.POSq (p) = j and

t1 ≥ s1. Such transition performs exactly one read operation from the shared memory, one insertion at the
setDONEq and one removal from the setFREEq, thus such a transition costsO(log n) work. Clearly there
exist at mostm − 1 such transitions for eachdonep. From Lemma 4.1 for all process there can be at most
n actionsdonep in any executionα of algorithmKKβ. Eachdonep action performs one write operation
in shared memory, one insertion at the setDONEq and one removal from the setFREEq, thus such an
action has costO(log n) work. Furthermore anydonep is preceded bym − 1 gatherTryp read actions
that read thenext array and each add at most one element to the setTRYp with costO(log n) andm − 1
gatherDonep read actions that do not add elements in theDONEp set. Note that we have already counted the
gatherDonep read actions that result in adding jobs at theDONEp set. Finally anydonep action is preceded
by onecompNextp action. This action is dominated by the cost ofrank(FREEp,TRYp, i) function that
has costO(m log n), if the setsFREEp, TRYp are represented with some efficient tree structure that allows
insertion, deletion and search of an element inO(log n). We discussed at Section 3 what such tree structures
could be. That gives us a total of bound ofO(nm log n) work associated with thedonep actions.

If a processp collided with a processq in job i at states, we have extra an extracompNextp action,
m − 1 extragatherTryp read actions and insertions in theTRYp set andm − 1 gatherDonep read actions
that do not add elements in theDONEp set. Thus each collision costsO(m log n) work. Sinceβ ≥ 3m2

from Lemma 5.5 for two distinct processesp, q we have that in any executionα of algorithmKKβ there
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exist less than2
⌈

n
m|q−p|

⌉

collisions. For processp if we count all such collisions with any other processq
we get:

∑

q∈P−{p}

2

⌈

n

m|q − p|

⌉

≤ 2(m−1)+
2n

m

∑

q∈P−{p}

1

|q − p| ≤ 2(m−1)+
4n

m

⌈m
2 ⌉

∑

i=1

1

i
≤ 2(m−1)+

4n

m
logm

(11)
If we count the total number of collisions for all them processes we get that ifβ ≥ 3m2 in any execution
of algorithmKKβ there can be at most2m2 + 4n logm < 4(n + 1) logm collisions (sincen > β). Thus
collisions costO(nm log n logm) work. Finally any processp that fails may add in the work complexity less
thanO(m log n) work from itscompNextp action and from reads (if the process fails without performing a
donep action after its latestcompNextp action). So for the work complexity of algorithmKKβ if β ≥ 3m2

we have thatWKKβ
= O(nm log n logm). �

6 An Asymptotically Work Optimal Algorithm

Here we demonstrate how to use algorithmKKβ with β = 3m2 if m = O( 3
√
n), in order to solve the

at-most-once problem with effectivenessn−O(m2 log n logm) and work complexityO(n+m(3+ǫ) log n),
for any constantǫ > 0, such that1/ǫ is a positive integer. We construct algorithmIterativeKK (ǫ)Fig. 2,
that performs iterative calls to a variation ofKKβ, which we callIterStepKK. IterativeKK (ǫ) has3+1/ǫ
distinctdone matrices in shared memory, with different granularities. Onedone matrix, stores the regular
jobs performed, while the remaining2+1/ǫ matrices storesuper-jobs. Super-jobs are groups of consecutive
jobs. From them, one stores super-jobs of sizem log n logm, while the remianing1 + 1/ǫ matrices, store
super-jobs of sizem1−iǫ log n log1+im for i ∈ {1, . . . , 1/ǫ}.

IterativeKK (ǫ) for processp:

00 sizep,1 ← 1

01 sizep,2 ← m logn logm

02 FREEp ← map (J , sizep,1, sizep,2)

03 FREEp ← IterStepKK (FREEp, sizep,2)

04 for(i← 1, i ≤ 1/ǫ, i++)

