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ABSTRACT
The increasing gap between the growth of datacenter traf-

fic volume and the capacity of electrical switches led to

the emergence of reconfigurable datacenter network de-

signs based on optical circuit switching. A multitude of

research works, ranging from demand-oblivious (e.g., Ro-

torNet, Sirius) to demand-aware (e.g., Helios, ProjecToR) re-

configurable networks, demonstrate significant performance

benefits. Unfortunately, little is formally known about the

achievable throughput of such networks. Only recently have

the throughput bounds of demand-oblivious networks been

studied. In this paper, we tackle a fundamental question:

Whether and to what extent can demand-aware reconfigurable
networks improve the throughput of datacenters?
This paper attempts to understand the landscape of the

throughput bounds of reconfigurable datacenter networks.

Given the rise of machine learning workloads and collective

communication in modern datacenters, we specifically focus

on their typical communication patterns, namely uniform-

residual demandmatrices. We formally establish a separation

bound of demand-aware networks over demand-oblivious

networks, proving analytically that the former can provide at

least 16% higher throughput. Our analysis further uncovers

new design opportunities based on periodic, fixed-duration

reconfigurations that can harness the throughput benefits

of demand-aware networks while inheriting the simplicity

and low reconfiguration overheads of demand-oblivious net-

works. Finally, our evaluations corroborate the theoretical

results of this paper, demonstrating that demand-aware net-

works significantly outperform oblivious networks in terms

of throughput. This work barely scratches the surface and

unveils several intriguing open questions, which we discuss

at the end of this paper.

1 INTRODUCTION
Datacenters have experienced explosive growth in overall

network traffic volume over the past decade [1]. With the

recent introduction of high-bandwidth Machine Learning

workloads into datacenters, the peak network traffic is ex-

pected to increase even more rapidly [2]. Unfortunately, tra-

ditional networks, which are built using electrical packet

switches, struggle to keep up with this growing demand [3].

Further, the rapid evolution of datacenter applications and

their changing bandwidth requirements implies: “the best
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Figure 1: The landscape of throughput bounds for re-
configurable datacenter networks under uniformly
skewed communication patterns: while prior works
show a tight bound close to 1

2
for demand-oblivious net-

works, we show the first separation result i.e., demand-
aware networks are strictly better in terms of through-
put. Even simple demand-aware networks based on
periodic fixed-duration reconfigurations (similar to Ro-
torNet & Sirius) can achieve at least 16% better through-
put in the worst-case.

laid plans quickly become outdated and inefficient, making

incremental and adaptive evolution a necessity” [2]. This led

to the emergence of novel technologies based on reconfig-

urable optical circuit switches [2–6].

Two prominent types of reconfigurable datacenter net-

works emerged in the recent past: demand-oblivious [3, 4, 7]

and demand-aware [5, 6, 8]. Notably, these networks are

optically circuit-switched and feature bufferless switches.

Demand-oblivious networks, such as RotorNet [4], Sirius [3]

and Opera [9], provide low reconfiguration overheads (in the

order of nanoseconds) but compromise on throughput due

to their fixed and periodic switching schedules, which are

independent of underlying communication patterns. In con-

trast, Demand-aware networks like Helios [6], ProjecToR [5],

and TopoOpt [10] achieve higher throughput because their

switching schedules are optimized for the underlying com-

munication patterns, albeit at the cost of high reconfigu-

ration delays due to complex control plane mechanisms.
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A vast majority of the existing literature relies on empir-

ical evaluations to study the performance benefits of such

networks. Analytical insights into the throughput bounds

of demand-oblivious networks have only recently been ob-

tained [7, 11, 12]. Unfortunately, formal knowledge regarding

the achievable throughput of demand-aware reconfigurable

datacenter networks and their comparative performance

against demand-oblivious networks remains limited.

Common wisdom suggests that a demand-oblivious net-

work is as effective as a demand-aware network if the un-

derlying communication patterns change rapidly and are

unpredictable. However, the increasing prevalence of Ma-

chine Learning workloads in modern datacenters challenges

this notion, advocating for demand-aware network designs.

Specifically, Machine Learning workloads, particularly DNN

training workloads, tend to be periodic, with the demand

matrix remaining constant throughout the training dura-

tion [10]. For example, collective communications such as

ring-AllReduce produce a characteristic permutation demand

matrix. These types of communications often lead to uni-

formly skewed demand matrices i.e., the communication

patterns are skewed but largely similar across all nodes in

the network. This uniformity presents an opportunity to op-

timize the network topology to better align with the under-

lying communication patterns, as demonstrated by solutions

like TopoOpt [10]. This leads to the pivotal question:

Can demand-aware networks consistently achieve better
throughput than demand-oblivious networks, and if so, to what
extent?

Figure 1 summarizes our results, illustrating the land-

scape of throughput bounds for demand-aware and demand-

oblivious networks under uniform-residual demand matri-

ces. Prior works have demonstrated that the throughput of

demand-oblivious networks is tightly bounded by
1

2
[7, 11].

In this work, we formally establish the first separation result:

demand-aware networks are strictly superior to demand-

oblivious networks in terms of throughput under uniform-

residual demand matrices. Specifically, we show that the

throughput of a demand-aware network is at least
2

3
i.e., at

least 16% greater than that of a demand-oblivious network.

Our analysis of throughput involves a novel technique to

decompose the demandmatrix in to a floormatrix and a resid-

ual matrix. Intuitively, the floor matrix represents the portion

of the demand matrix that allows for easy optimization of

the topology. Specifically, any source-destination demand

in the floor matrix can be routed in a single hop by adding

corresponding direct links without incurring any bandwidth

tax. The residual matrix corresponds to the portion of the

demand matrix for which an oblivious or static topology

performs reasonably well. Leveraging these insights, we es-

tablish both lower and upper bounds for the throughput of

demand-aware networks.

Striking a balance between the throughput benefits of

demand-aware networks, and the low reconfiguration delays

(overhead) of demand-oblivious networks, we uncover inter-

esting new demand-aware designs based on periodic fixed-

duration reconfigurations. Even for such designs, we for-

mally show that the throughput lower bound of
2

3
holds. In-

terestingly, our analysis reveals that these demand-aware pe-

riodic networks cannot achieve a throughput greater than
4

5
,

which is the upper bound i.e., up to a 30% increase in through-

put compared to demand-oblivious networks, achieved with-

out sacrificing the simplicity of circuit switching and while

maintaining low reconfiguration delays.

Our evaluations, based on linear programming approach,

corroborate our theoretical findings by demonstrating no-

table improvements in throughput (maximum sustained

load) for demand-aware network designs when compared to

demand-oblivious networks like RotorNet and Sirius. Specif-

ically, we observe that demand-aware periodic networks

can increase throughput by as much as 49% over demand-

oblivious networks, achieve up to a 2.4-fold improvement

over static networks, and offer a 30% absolute improvement

in throughput in the worst-case scenario.

We view our work just as a first step towards understand-

ing the throughput benefits of reconfigurable datacenter

networks. We discuss various interesting open questions

and future research directions at the end of this paper. For

instance, while our throughput bounds apply to uniform-

residual demand matrices, it remains an open question in

theoretical research whether the landscape might differ with

the consideration of other types of matrices. Additionally, our

new demand-aware periodic designs demonstrate promising

theoretical throughput properties. Yet, there is an open ques-

tion in systems research regarding the feasibility of adapting

the switching schedules of networks like RotorNet and Sirius

in real-time, potentially even less frequently.

In summary, our main contributions in this paper are:

■ A first separation result proving that demand-aware re-

configurable datacenter networks are strictly superior to

demand-oblivious networks under uniform-residual de-

mand matrices.

■ Innovative, yet simple, demand-aware network designs

based on periodic fixed-duration reconfigurations. These

networks achieve a throughput of at least
2

3
(lower bound)

and at most
4

5
(upper bound) under uniform-residual de-

mand matrices: a significant improvement over demand-

oblivious networks.

