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We present a tight RMR complexity lower bound for the recoverable mutual exclusion (RME) problem, defined by Golab and Ramaraju
[8]. In particular, we show that any n-process RME algorithm using only atomic read, write, fetch-and-store, fetch-and-increment, and
compare-and-swap operations, has an RMR complexity of Q(log n/loglogn) on the CC and DSM model. This lower bound covers
all realistic synchronization primitives that have been used in RME algorithms and matches the best upper bounds of algorithms
employing swap objects (e.g., [5, 6, 10]).

Algorithms with better RMR complexity than that have only been obtained by either (i) assuming that all failures are system-wide
[7], (ii) employing fetch-and-add objects of size (log n)® (") [12], or (iii) using artificially defined synchronization primitives that are

not available in actual systems [6, 9].
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« Computer systems organization — Reliability.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Recent research on the mutual exclusion problem has focused on recoverable algorithms [3, 5-12, 15]. Here, a process
may crash at any point during the execution, upon which its entire local state is being reset, including all its local
program variables. Shared memory, however, is not affected by process crashes. When a process crashes, it starts
a recovery routine that allows it to resume participation in the mutual exclusion protocol. This variant of mutual
exclusion has been motivated by recent advances in non-volatile memory architectures [8].

The standard complexity measure for mutual exclusion algorithms is RMR complexity. The RMR complexity of
conventional, non-recoverable n-process mutual exclusion is well understood: If only read-write registers and compare-
and-swap objects are available, then a worst-case RMR complexity of ©(logn) is optimal [2, 16]. Using other standard
synchronization primitives, such as fetch-and-store (swap) or fetch-and-increment, the RMR complexity can be reduced
to O(1) [4, 13, 14].

Recoverable mutual exclusion is seemingly harder: Many algorithms use fetch-and-store objects, and the best ones
achieve an RMR complexity of ©(log n/loglogn) [6, 10]. To study what it takes to achieve better RMR complexity than
that, artificially defined synchronization primitives have been used that do not exist in actual hardware [6, 9]. Katzan
and Morrison [12] observed that one can obtain an RMR complexity of O(log,, n) using w-bit fetch-and-add objects.
In particular, if w = n? for some ¢ > 0, then constant RMR complexity is possible. But it is a standard (and reasonable)
assumption that w = O(logn). Even for poly-logarithmic values of w their algorithm does not beat the best known
upper bounds of O(log n/loglogn).

It is therefore not surprising that it has been stated as an open problem (see e.g., [3, 12]), whether there are algorithms
with better RMR complexity. In this paper we provide an answer, for almost all standard synchronization primitives
that have been used to solve RME, with the exception of fetch-and-add. (For fetch-and-add objects that can store
w = (log n)©(1) bits, the lower bound does not apply due to [12], but for the more realistic assumption w = (log n)0 (M

it remains open if there exist algorithms with o(log n/loglog n) RMR complexity.)
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THEOREM 1. Any deadlock-free n-process RME algorithm, where all objects support only read, write, fetch-and-store,
fetch-and-increment, and compare-and-swap operations, has RMR complexity Q(logn/loglogn) in the CC and the DSM

model.

This lower bound is tight: It shows that the algorithms by Golab and Hendler [6] (for the CC model) and Jayanti,
Jayanti, and Joshi [10] (for the CC and DSM model) are optimal. Both algorithms use registers and fetch-and-store
objects, and [6] also uses compare-and-swap. The lower bound demonstrates for the first time, that RME is strictly
harder than non-recoverable mutual exclusion, because, as mentioned above, the latter has constant RMR complexity
if fetch-and-store or fetch-and-increment objects and registers are available [4, 13, 14]. Chan and Woelfel [3] gave an
RME algorithm with constant amortized RMR complexity using fetch-and-increment and compare-and-swap objects in
addition to registers. Thus, our result separates worst-case from amortized RMR complexity for RME. Interestingly, for
non-recoverable mutual exclusion, worst-case and amortized RMR complexity is the same for any subset of primitives
(that includes at least read-write registers) to which our lower bound applies. It is also worth pointing out that our
lower bound applies to all deadlock-free RME algorithms, and does not rely on the critical-section re-entry property,
which is usually required for RME.

In addition, Golab and Hendler [7] showed that with the stricter system-wide failure model (all processes crash
simultaneously), there exist RME algorithms with O(1) RMR complexity. Thus our lower bound also demonstrates
that RME is strictly harder in the more general failure model that allows processes to crash independently than in the
system-wide failure model.