05 sizep,1 ← sizep,2

06 sizep,2 ← m1−iǫ logn log1+i m

07 FREEp ← map (FREEp, sizep,1, sizep,2)

08 FREEp ← IterStepKK (FREEp, sizep,2)

09 endfor

10 sizep,1 ← sizep,2

11 sizep,2 ← 1

12 FREEp ← map (FREEp, sizep,1, sizep,2)

13 FREEp ← IterStepKK (FREEp, sizep,2)

Figure 2: AlgorithmIterativeKK (ǫ): pseudocode

The algorithmIterStepKK is different fromKKβ in three ways. First, all instances ofIterStepKK
work for β = 3m2. MoreoverIterStepKK has a termination flag in shared memory. This termination
flag is initially 0 and is set to1 by any process that decides to terminate. Any process that discovers that
|FREEp \TRYp| < 3m2 in its compNextp action, sets the termination flag to1, computes newFREEp and
TRYp set, returns the setFREEp\TRYp and terminates the current iteration. Any processp that checks if it
is safe to perform a job, checks the termination flag first and if the flag is1, the process instead of performing
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the job, computes newFREEp andTRYp set, returns the setFREEp \ TRYp and terminates the current
iteration. Finally,IterStepKK takes as inputs the variablesize and a setSET1, such that|SET1| > 3m2,
and returns the setSET2 as output.SET1 contains super-jobs of sizesize. In IterStepKK, with an action
dop,j processp performs all the jobs of super-jobj. IterStepKK performs as many super-jobs as it can and
returns inSET2 the super-jobs, which it can verify that no process will perform upon the termination of the
algorithm IterStepKK. In IterativeKK (ǫ) we use also the functionSET2 = map (SET1, size1, size2),
that takes the set of super-jobsSET1, with super-jobs of sizesize1 and maps it to a set of super-jobsSET2

with sizesize2.

Theorem 6.1 Algorithm IterativeKK (ǫ) has work complexityWIterativeKK(ǫ) = O(n + m3+ǫ log n) and
and effectivenessEIterativeKK(ǫ)(n,m, f) = n−O(m2 log n logm).

Proof. In order to determine the effectiveness and work complexityof algorithm IterativeKK (ǫ), we
compute the jobs preformed by and the work spend in each invocation of IterStepKK. Moreover we
compute the work that the invocations to themap () function add. The first invocation to functionmap () in
line 02 can be completed by processp with work O( n

m logn logm log n), since processp needs to construct
a tree with n

m logn logm elements. This contributes for all processesO( n
logm ) work. From Theorem 5.6 we

have thatIterStepKK in 03 has total workO(n + n
m logn logmm log n logm) = O(n), where the firstn

comes fromdo actions and the second term from the work complexity of Theorem 5.6. Note that we count
O(1) work for each normal job executed by ado action on a super-job. That means that in the invocation
of IterStepKK in line 03, do actions costm log n logm work. Moreover from Theorem 4.4 we have
effectiveness n

m logn logm − (3m2+m−2) on the super-jobs of sizem log n logm. From the super-jobs not
completed, up tom− 1 may be contained in theTRYp sets upon termination in line03. Since those super-
jobs are not added (and thus are ignored) in the outputFREEp set in line03, up to(m − 1)m log n logm
jobs may not be performed byIterativeKK (ǫ). The setFREEp returned by algorithmIterStepKK in line
03 has no more than3m2 +m− 2 super-jobs of sizem log n logm.

In each repetition of the loop in lines04 − 09, themap () function in line 07 constructs aFREEp

set with at mostO(m2+ǫ/ logm) elements, which costsO(m2+ǫ) per processp for a total ofO(m3+ǫ)
work for all processes. Moreover each invocation ofIterStepKK in line 08 costs from Theorem 5.6
O(3m3 log n logm + m3+ǫ logm) < O(m3+ǫ log n) work, where the term3m3 log n logm is an upper
bound on the work needed for thedo actions on the super-jobs. From Theorem 4.4 we have that eachoutput
FREEp set in line08 has at most3m2 +m− 2 super-jobs. Moreover from each invocation ofIterStepKK
in line 08 at mostm− 1 super-jobs are lost inTRY sets. Those account for less than(m− 1)m log n logm
jobs in each iteration, since the size of the super-jobs in the iterations of the loop in lines04− 09 is strictly
less thanm log n logm.