■ Empirical evaluations that support our theoretical findings,

highlighting the throughput benefits of demand-aware net-

works compared to their demand-oblivious counterparts.

■ As a contribution to the research community, and to facili-

tate future research work, all our artefacts and source code

will be made available online together with this paper.
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This work does not raise any ethical issues.

2 MOTIVATION
In this section, we first provide a brief background on recon-

figurable networks and introduce our definition of through-

put (§2.1). We then discuss the structure in the demand ma-

trices of emerging machine learning workloads that moti-

vate the need for a better understanding of the achievable

throughput of reconfigurable datacenter networks (§2.2).

We prove few trivial throughput bounds making a case for

demand-aware reconfigurable networks (§2.3). Finally, we

discuss the goals of our analysis ahead (§2.4).

2.1 Reconfigurable Datacenter Networks
Optical circuit switches are the fundamental building blocks

of reconfigurable datacenter networks. In contrast to elec-

trical packet switches, optical circuit switches are buffer-

less. Typically, servers are arranged into racks and each

rack is connected to a top of the rack (ToR) switch. All

the ToR switches are then interconnected by a layer of cir-

cuit switches. Depending on the type of reconfigurable net-

work, the functionality of the underlying circuit switches

differs (described next). We consider a datacenter with 𝑛 ToR

switches, each with𝑢 incoming and outgoing links; and𝑢 cir-

cuit switches, each with 𝑛 input and output ports. Figure 2

illustrates a typical reconfigurable datacenter network.

Demand-oblivious reconfigurable networks: Aiming at

fast reconfiguration and low overhead, demand-oblivious

networks do rely on control plane to configure the circuit

switching schedule. Rather, a predefined set of matchings
1

installed on the circuit switches are executed in a periodic
manner. Further, each circuit switch executes a matching

for a fixed amount of time and each switch takes a fixed

amount of time to reconfigure to its next matching (fixed-

duration reconfiguration). For instance, RotorNet [4] deploys

𝑛
𝑢
number of matchings in each circuit switch. Eachmatching

is executed for Δ amount of time and it takes 0.1×Δ amount

of time for each switch to reconfigure to its next matching.

In essence, the whole network emulates a complete graph

(mesh topology) over time [7] i.e., every ToR connects to

every other ToR over one period of the switching schedule.

Demand-aware reconfigurable networks: Aiming at op-

timizing the throughput, demand-aware networks rely on

control plane to measure the demand matrix and, to com-

pute and configure optimal circuit switching schedules. The

resulting switching schedule can be of any length and not

necessarily periodic. Demand-aware networks essentially

1
Matching defines the forwarding from each input port to output port

i.e., light received from an input port is directly forwarded without any

processing to an output port based on the matching.

Output Port

Input Port

Circuit 
Switches

ToR 
Switches

Servers

Demand 
Matrix

Circuit Switching Schedule

Control 
Plane

Figure 2: Physical topology of a reconfigurable data-
center network.

optimize the topology for the underlying communication pat-

ter but their dependency on the control plane increases the

reconfiguration overhead i.e., measuring the demand matrix

adds latency and calculating optimal switching schedules is

computationally intensive.

Demand-aware static networks: Optical circuit switches
in demand-aware static networks serve a similar function as

that of a patch-panel or robotic-arm. The control plane recon-

figures the matching executed by each switch based on the

measured demand matrix. Note that the control plane only

configures one matching at each switch i.e., the topology

remains static for the entire duration until control plane per-

forms another reconfiguration. This type of reconfigurable

network has been deployed at Google [2].

In order to quantify the throughput of each type of net-

work, we first formally define the communication pattern i.e.,

the demand matrix (Definition 1). For simplicity, we assume

that the topology is not oversubscribed and aggregate the

server to server demand to represent ToR to ToR demand.

The demand matrix specifies the demand in bits per second

between each pair of ToR switches i.e., the total demand

originating from a source ToR towards a destination ToR.

Following prior work [13], we consider the hose model [14]

such that the total demand originating from (and destined

to) each ToR is less than its corresponding capacity limits.

Definition 1 (Demand matrix). Given a set T of 𝑛 ToR
switches each with 𝑢 outgoing and incoming links of capac-
ity 𝑐 , a demand matrix specifies the demand rate between every
pair of ToRs in bits per second defined as M = {𝑚𝑢,𝑣 | 𝑢 ∈
T , 𝑣 ∈ T } where 𝑚𝑢,𝑣 is the demand between the pair 𝑢, 𝑣 .
The demand matrix is such that the total demand originating
at a source 𝑠 is less than its outgoing capacity and the total

3



demand terminating at a destination 𝑑 is less than its incoming
capacity i.e.,

∑
𝑢∈𝑉 𝑚𝑠,𝑢 ≤ 𝑐 · 𝑢 and

∑
𝑢∈𝑉 𝑚𝑢,𝑑 ≤ 𝑐 · 𝑢.

For a given communication pattern and the corresponding

demand matrix (Definition 1), we define throughput as the

maximum scaling factor such that there exists a feasible flow

that can satisfy the scaled demand subject to flow conserva-

tion and capacity constraints. We denote flow by 𝐹 : 𝑃 ↦→ R+,
a map from the set of all paths 𝑃 (static or temporal) to the

set of non-negative real numbers. This mapping naturally

ensures that the flow transmitted from a source eventually

reaches the destination along a path 𝑝 ∈ 𝑃 . To obey capacity

constraints, a feasible mapping is such that the sum of all

flows traversing a link do not exceed the link capacity. We

are now ready to define throughput formally.

Definition 2 (Throughput). Given a demand matrix M and
a reconfigurable network, throughput denoted by 𝜃 (M) is the
highest scaling factor such that there exists a feasible flow
for the scaled demand matrix 𝜃 (M) · M. Throughput 𝜃 ∗ is
the highest scaling factor for a worst-case demand matrix i.e.,
𝜃 ∗ = min

M∈�̂�
𝜃 (M), where �̂� is the set of all demand matrices.

Intuitively, throughput for a specific communication pat-

tern captures the maximum sustainable load by the un-

derlying topology. Based on Definition 2, similar to prior

works [7, 12, 13, 15], throughput of a topology is the min-

imum throughput across the set of all saturated demand

matrices i.e., if a topology has throughput 𝜃 ∗, then it can

achieve at least throughput 𝜃 ∗ for any demand matrix and

at most throughput 𝜃 ∗ for a worst-case demand matrix. In

contrast to traditional datacenter networks, the fundamental

challenge to study throughput in the context of reconfig-

urable networks is that the topology changes over time and

can be even be a function of the demand matrix in the case of

demand-aware networks. In constructing optimal topologies

for demand-aware networks, prior works rely on the struc-

ture of the underlying demand matrix and use the following

intuitions: (i) establish demand-aware links between source-

destination pairs with large demand in order to minimize

path lengths (bandwidth tax) for bulk traffic and (ii) ensure
connectivity to satisfy every source-destination demand. We

generalize these intuitions and postulate the following prob-

lem i.e., Integer-Residual decomposition of a demand matrix.

Definition 3 (Integer-residual decomposition ). An integer-
residual decomposition of a demand matrix M is two ma-
trices 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M), and 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M). 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M) consists of only inte-
ger values, where each cell is either a floor or a ceiling of
its corresponding cell in M, i.e., 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣 = ⌊M𝑢,𝑣⌋ or
𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣 = ⌈M𝑢,𝑣⌉. Additionally, the sum of each row and
column in M is bounded by the corresponding row or col-
umn in M, i.e., for each row 𝑢,

∑
𝑣 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣 ≤ ∑

𝑣 M𝑢,𝑣

and similarly for each column. In turn, the residual matrix

𝑅𝑒𝑠 (𝑀) is defined as the reminder in each cell or zero. Formally
𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M)𝑢,𝑣 = max

(
M𝑢,𝑣 − 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣, 0

)
.