Recently, Dhoked and Mittal [5] gave an algorithm that adapts to the number of process crashes (in the “recent”
past), F. In particular, they achieve an RMR complexity of O(min{VF, logn/loglogn}). In our proof we construct an
execution, in which one process incurs Q(log n/loglog n) RMRs, even though each process attempts to enter the critical
section at most once and crashes at most once. This shows that the RMR complexity of mutual exclusion algorithms,
such as the one by Dhoked and Mittal, can only adapt to the total number of crashes—bounding the number of crashes

per process does not not suffice to improve RMR complexity.

2 PRELIMINARIES

We consider the standard asynchronous shared memory model, where n processes with unique IDs communicate by
executing atomic operations (called steps) on shared base objects.

A mutual exclusion algorithm is a shared (implemented) object that supports methods ENTER() and Ex1T(), and calls
to these methods must alternate, starting with ENTER(). A process is in the critical section when it has finished an
ENTER() call but not yet called Ex11(). It is in the remainder section, if it is not in the critical section and has no pending
ENTER() or Ex1T() call. Such algorithms satisfy at least two conditions: Mutual exclusion requires that no two processes
are in the critical section at the same time, and deadlock-freedom requires that some process with a pending ENTER() or
Ex1t() call will eventually finish this call, provided that all processes that are not in the remainder section keep taking
steps.

A recoverable mutual exclusion (RME) algorithm provides an additional method, RECOVER(). It is assumed that a
process may crash at any point. (Formally, a process performs a crash step, which does not alter any shared memory
objects.) If a process that is not in the remainder section crashes, all its local variables are reset to their initial values,
and the process immediately begins executing method ReEcoVER(). Deadlock-freedom is only required if the number of
crashes is finite. (Otherwise a process might repeatedly crash in its critical section, preventing other processes from
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making progress.) In addition to mutual exclusion and deadlock-freedom, RME algorithms must satisfy critical section
re-entry, which means that if a process crashes in the critical section, then it will reenter the critical section before
any other process. Our lower bound is independent of that property (deadlock-freedom and mutual exclusion are
sufficient).

There are two common models used for the complexity analysis of mutual exclusion algorithms. In the cache-
coherent (CC) model, processes are equipped with caches, and whenever a process performs a read operation it obtains
a cache-copy of the corresponding memory location. Any non-read operation of that memory location invalidates all
cache copies. A process’s operation incurs a remote memory reference (RMR), if it is a read operation and the process
has no valid cache copy, or if it is not a read operation. In the distributed shared memory (DSM) model, the shared
memory is partitioned into segments, one for each process. An operation on a shared memory location incurs an RMR
if and only if that memory location is not in the calling process’s memory segment. Almost all work on the efficiency
of (recoverable and non-recoverable) mutual exclusion algorithms has considered RMR complexity in one of those two
models.

A passage of a process begins when it calls ENTER() and ends when the process crashes or when it finishes its
following Ex1T() call. A super-passage of a process begins when the process calls ENTER() and when it completes its
following Ex1T() call. (Note that in the absence of process crashes, all passages and super-passages coincide.) The RMR
complexity of a mutual exclusion algorithm is the maximum number of RMRs a process may incur in any passage.

For our lower bound proof, base objects can store values from arbitrary (even uncountable) domains. We assume

that processes can perform atomically any of the following operations on a shared object with value x:

e read(): returns x;

e FAS(x’): writes x” and returns x;

e CAS(y, x"): writes x” and returns true, provided that x = y; otherwise it leaves the value unchanged and returns
false.

e FAI(): writes x + 1 and returns x, provided that x is an integer. Otherwise it does not change the value of the

object and returns x.

Note that a FAS operation is strictly stronger than a write operation (which does not return anything), so our lower

bound proof does not consider write operations separately.

3 THE RME LOWER BOUND PROOF

We consider an arbitrary algorithm that solves the RME problem with o(log n) RMR complexity.

Assumptions: We make the following assumptions w.l.o.g.:

(A1) In the critical section, each process performs operation(s) that incur at least one RMR.

(A2) Since the algorithm incurs o(log n) RMRs in every passage of every execution, we assume n is sufficiently large
such that every passage of every execution incurs no more than log n RMRs.