When we leave the loop in lines04 − 09, we have aFREEp set with at most3m2 + m − 2 super-
jobs of sizelog n log1+1/ǫ m, which means that in line12 functionmap () will return a setFREEp with
less than(3m2 + m − 2)(log n log1+1/ǫ m) elements that correspond to jobs and not super-jobs. This
costs for all processes a total ofO(m3 logm log log n log logm) < O(m3+ǫ log n), sinceǫ is a constant.
Finally we have thatIterStepKK in line13 has from Theorem 5.6 workO(m3 log2 m log log n log logm) <
O(m3+ǫ log n), also from Theorem 4.4 it has effectiveness(3m2+m−2)(log n log1+1/ǫ m)−(3m2+m−2)

If we add up all the work we have thatWIterativeKK(ǫ) = O(n + m3+ǫ log n) since the loop in lines
04 − 09 repeats1 + 1/ǫ times andǫ is a constant. Moreover for the effectiveness, we have that less that
or equal to(m − 1)m log n logm jobs will be lost in theTRY set at line03. After that strictly less than
(m− 1)m log n logm jobs will be lost in theTRY sets of the iterations of the loop in lines04− 09 and less
than3m2 +m− 2 jobs will be lost from the effectiveness of the last invocation of IterStepKK in line 13.
Thus we have thatEIterativeKK(ǫ)(n,m, f) = n−O(m2 log n logm). �

For anym = O( 3+ǫ
√

n/ log n), algorithmIterativeKK (ǫ) 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 IterativeKK (ǫ) for processp:

00 sizep,1 ← 1

01 sizep,2 ← m logn logm

02 FREEp ← map (J , sizep,1, sizep,2)

03 FREEp ←WA IterStepKK (FREEp, sizep,2)

04 for(i← 1, i ≤ 1/ǫ, i++)

05 sizep,1 ← sizep,2

06 sizep,2 ← m1−iǫ logn log1+i m

07 FREEp ← map (FREEp, sizep,1, sizep,2)

08 FREEp ←WA IterStepKK (FREEp, sizep,2)

09 endfor

10 sizep,1 ← sizep,2

11 sizep,2 ← 1

12 FREEp ← map (FREEp, sizep,1, sizep,2)

13 FREEp ←WA IterStepKK (FREEp, sizep,2)

14 for(i ∈ FREEp)

15 dop,i

16 endfor

Figure 3: AlgorithmWA IterativeKK (ǫ): pseudocode

Based onIterativeKK (ǫ) we construct algorithmWA IterativeKK (ǫ)Fig. 3, that solves theWrite-All
problem [14] with work complexityO(n+m(3+ǫ) log n), for any constantǫ > 0, such that1/ǫ is a positive
integer. From Kanellakis and Shvartsman [14] the Write-Allproblem for the shared memory model, consists
of: “Using m processors write1’s to all locations of an array of sizen.” Algorithm WA IterativeKK (ǫ)
is different fromIterativeKK (ǫ) in two ways. It uses a modified version ofIterStepKK, that instead
of returning theFREEp \ TRYp set upon termination returns the setFREEp instead. Let us name this
modified versionWA IterStepKK. Moreover inWA IterativeKK (ǫ) after line13 processp, instead of
terminating, executes all tasks in the setFREEp. Note that since we are interested in the Write-All problem,
when processp performs a jobi with actiondop,i, processp just writes1, in thei−th position of the Write
All array wa[1, . . . , n] in shared memory.

Theorem 6.2 Algorithm WA IterativeKK (ǫ) solves the Write-All problem with work complexity
WWA IterativeKK(ǫ) = O(n+m3+ǫ log n).

Proof. (of Theorem 6.2) We prove this with similar arguments as in the proof of Theorem 6.1. As in
the proof of Theorem 6.1 after each invocation ofWA IterStepKK the output setFREEp has less than
3m2 +m − 1 super-jobs, from Theorem 4.4. The difference is that now we don’t leave jobs in theTRYp

sets, since we are not interested in maintaining the at-most-once property between successive invocations
of theWA IterStepKK algorithm. Since after each invocation ofWA IterStepKK the output setFREEp

has the same upper bound on super-jobs as inIterativeKK (ǫ), with similar arguments as in the proof of
Theorem 6.1, we have that at line13 the total work performed by all processes isO(n + m3+ǫ log n).
Moreover from Theorem 4.4 the outputFREEp set in linep has less3m2 +m − 2 jobs. This gives us for
all processes a total work ofO(m3+ǫ) for lines the loop in lines14− 16. After the loop in lines14− 16 all
jobs have been performed, since we left noTRY sets behind, thus algorithmWA IterativeKK (ǫ) solves
the Write-All problem with work complexityWWA IterativeKK(ǫ) = O(n+m3+ǫ log n). �

For anym = O( 3+ǫ
√

n/ log n), algorithmWA IterativeKK (ǫ) is work optimal.
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