It follows from the definition that for all 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ T ,

𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M)𝑢,𝑣 < 1 and M𝑢,𝑣 ≤ 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣 + 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M)𝑢,𝑣 . Addi-
tionally, every matrix has an integer-residual decomposition.

For example, using floor function for the integer matrix i.e.,

𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣 = ⌊M𝑢,𝑣⌋ and 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M)𝑢,𝑣 = M𝑢,𝑣 − 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M)𝑢,𝑣
for every 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ T . Intuitively, 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M) corresponds to bulk

portion of the demand matrix for which the topology can

be optimized for throughput, whereas, 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M) dictates the
connectivity requirements that the optimized demand-aware

topology must satisfy.

2.2 Structure in MLWorkloads
Since throughput is a function of the underlying demand ma-

trix, we now briefly shift our focus on the emerging Machine

Learning workloads in modern datacenters. The inherent

structure in the demand matrices of such workloads enables

us to study throughput on a set of demandmatrices of special

interest while improving the tractability in our analysis later.

To better understand the structure of the demand matri-

ces of machine learning workloads, we consider real-world

measurements published recently [10]. In particular, these

matrices correspond to DNN training workloads over 16

servers, each with 4 × 25Gbps links (degree 4). While the ex-

act values of the demand matrices have not been made open

source, we use simple image processing techniques to extract

the values. As prior work already pointed out, a large por-

tion of the demand matrix is well-structured due to collective

communication e.g., ring-AllReduce [16], and the remaining

portion of the demand is more uniformly spread due tomodel

parallelism [17]. We first normalize the extracted matrices to

the link capacity 25Gbps. We then decompose the matrices to

(i) floor, where each entry in the matrix is the largest integer

less than the corresponding entry in the original matrix and

(ii) residual, where each entry in the matrix is the difference

between the corresponding entries in the original and the

floor matrix. Figure 3 shows the resulting floor and residual

matrices of four workloads presented in prior work [10].

Our observation is that the floor matrix 𝐼𝑛𝑡 (M) of a typ-
ical machine learning workload is mostly regular i.e., the

sum of every row and column falls within a small interval

of values, in fact, Figure 3 (a), (b), (c), (d) (top row) show that

the floor matrix is close to a permutation matrix with every

row and column carrying > 75% of the total demand in the

corresponding row and column. The remaining portion of

the demand 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M) is spread across all the nodes as seen

in Figure 3 (bottom row).

Following these observations, we focus on uniform-
residual demand matrices, formally defined in Definition 4.

Intuitively, a demand matrix is uniform-residual if the per-

centage of the total demand in every row and column of
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Figure 3: The demand matrices of emerging Machine Learning workloads, particularly DNN training workloads,
exhibit excellent structure: (i) the decomposed floor and residual matrices are mostly regular (in terms of the sum
of rows and columns); (ii) the floor matrices are typically close to a permutation matrix and carry majority of the
traffic, typically > 75% in each row and column; (iii) the residual matrices typically carry very low traffic, typically
< 25% in each row and column. The color of each entry (cell) in the heatmaps (demand matrices) indicates the
demand specified by the entry as the minimum percentage of the corresponding total source (row) demand and
the corresponding total destination (column) demand.

the corresponding residual matrix is within a small interval,

in particular, within one of the three intervals: 0%-25%, or

25%-50%, or 50%-100%. For instance, all the demand matrices

presented in Figure 3 are uniform-residual since every row

and column of the corresponding floor matrices carries at

least 75% of the corresponding row and column demand and

the residual matrix carries at most 25% of the demand.

Definition 4 (Uniform-residual demand matrix). A demand
matrixM is uniform-residual if its normalized (by capacity
𝑐) matrix M′ = 1

𝑐
· M has an integer-residual decomposition

such that the ratios of the sum of each row 𝑢 in 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M′) and
M′, i.e.,

∑
𝑣 𝑅𝑒𝑠 (M′ )𝑢,𝑣∑

𝑣 M′
𝑢,𝑣

, for all rows, and similarly for all the

columns, fall within an interval: [0, 1
4
) or [ 1

4
, 1
2
) or [ 1

2
, 1].

Our definition of uniform-residual demand matrices not

only captures the ML workloads shown in Figure 3, but

also captures several other matrices commonly used in the

literature. For instance all-to-all uniform demand matrices

or permutation demand matrices are uniform-residual.

■ Takeaway. The demand matrices of typical machine learn-
ing workloads are uniform-residual, meaning that the commu-
nication pattern of every source (and destination) is predomi-
nantly similar.

2.3 Straightforward Throughput Bounds
We now present few straightforward bounds on the through-

put of reconfigurable networks, particularly for uniform-

residual demand matrices. We focus on demand-aware static

and demand-aware reconfigurable networks (see §2.1) and

prove two straight-forward results on their throughput.

The throughput of a topology is largely affected by the

number of hops required to transit each source-destination

demand. To this end, if the demand matrix is such that it al-

lows adding direct links to corresponding source-destination

demands, then the topology can achieve full throughput.

To this end, both demand-aware static and demand-aware

reconfigurable networks can achieve full throughput by a

one-shot reconfiguration for all matrices that are uniform-

residual and the normalized matrix (normalized to capacity)

consists of only integer values.

Theorem 1 (Throughput under integer demand matrices).
The throughput of a demand-aware reconfigurable network
is 1 (full-throughput), specifically for those demand matrices
for which the normalized demand matrix (normalized by link
capacity) is equal to the corresponding floor matrix.

Proof. Given that the normalized demandmatrix is equiv-

alent to the corresponding floor matrix, all entries in the nor-

malized demand matrix are integers. To achieve full through-

put, a one-shot reconfiguration of the circuit switching, with

one matching at each switch, suffices. Specifically, for an

5



entry with value 𝑥 in the normalized demand matrix, we

add 𝑥 number of links between the corresponding source

and destination via circuit switches. Since the total demand

originating from and destined to each node cannot exceed

its capacity, there are always a sufficient number of links

available to satisfy the demand over single-hop paths. □

While Theorem 1 specifically applies to certain types of

demand matrices, its validity extends to any scenario with a

reasonable reconfigurable delay, given that a one-shot recon-

figuration suffices. We now shift our focus to encompass all

demand matrices within the hose model, under the assump-

tion of negligible reconfiguration delay i.e., any number of

reconfigurations can be performed over time without any

overhead. The throughput of reconfigurable networks under

such an assumption has been implicitly known to be 1 in

prior works [18, 19]; we state it here with a proof to formally

establish a throughput upper bound.

Theorem 2 (Ideal throughput of demand-aware RDCN). The
throughput of a demand-aware reconfigurable network is 1 i.e.,
full-throughput for any demand matrix if the reconfiguration
delay is negligible.

Proof. Within the hose model set of demand matrices,

we consider saturated demand matrices i.e., the sum of every

row (column) equals the outgoing (incoming) capacity of

each node. If a topology can achieve throughput 𝜃 for all

saturated demand matrices, then the topology can achieve

throughput 𝜃 for any demand matrix [13]. Given that sat-

urated demand matrices are doubly stochastic, we first de-

compose the matrix using Birkhoff–von Neumann (BvN)

decomposition technique [20] into 𝑘 permutation matrices,

where 𝑘 can be up to 𝑛2. Let M be any saturated demand

matrix, where the sum of every row and column is 𝑐 · 𝑢
(total capacity of each node). Let the corresponding BvN

decomposition be M = 𝜆1 · 𝑃1 + 𝜆2 · 𝑃2 ... + 𝜆𝑘𝑃𝑘 , where 𝑃𝑖
is a permutation matrix and the coefficients 𝜆 are such that∑𝑘

𝑖=1 𝜆 = 𝑐 · 𝑢. Using this decomposition, we configure the

topology such that each permutation 𝑃𝑖 is executed using

full node capacity 𝑐 · 𝑢 for
𝜆𝑖
𝑐 ·𝑢 · Δ units of time over a period

of one unit of time Δ. Over Δ amount of time, 𝜆𝑖 · 𝑃𝑖 portion
of the demand matrix generates 𝜆𝑖 · 𝑃𝑖 · Δ demand in volume.

As a result, during
𝜆𝑖
𝑐 ·𝑢 · Δ amount of time, by executing the

corresponding permutation 𝑃𝑖 using full capacity 𝑐 · 𝑢, the
topology can fully satisfy 𝜆𝑖 ·𝑃𝑖 portion of the demand matrix.

As a result, the topology can fully satisfy the demand matrix

M over each period of one unit of time Δ and achieves full

throughput. □

■ Takeaway. Demand-aware reconfigurable networks can

ideally achieve full-throughput if the reconfiguration delays

are negligible≈ 0. However, the achievable throughput under

realistic reconfiguration delays is still unclear.

2.4 RoadMap
Our analysis in §2.3 gives an upper bound of 1 for the

throughput of demand-aware reconfigurable networks, illus-

trating the potential throughput that such networks could

achieve if reconfiguration delays can be reduced arbitrar-

ily close to zero. In contrast, the throughput of demand-

oblivious reconfigurable networks is still bound by
1

2
even

within the set of uniform-residual demand matrices since

permutation matrices (the worst-case [7]) are a subset of

uniform-residual matrices.

To better understand the achievable throughput (lower
bound) of demand-aware reconfigurable networks under

realistic reconfiguration delays, we need to first answer the

following fundamental questions:

■ What is the throughput achievable by a demand-aware

static network i.e., a demand-aware network where a one-

shot reconfiguration is allowed once in a large interval of

time? (§3.1)

■ What is the throughput achievable by a demand-aware

reconfigurable network if the circuit switching sched-

ule is restricted (simplified) to be periodic and of fixed-

duration? (§3.2)

By answering the above questions, we directly establish a

lower bound for the throughput of demand-aware reconfig-

urable networks. This is because both demand-aware static

and demand-aware periodic networks fall within the broader

category of general demand-aware reconfigurable networks.

3 THROUGHPUT LANDSCAPE OF RDCNS
Building upon on our observations in §2, in this section, we

primarily focus on the throughput of demand-aware static

(§3.1) and demand-aware periodic networks (§3.2). We estab-

lish a throughput lower bound of
2

3
for both these types of

networks. This finding implies a general lower bound of
2

3
for

the throughput of demand-aware reconfigurable networks as

a whole. Interestingly, the technique to decompose a demand

matrix into floor and residual matrices plays a crucial role

in our throughput analysis of demand-aware networks, as

we will see later in this section. Our introduction of demand-

aware periodic networks represents a novel contribution,

and our throughput analysis draws on an interesting con-

nection between demand-aware static and demand-aware

periodic networks (§3.2).

3.1 Demand-aware Static Networks
We consider demand-aware static networks (described in

§2.1) with 𝑛 ToR switches, each equipped with 𝑢 incoming

and outgoing links, 𝑢 optical circuit switches, each having

𝑛 input and output ports. Our analysis is confined to the

scenario where 𝑢 = 𝑛, which will later be crucial for our

analysis of demand-aware periodic networks.
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In order to prove a throughput lower bound of
2

3
under

uniform-residual demand matrices, it is sufficient to consider

the matrices for which the sum of every row (source) and

every column (destination) equals
2

3
fraction of the total node

capacity 𝑐 · 𝑛 i.e., doubly-stochastic matrices
2
, and showing

that every source-destination demand can be satisfied in the

network.We call such matrices
2

3
-saturated demandmatrices.

Across the set of all
2

3
-saturated demand matrices that

are uniform-residual, we prove our lower bound in three

steps based on the range of percentage of total demand in

every row and column of the corresponding floor matrices (i)
between 0%-50% (Lemma 1) (ii) between 50%-75% (Lemma 2)

and (iii) between 75%-100% (Lemma 3). Note that a demand-

aware static network only executes one matching in each

circuit switch. As a result, in the following, we first analyze

ToR-to-ToR graphs of degree 𝑛 which we later decompose to

𝑛 matchings corresponding to each optical switch.

Lemma 1. Given any 2

3
-saturated demand matrixM that is

uniform-residual (Definition 4) within the interval [ 1
2
, 1], then

a demand-aware static network of degree 𝑛 can fully satisfy
the demand.

Proof. Consider a ToR-to-ToR graph of degree 𝑛 that

forms a complete graph. Note that each row and column

in the residual matrix accounts for more than
1

2
of the corre-

sponding total row and column demand. Further, by defini-

tion, each entry in the residual matrix is strictly less than 1.

Consequently, in a complete graph where there is one link be-

tween every source-destination pair, at least
1

2
of the demand

corresponding to the residual matrix can be transmitted on a

single-hop. This translates to at least ≥ 1

2
· 2·𝑐 ·𝑛

3
≥ 𝑐 ·𝑛

3
of the

demand from each source and towards each destination be-

ing transmitted on a single-hop. Moreover, a load-balancing

scheme can be devised such that even if the demand from

the floor matrix is transmitted over paths of length 2, the

total incoming and outgoing capacity utilized by each node

will be at most ( 𝑐 ·𝑛
3
+ 𝑥) + ( 𝑐 ·𝑛

3
− 𝑥) · 2, which is less than or

equal to the total capacity 𝑐 ·𝑛. Here, 𝑐 ·𝑛
3
+𝑥 denotes the exact

amount of demand in the residual matrix,
𝑐 ·𝑛
3

− 𝑥 denotes

the demand from the floor matrix (since the total is
2·𝑐 ·𝑛
3

),

and 𝑥 is greater than zero because every row and column in

the floor matrix carries a fraction of the total demand that

is less than
1

2
, i.e., less than

𝑐 ·𝑛
3

in total. This proves that a

complete graph can support any demand matrix specified in

Lemma 1. Decomposing the complete graph into 𝑛 match-

ings, and executing one matching at each of the 𝑛 optical

switches allows the demand-aware static network to emulate

a complete graph, achieving a throughput of
2

3
. □

2
If the matrix is not doubly stochastic, within the upper limit of

2·𝑐 ·𝑛
3

for

each row and column, then the matrix can be augmented by a non-negative

valued demand matrix to convert it to doubly stochastic. Since we augment

by a non-negative demand matrix, the throughput of the original demand

matrix cannot be smaller than that of the doubly stochastic matrix.

Lemma 2. Given any 2

3
-saturated demand matrixM that is

uniform-residual (Definition 4) within the interval [ 1
4
, 1
2
), then

a demand-aware static network of degree 𝑛 can fully satisfy
the demand.

Proof. We begin by decomposing the matrixM into floor

and residual matrices. Note that each row and column in the

floor matrix accounts for at least
1

2
(residual is at most

1

2
)

and at most
3

4
(residual is at least

1

4
) of the corresponding

total row and column demand. For every entry in the floor

matrix with a value of value 𝑥 , we add 𝑥 number of links

between the corresponding source and destination. As a

result, the entire demand represented by the floor matrix

can be transmitted over single-hop. This approach ensures

that at least
1

2
· 2·𝑐 ·𝑛

3
≥ 𝑐 ·𝑛

3
of the demand from every source

and towards every destination is satisfied; it also utilizes

at most
𝑛
2
links from each node, given that every row and

column in the floor matrix sums up to at most
3

4
· 2

3
= 1

2
. We

are now left with the residual matrix and at least
𝑛
2
links at

each node. We construct a random regular graph of degree

𝑛
2
. A link between a source-destination pair fully satisfies

the portion of the demand specified by the corresponding

entry in the residual matrix (since every entry is strictly less

than 1). As a result, the random regular graph satisfies at

least
1

2
of the demand in the residual matrix on single-hop

i.e., ≥ 1

2
· 𝑐 ·𝑛

3
≥ 𝑐 ·𝑛

6
demand from each row and from each

column. The rest of the demand (
𝑐 ·𝑛
6
) can be transmitted in

2-hop paths, essentially consuming at most ( 𝑐 ·𝑛
6
) + ( 𝑐 ·𝑛

6
) · 2 =

𝑐 ·𝑛
2

from each node which is within the budget of
𝑛
2
links

to satisfy the residual matrix. Overall, both the floor and

residual matrices can be transmitted within the capacity

limits of the network. □

Lemma 3. Given any 2

3
-saturated demand matrixM that is

uniform-residual (Definition 4) within the interval [0, 1
4
), then

a demand-aware static network of degree 𝑛 can fully satisfy
the demand.

Proof. Our proof follows a methodology similar to that

of Lemma 2. We begin by decomposing the matrixM into

floor and residual matrices. Note that each row and column

in the floor matrix accounts for at least
3

4
(residual is at most

1

4
) and at most the entire portion (residual is at least 0) of

the corresponding total row and column demand. For every

entry in the floor matrix with a value of value 𝑥 , we add

𝑥 number of links between the corresponding source and

destination. As a result, the entire demand represented by

the floor matrix can be transmitted over single-hop. This

approach ensures that at least
3

4
· 2·𝑐 ·𝑛

3
≥ 𝑐 ·𝑛

2
of the demand

from every source and towards every destination is satisfied.

Additionally, it utilizes at most
2·𝑛
3

links from each node,

given that every row and column in the floor matrix sums

up to at most 1 · 2

3
= 2

3
. We are now left with the residual

matrix and at least
𝑛
3
links at each node. Note that each row
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and column in the residual matrix accounts for at most
1

4

portion of the corresponding row and column demand i.e.,

at most
1

4
· 2·𝑐 ·𝑛

3
= 𝑐 ·𝑛

6
demand. By constructing a regular

graph of degree
𝑛
3
, the residual demand can be transmitted

within capacity limits even if all the demand is transmitted

on 2-hop indirect paths i.e.,
𝑐 ·𝑛
6

· 2 ≤ 𝑛
3
. □

The throughput lower bound follows from our results in

Lemma 1, 2, 3.

Theorem 3 (Lower bound for demand-aware static RDCNs).
The throughput of a demand-aware static network with 𝑛 ToRs
each with𝑢 = 𝑛 incoming and outgoing links, is lower bounded
by 2

3
under uniform-residual demand matrices.

So far, our analysis suggests that demand-aware static

networks can achieve at least a throughput of
2

3
for uniform-

residual demand matrices. We next focus on the upper bound

for the throughput of such networks. In order to prove an

upper bound 𝜃 ∗ on the throughput, it is sufficient to show

that there exists a demand matrix such that the network

cannot support more than 𝜃 ∗ throughput.

Theorem 4 (Upper bound). The throughput of demand-aware
static networks with 𝑛 ToRs each with 𝑢 = 𝑛 incoming and
outgoing links, is upper bounded by 4

5
.

Proof. We prove our claim using a demand matrix M
that specifies 0.5 and 1.5 demand (normalized by capacity 𝑐)

alternatively in every row and column as follows:

M =



0.5 1.5 0.5 ... 1.5

1.5 0.5 1.5 ... 0.5
...

...
...

...
...

0.5 1.5 0.5 ... 1.5

1.5 0.5 1.5 ... 0.5


The above demand matrix is saturated i.e., the sum of every

row and column equals 𝑛, the total number of incoming

and outgoing links at each node. By greedily adding links

between source-destination pairs, at most
3·𝑛
4

of the total

demand from each row and column can be satisfied in a

single-hop. This results in at least
𝑛
4
of the demand from

every row and column requiring transmission over at least

2-hops. As a result, the above demand matrix consumes at

least ( 3·𝑛
4
) · 1 + ( 𝑛

4
) · 2 = 5·𝑛

4
of the total capacity for each

node, while the total capacity available is only 𝑛. Therefore,

the maximum scaling factor required for the demand matrix

to be feasible within the capacity limits is at most
4

5
. □

3.2 Demand-aware Periodic Networks
We now introduce demand-aware periodic networks based
on fixed-duration reconfigurations. These networks are sim-

ilar to demand-oblivious reconfigurable networks such as

RotorNet [4] and Sirius [3] but the periodic circuit switch-

ing schedule is derived based on the demand matrix
3
. For

instance, in an architecture like RotorNet, we assume that

the control plane measures the demand matrix and computes

a periodic switching schedule, where each matching in the

schedule is executed by the optical circuit switches for a

fixed-duration of time and each switch takes a fixed amount

of time to reconfigure to the next matching in the sched-

ule. This can be extended to an architecture like Sirius by

interpreting the switching schedule computed by the con-

trol plane as the schedule for tuning the lasers such that the

same set of matchings are achieved. Demand-aware periodic

networks are particularly attractive due to their simplicity

and the capability of their circuit switches to reconfigure at

nanosecond timescales. These networks are also practically

realizable, provided they incorporate additional functionality

that enables the updating of switching schedules in rotor

switches (or tunable lasers) during run-time.

Understanding the throughput of demand-aware periodic

networks directly establishes a lower bound for the through-

put of demand-aware reconfigurable networks as a whole.

Our throughput analysis of demand-aware periodic networks

relies on an important result from prior work that states:

the throughput of a periodic network is equivalent to the

throughput of a static graph obtained from the union of

graphs (of the periodic network) over one period of time [7].

Specifically, let G𝑡 = (𝑉 , E𝑡 ) denote the ToR-to-ToR graph

at timeslot 𝑡 of a periodic network and let Γ denote the pe-

riod of the circuit switching schedule. The circuit switches

implement a matching for Δ duration of time (one timeslot)

and it takes Δ𝑟 amount of time to reconfigure to the next

matching. Prior work [7] proves that the throughput of a

periodic network represented by G𝑡 is equivalent to a static

graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), where 𝐸 = ∪𝑡 ∈[0,Γ)E𝑡 . The capacity of

each link in the static graph is
𝑐
Γ , where 𝑐 is the capacity of

each link in the original periodic graph. As a consequence of

this result, we obtain the following Corollary that establishes

the relation between the throughput of demand-aware static

and demand-aware periodic networks.

Corollary 1. The throughput of a demand-aware static net-
work with 𝑛 ToRs, each with 𝑛 incoming and outgoing links
with capacity 𝑐

Γ is equivalent to the throughput of a demand-
aware periodic network with 𝑛 ToRs, each with𝑢 ≤ 𝑛 incoming
and outgoing link with capacity 𝑐 , where Γ = 𝑛

𝑢
is the period

of the periodic schedule.

Proof. The demand-aware static network outlined in

Corollary 1 can be represented as a ToR-to-ToR directed

graph of degree 𝑛 with link capacities
𝑐
Γ = 𝑐 ·𝑢

𝑛
. Considering

a demand-aware periodic network with 𝑛 ToRs, each having

3
Circuit switches in RotorNet (tunable lasers in Sirius) execute a schedule

that is installed at initialization time and cannot be changed (or configured)

at run-time, irrespective of the underlying demand matrix.
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𝑢 ≤ 𝑛 incoming (and outgoing) links of capacity 𝑐 , we uti-

lize the aforementioned static graph to derive the switching

schedule for the periodic network. Since the static graph is

regular, meaning that each ToR has 𝑛 incoming and outgo-

ing links, it can be decomposed into 𝑛 perfect matchings. By

shuffling these matchings and installing
𝑛
𝑢
of them in each of

the 𝑢 optical circuit switches, we ensure that their union re-

constructs the original static graph. As a result, the periodic

network effectively emulates a static graph identical to the

ToR-to-ToR graph of the demand-aware static network with

link capacity
𝑐
Γ . Here, Γ, the period of the switching schedule,

is
𝑛
𝑢
, as each switch sequentially executes

𝑛
𝑢
matchings in

a periodic manner. The proof follows since the throughput

of a periodic graph and its corresponding static emulated

graph are equivalent [7]. □

Although our analysis of demand-aware static networks

(§3.1) is confined to scenarios with a large number of incom-

ing and outgoing links at each ToR (degree = 𝑛), it is relevant

to the throughput of demand-aware periodic networks for

any degree 𝑢 ≤ 𝑛. Based on Corollary 1, we can now an-

alyze the throughput of demand-aware periodic networks

of any degree. We obtain the following Corollaries on the

throughput of demand-aware periodic networks, as a direct

consequence of our results in Theorem 3 and Corollary 1.

Our formal proof appears in Appendix B.

Corollary 2 (Lower bound). The throughput of demand-
aware periodic networks is lower bounded by 2

3
under uniform-

residual demand matrices (Definition 4).

Corollary 3 (Upper bound). The throughput of demand-
aware periodic networks is upper bounded by 4

5
.

3.3 Throughput Landscape in Summary
We now present a summary of the throughput landscape for

reconfigurable datacenter networks, contextualizing prior

research alongside the key results of this paper. Figure 1

illustrates the throughput landscape.

Demand-oblivious reconfigurable (Prior work): The
throughput of demand-oblivious networks is tightly bounded

by
1

2
· (1 − Δ𝑟 ) [7, 11, 12], where Δ𝑟 is the fraction of time

spent in reconfigurations (typically Δ𝑟 > 0.9 [3, 4]). The

worst-case throughput of
1

2
· (1 − Δ𝑟 ) is achieved under per-

mutation demand matrices [7]. These networks correspond

to oblivious and fixed-duration reconfigurations in Figure 1.

Demand-aware static (This work): The throughput of

demand-aware static networks is lower bounded by
2

3
(The-

orem 3) and upper bounded by
4

5
(Theorem 4) for uniform-

residual demand matrices. The upper bound of
4

5
is achieved

under a demand matrix that specifies alternating 0.5 and 1.5

(normalized by capacity) between source-destination pairs

in the network.

Demand-aware periodic (This work): Based on Corol-

lary 1, all our results on demand-aware static networks,

transfer to demand-aware periodic networks as well i.e., the

throughput is lower bounded by
2

3
and upper bounded by

4

5
for uniform-residual demand matrices. These networks

correspond to demand-aware and fixed-duration reconfigu-

rations in Figure 1.

Demand-aware reconfigurable (This work): Since the
throughput of demand-aware periodic networks is lower

bounded by
2

3
, the throughput of demand-aware reconfig-

urable networks as a whole is also lower bounded by
2

3
. The

throughput upper bound is 1 (Theorem 2). These networks

correspond to demand-aware and variable-duration recon-

figurations in Figure 1.

Separation of demand-aware & demand-oblivious: In
this work, our results demonstrate a distinct separation in

throughput between demand-aware and demand-oblivious

networks under uniform-residual demand matrices. Specif-

ically, demand-aware networks can achieve a throughput

that is at least 16% higher than that of demand-oblivious

networks in the worst-case scenario.

4 EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE
In this section, we validate the throughput bounds estab-

lished in §3. Additionally, our empirical evaluation aims at

answering the following questions.

(Q1) In contrast to worst-case throughput, how do demand-
oblivious and demand-aware networks fare against each other
in terms of throughput for a given demand matrix?
We find that demand-aware periodic networks out-

perform alternative network designs (by up to 30%) across

all the demand matrices considered in our evaluation, con-

firming their superior throughput bounds.

(Q2)How does degree (incoming & outgoing links) of the physi-
cal topology affect the throughput of demand-aware networks?
Our evaluation shows an interesting relation between

throughput and degree for demand-aware static networks.

In particular, throughput increases with degree, reaching the

throughput of demand-aware periodic networks for large

degree. Our evaluation confirms our results in §3.2, showing

that the throughput of demand-aware periodic networks is

largely independent of degree.

4.1 Methodology
Our evaluation is based on a linear programming approach,

using Gurobi [21].

Network: We consider a network consisting of 𝑛 = 16 ToRs.

We initially set the number of incoming and outgoing links

(degree) to 𝑢 = 4 and later vary between 4 to 16. We as-

sume that each link is of capacity 25Gbps. This network

corresponds to the testbed used in prior work [10].
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Figure 4: The throughput of demand-aware periodic networks is strictly superior to demand-oblivious and static
networks across all demand matrices. Demand-aware static performs poorly under synthetic demand matrices
due to low degree, but it outperforms demand-oblivious for DNN training demand matrices (last four on the right).
Worst-cases for each network are indicated by ★.

Demand matrices: We evaluate each network using the

four demand matrices corresponding to DNN training [10]

i.e., data parallelism, hybrid parallelism, DLRM +3, +7 per-
muted. Additionally, we consider the following synthetic

demand matrices: (i) Chessboard, the demand matrix used

in Theorem 4, (ii) Uniform, the best-case demand matrix for

demand-oblivious, (iii) Permutation, the worst-case demand

matrix for demand-oblivious (iv) a combination of uniform

and permutation i.e., 𝛼 times permutation 𝑃 and (1 − 𝛼)
times uniform𝑈 , denoted by 𝑈 + 𝑃 𝛼 . We consider 𝛼 values

between 0.1 to 0.9. In total, we consider 16 demand matrices.

Comparisons: We compare four networks (i) static (no

reconfigurations e.g., expander), (ii) demand-aware static
(one-shot reconfiguration), (iii) demand-oblivious (e.g., Ro-
torNet [4]), and (iv) demand-aware periodic (see §3.2).
Computing throughput:We use a combination of linear

programming and heuristics to compute throughput for each

type of network. Our linear program is based on standard

multi-commodity flow formulation, with the objective to

maximize throughput (Appendix A). As a result, routing and

congestion control are optimal for each type of network, and

the obtained throughput values correspond to the ideally
achievable throughput. We construct a static network using

random regular graphs. We use complete graph for demand-

oblivious networks due to their throughput equivalence [7].

Computing optimal topologies with throughput maximiza-

tion objective turns out to be impractical even for a 16 ToR

network. In fact, prior work resorted to maximum link uti-

lization as an objective [2]. Leveraging our integer-residual

decomposition technique outlined in our proofs in §3, we

adopt an iterative approach in steps of 0.01 (resulting in an

error margin of 0.01) to find the maximum throughput for

demand-aware networks (Appendix A).

4.2 Results
Demand-aware periodic outperforms in throughput:
As evidenced by our worst-case bounds in §3.2, our results in

Figure 4 show that the demand-aware periodic network out-

performs for every demand matrix. The lowest throughput

across all demand matrices is 0.8, achieved under chessboard

demand matrix. Interestingly, chessboard matrix in Corol-

lary 3 gives an upper bound of 0.8, hinting that the lower

bound of
2

3
in Corollary 2 can potentially be improved in the

future. Starting from uniform demand matrix, as 𝛼 increases,

the throughput drops close to 0.8 between 𝛼 = 0.5 and

𝛼 = 0.7 but improves beyond 𝛼 = 0.7 and reaches throughput

1 for permutation demand matrix. Interestingly, permuta-

tion demand matrix is the worst-case for demand-oblivious

networks, achieving a throughput of only 0.5. Even for the

DNN training workloads, demand-aware periodic networks

achieve a high throughput. In particular, demand-aware net-

works improve throughput by 49.9% for data parallelism,

by 20.1% for hybrid parallelism, by 38.9% for DLRM +3 per-
muted, and by 39.2% for DLRM +7 permuted, compared to

demand-oblivious networks.

Worst-case throughput of demand-aware periodic is in-
dependent of degree: Both lower and upper bound for the

throughput of demand-aware periodic established in §3.2 are

independent of degree. This can be confirmed based on our

results in Figure 5, showing that the worst-case throughput

across all our matrices remains similar for degrees between 4

to 16. We find that the worst-case throughput is achieved un-

der either chessboard or𝑈 +𝑃 0.5 demand matrices. Interest-

ingly, Figure 5 shows that demand-aware periodic networks

improve the throughput by 30% (absolute) consistently, com-

pared to demand-oblivious networks. Further, the worst-case

throughput being consistently close to 0.8 in our matrices

10



4 6 8 10 12 14 16
Degree

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Th
ro

ug
hp

ut
 (w

or
st

-c
as

e)

30% improvement

Static
Demand-aware static

Demand-oblivious
Demand-aware periodic

Figure 5: The worst-case throughput of demand-aware
periodic is independent of degree and 30% greater
than that of demand-oblivious. The throughput of
demand-aware static is dependent on degree but close
to demand-oblivious even at low degree.

(although limited), gives further hope for closing the gap

between our lower bound
2

3
and upper bound

4

5
.

Worst-case throughput of demand-aware static de-
pends on degree: Our analysis in §3.1 establishes the

throughput bounds for demand-aware static in the special

case of degree 𝑛. Unsurprisingly, our empirical results in

Figure 5 show that the throughput of demand-aware static

is dependent on the degree. The worst-case throughput at

low degree (= 4) is similar to that of demand-oblivious net-

works. Interestingly, at degree = 4 (Figure 4), the worst-case

throughput is achieved under chessboard demand matrix but

demand-oblivious networks perform much better for chess-

board matrix. Yet, the worst-case throughput for demand-

oblivious networks is achieved under permutation demand

matrix but demand-aware static networks perform optimally

under permutationmatrix. As the degree increases, theworst-

case throughput converges to that of demand-aware periodic.

Demand-aware static suits ML workloads even with
low degree:Although from Figure 5, the worst-case through-

put of demand-aware static is low for degree= 4, the through-

put for specific demand matrices is much higher. From Fig-

ure 4, demand-aware static of degree 4 improves throughput

by 16.4% for data parallelism, by 9.1% for hybrid parallelism,

by 9.5% for DLRM +3 permuted, and by 23.4% for DLRM +7
permuted, compared to demand-oblivious.

Overall, our empirical results on the throughput of differ-

ent networks under various demand matrices align with the

theoretical bounds presented in §3.

5 RELATEDWORK
Datacenter topologies have been widely studied in the lit-

erature both in the context of traditional packet-switched

networks [1, 22–29] and emerging reconfigurable optically

circuit-switched networks [3–6, 8, 9, 12, 30–41]. In the de-

sign of topologies, various metrics of interest have been

considered. For instance, uniformly high bandwidth avail-

ability [24, 29], expansion [22, 23], fault-tolerance [28], and

even the life cycle management of a datacenter [26]. In the

context of reconfigurable networks, typically, the goal has

been either to minimize the reconfiguration overhead [3, 4]

or to minimize the bandwidth tax [5, 6, 8, 10].

Bisection bandwidth has been extensively used as metric

for topologies in the past in order to reason about the ca-

pacity and potential bottlenecks of a topology. Recent works

argue for a newmeasure i.e., “throughput”, to understand the

maximum load supported by a topology [7, 12, 13, 15, 42].

In fact, the max-flow that relates to the throughput of a

topology, can be O(log(𝑛)) factor lower than the sparsest

cut [15, 43, 44]. Namyar et al. study the throughput upper

bound for static datacenter topologies and show a separa-

tion between Clos (i.e., fat-trees) and expander-based net-

works in terms of throughput [13]. In the context of reconfig-

urable networks, only recently have the throughput bounds

of demand-oblivious networks been established [7, 11, 12].

In this paper, we focus on the throughput landscape of recon-

figurable networks as a whole, showing a separation result

between demand-aware and demand-oblivious networks.

While throughput of a datacenter topology is interesting

from a theory standpoint, a vast majority of the literature fo-

cuses on practically achieving the ideal throughput of a topol-

ogy. For instance, congestion control [45–52], buffer manage-

ment [53–58], scheduling [59–61], load-balancing [62–64].

In fact, the underlying protocols can turn out to be the key

enablers (or limiters) of system performance in the data-

center [49]. Only recently, congestion control tailored for

reconfigurable networks has been considered [65–67]. We

leave it for future work to study the protocols required by

reconfigurable networks to reach their ideal throughput.

6 FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
The primary objective of this paper has been to explore the

throughput landscape of reconfigurable datacenter networks.
We believe this paper opens several interesting avenues for

future work, encompassing both systems and theoretical

aspects. In this section, we briefly outline some of these

prospective research directions (i) on the practical realization
of the theoretical throughput of such networks and (ii) on
enhancing the throughput bounds established in this paper.

6.1 Systems
Our analysis in this paper focuses on the throughput that is

ideally achievable by reconfigurable networks. To achieve

this ideal throughput, various protocols need to function to-

gether optimally, especially routing and congestion control.

Routing: Traditional datacenter networks predominantly

utilize equal-cost multipath (ECMP) routing, often at per-

flow granularity. However, in the realm of reconfigurable net-

works, ECMP does not suffice to maximize throughput due
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to the presence of multiple paths between source-destination

pairs that are not necessarily equal in cost i.e., single-hop

paths (direct-connect circuits) and multi-hop paths (via inter-

mediate nodes). For example, in demand-oblivious reconfig-

urable networks, a single-hop path is available only once in

a given period, necessitating the use of 2-hop paths as well

to improve throughput [3, 4, 7]. Previous studies, especially

those focusing on demand-oblivious networks, advocate for

Valiant routing [68], a demand-oblivious routing scheme.

However, this approach can reduce throughput by a factor of

2 in the worst-case scenario. While demand-aware routing

(i.e., adaptive routing) algorithms have been proposed for

periodic reconfigurable networks [4, 9], they are limited to

2-hop paths. We believe two areas of research on routing

can significantly enhance the practicality and the through-

put benefits of reconfigurable networks. Firstly, generalizing

existing demand-aware routing algorithms in reconfigurable

networks to incorporate 𝑘-shortest paths. Secondly, under-

standing the convergence time of demand-aware routing

algorithms in response to changes in the switching schedule.

Congestion control: Reconfigurable networks present with
unique set of challenges for congestion control. The avail-

able bandwidth can change drastically after a reconfigura-

tion [66, 67]. A positive queue length does not necessarily

imply 100% link utilization, in fact, a positive queue length

could also imply zero utilization (due to waiting times for

next-hop circuit). Interestingly, the throughput of certain re-

configurable networks also depends on the available buffers

in the network [7]. While recent works propose congestion

control algorithms for reconfigurable networks, they are

still limited to either 2-hop paths [3, 4] or periodic recon-

figurations [65–67]. Future research on congestion control

algorithms, suitable for a wide spectrum of reconfigurable

networks, would not only enhance the practically achievable

throughput of these networks, but also facilitates realistic

packet-level simulations (e.g., in NS3 [69]).

Throughput per $ analysis: This paper does not engage
in comparisons with topologies constructed using electri-

cal packet switches (e.g., Clos-based [24]). The common ap-

proach to estimate cost, especially in systems evaluations is

to scale the cost linearly by the number of ports and cables

used in the network [4, 9]. Yet, from a throughput perspec-

tive, the comparison of throughput achieved per unit cost

would change significantly between almost linear, superlin-

ear, and sublinear cost functions. A fair comparison between

packet-switched and circuit-switched topologies in a for-

mal setting necessitates well-defined cost functions for the

switches. Future research efforts aimed at developing cost

functions would open up interesting avenues, such as for-

mally studying throughput per cost as a metric to compare

different datacenter topologies.

6.2 Theory
The theoretical results in this paper provide insights into the

landscape of throughput bounds of reconfigurable networks.

Our analytical framework features interesting connections

to classic problems in the literature, opening opportunities

for future research directions to tighten our bounds and to

generalize the results.

Connections to matrix rounding problem: As observed
in this paper, demand-aware topology design is intuitively

related to the integer-residual matrix decomposition of the

demand matrix. We use floor function for matrix decomposi-

tion in our proofs. An alternative method is matrix rounding,
which involves adjusting each entry of the matrix by either

applying the floor or ceiling function in such a way that

the sums of the rows and columns remain unchanged [70].

Interestingly, there always exists a feasible solution for ma-

trix rounding based on a formlution of maximum interger

flow in a network specified by rows and colums of the ma-

trix [70]. In other words, given a saturated demand matrix

(doubly stochastic), the solution to matrix rounding gives

the integer part of our decomposition without changing the

row and column sums. This implies that a rounded matrix

is always regular i.e., adding demand-aware links based on

the rounded matrix results in a regular topology — a de-

sirable property for common graph theoretic techniques,

especially for throughput. We believe that drawing more

insights from matrix rounding problem in the future can

potentially tighten our bounds and generalize our results to

the set of all demand matrices within the hose model.

Understanding the latency of demand-aware networks:
Recent works formally show inherent tradeoffs in demand-

oblivious reconfigurable networks [7, 11]. Our focus in this

paper is on the throughput landscape of reconfigurable net-

works. It is an interesting future research direction to for-

mally study the landscape under a joint-objective between

throughput, latency and buffer requirements.

7 CONCLUSION
We presented the throughput landscape of reconfigurable

networks, formally establishing a clear distinction between

demand-oblivious and demand-aware reconfigurable net-

works. We presented both upper and lower bounds for

the throughput of demand-aware networks. Our analytical

framework allowed us to unveil innovative reconfigurable

network designs that combine the simplicity of circuit switch-

ing characteristic of demand-oblivious networks with the

throughput advantages inherent to demand-aware networks.

In the future, we plan to formally study the two-dimensional

landscape encompassing both throughput and latency in

reconfigurable networks.
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A LINEAR PROGRAM FORMULATION
Throughput maximization is a variant of multi-commodity

maximum flow problem. For completeness, in the following,

we present the linear program (LP) used in §4. Given a net-

work of 𝑛 nodes, the LP takes demand matrix M, and the

number of links 𝑐𝑖, 𝑗 between each node pair (𝑖, 𝑗) as input.
Setting link capacities to 1, we interpret 𝑐𝑖, 𝑗 as the capacity

between 𝑖, 𝑗 . We use 𝑓
𝑠,𝑑
𝑖, 𝑗

to refer to the flow on edge (𝑖, 𝑗)
corresponding to (𝑠, 𝑑) demand. Our objective is to maxi-

mize throughput 𝜃 such that the scaled demand matrix 𝜃 ·M
satisfies source-destination demands, flow conservation and

capacity constraints.

Input: Demand matrix M = {𝑚𝑠,𝑑 | 𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 , 𝑑 ∈ 𝑉 }
Number of links 𝑐𝑖, 𝑗 between (𝑖, 𝑗).

Objective Function:

Maximize 𝜃

Subject to the constraints:

Source demand:

∑︁
𝑖∈𝑉 \{𝑠 }

𝑓
𝑠,𝑑
𝑠,𝑖

≥ 𝜃 ·𝑚𝑠,𝑑

∀𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 , ∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑉

Destination demand:

∑︁
𝑖∈𝑉 \{𝑑 }

𝑓
𝑠,𝑑

𝑖,𝑑
≥ 𝜃 ·𝑚𝑠,𝑑

∀𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 , ∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑉

Flow conservation:

∑︁
𝑖∈𝑉 \{ 𝑗 }

𝑓
𝑠,𝑑
𝑖, 𝑗

−
∑︁

𝑘∈𝑉 \{ 𝑗 }
𝑓
𝑠,𝑑

𝑗,𝑘
= 0

∀𝑗 ∈ 𝑉 \{𝑠, 𝑑}
∀𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 , ∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑉

Capacity constraints:

∑︁
𝑠∈𝑉

∑︁
𝑑∈𝑉

𝑓
𝑠,𝑑
𝑖, 𝑗

≤ 𝑐𝑖, 𝑗

∀𝑖 ∈ 𝑉 , ∀𝑗 ∈ 𝑉

Variables:

Flow: 𝑓
𝑠,𝑑
𝑖, 𝑗

≥ 0 , 𝑓
𝑠,𝑑
𝑖, 𝑗

∈ R
∀𝑖 ∈ 𝑉 , 𝑗 ∈ 𝑉 , 𝑠 ∈ 𝑉 , ∀𝑑 ∈ 𝑉

Throughput: 𝜃 ≥ 0 , 𝜃 ∈ R

The above linear program requires the topology as an

input. We construct the static network using random regular

graphs. We use the complete graph for demand-oblivious

networks due to their throughput equivalence [7].

For demand-aware static networks, we first scale the given

matrix by a value iter, initially set to 1. We then decom-

pose the scaled matrix into floor and residual matrices. We

interpret the floor matrix as adjacency matrix and add corre-

sponding links between source-destination pairs. After this

step, let 𝑑 be the minimum number of remaining outgoing as

well as incoming links available at every node. We construct

a𝑑-regular random graph using the remaining links to satisfy

the residual matrix. We then run the above linear program

to maximize throughput 𝜃 . We run the above approach for

different values of iter from 1 to 0 in steps of 0.01, until

the linear program objective reaches 1. Let
ˆ𝜃 be the value

of iter when the linear program objective reaches 1. The

maximum throughput for the given demand matrix is then
ˆ𝜃

since we scale the demand matrix by
ˆ𝜃 and the scaled matrix

is feasible in the network (objective = 1).

For demand-aware periodic networks, we use Corollary 1

to construct the equivalent demand-aware static network

and then compute throughput using the heuristic described

above.

We note that the iterative approach used in our heuristic

has an error margin of 0.01 since we only iterate in steps of

0.01. Given the significant differences in the throughput of

different types of networks, we consider our error margin

to be negligible. Further, our integer-residual decomposition

technique may not always result in the optimal topology.

Alternatively, computing the optimal topology can be incor-

porated in the throughput maximization linear program by

using 𝑐𝑖, 𝑗 as integer variables, subject to degree constraints.

However, this approach turns out to be impractical even for

small network sizes. In fact, prior work resorted to maximum

link utilization as an objective [2]. Developing performant

approximation algorithms for the throughput maximization

problem in demand-aware networks is still an open area of

research.

B DEFERRED PROOFS
Proof of Corollary 2. Since the throughput of a

demand-aware static network of degree 𝑛 with link capacity

𝑐 ·𝑢
𝑛

is lower bounded by
2

3
for uniform-residual demand

matrices, proof follows from Corollary 1 for the throughput

of a demand-aware periodic network with degree 𝑢 and link

capacity 𝑐 . □

Proof of Corollary 3. Since the throughput of a

demand-aware static network of degree 𝑛 with link capacity

𝑐 ·𝑢
𝑛

is at most
4

5
from Theorem 4, the throughput of a

demand-aware periodic network cannot be greater than
4

5

due to Corollary 1. □
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C ADDITIONAL RESULTS
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Figure 6: Throughput of reconfigurable datacenter networks under various demand matrices for different degrees
i.e., the number of incoming and outgoing links of the physical topology.
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