(A3) Each process begins at most one super-passage, i.e., it leaves the remainder section at most once. (Note that
this assumption makes our proof stronger, since a solution for the RME problem that allows multiple super-
passages per process clearly also solves the RME problem in the scenario where each process can begin at most

one super-passage.)

Definitions: We define the following:
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Let # = {1,...,n} be the set of processes and R be the set of objects.
Given any array A[0..2" — 1] and any set S C #, we use A[S] to denote A[Ycs 2P~ 1],

A schedule is a sequence over {p,p : p € P}, where p denotes a non-crash step by process p, and p denotes a

crash-step by p.

Let Cp denote the initial configuration.

For each schedule o, a configuration C, and a register R, we define the following:

P(0): the set of all processes that have steps in o.

E(C, 0): the execution determined by o starting in configuration C. Note: An execution is a sequence of events,

where each event corresponds to a step by some process and contains the following information: The process

that is executing the step, the shared memory operation that process is executing, the object (register) on

which the shared memory operation is executed, and whether the shared memory operation incurs an RMR.

— valgr(C,0): the value of R at the end of E(C, 0).

— statep(C, 0): the state of p at the end of E(C, 0).

— lastg(C,0): the process that last performed an operation on R at the end of E(C, 0); or L if no process has
ever performed an operation on R.

— F(C,0): the set of processes that have finished their super-passage at the end of E(C, 0).

We also define E(0) = E(Cy,0), valg(o) = valg(Co, 0), statep(c) = statep(Co, 0), lastr(c) = lastr(Co, o), and

F(o) = F(Cy, 0).

3.1 Overview of the Proof

Our goal is to show that the algorithm has Q(log n/loglog n) RMR complexity even when each process begins at most

one super-passage and crashes at most once. Towards that end, we will construct a schedule g4,y such that during
E (Ugoal):

e Each process begins at most one super-passage, and crashes at most once.

e Some process never crashes and never enters the critical section, yet incurs Q(logn/loglogn) RMRs.

On a very high level the construction follows the outline of Anderson and Kim’s lower bound for non-recoverable mu-
tual exclusion algorithms [1]. Their proof applies only to read-write registers. In order to deal with stronger primitives,
we have to crash processes at opportune points in time, so that they “forget” information they may have observed (e.g.,
as a result of FAT or FAS operations).

We begin with a simple observation: if multiple processes are ’actively’ attempting to enter the critical section, then
they cannot safely enter the critical section before discovering one another, lest they violate mutual exclusion. Thus
throughout the proof, we will construct several closely related schedules in which we attempt to maximize both the
number of these active processes and the number of RMRs they incur without discovering one another.

More formally, let 6,9ng[0..00][0..2" — 1] be an initially empty table of schedules with an unbounded number of
rows and 2" columns. Roughly speaking, for every non-negative integer i, the i-th row of the table will contain only
schedules in which the active processes have incurred at least i RMRs. For every integer s € {0,1,...,2" — 1}, we
associate the s-th column with the unique set S C # of processes such that s = 3,5 2771, Then the s-th column will

contain only schedules in which only the processes in S can begin super-passages.
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Filling the first row of the table is simple: in the empty schedule, every active process has incurred 0 RMRs, and the
set of processes that have begun super-passages is @, a subset of every possible set of processes. Thus we set every cell
of 0yound[0][0..2" — 1] to contain the empty schedule.

The proof then proceeds in rounds, where in each round i > 1, we fill in some cells of the i-th row with schedules
derived by appending more steps to the schedules in the (i — 1)-th row. Since we only want schedules in which the
active processes do not discover one another, many of the cells in each row will be left with the value L, indicating
that we did not find a schedule matching the required criteria. Thus as we go down through the rows of the table, the
number of cells in each row that we fill with schedules decreases.

As such, the goal of each round is to limit this decrease, such that Q(logn/loglogn) rounds complete before the
number of schedules becomes too few to continue. After which, every schedule in the final round would have active
processes that incur Q(log n/loglog n) RMRs without entering the critical section (or crashing).

To facilitate this, we maintain a number of invariants on every row of schedules that we construct. Roughly speaking,

these invariants are:

(1) There is a maximal schedule which has the maximal number of active processes, and all other schedules are
’sub’-schedules that correspond to every possible subset of the active processes in the maximal schedule. This
invariant ensures that if the maximal schedule cannot be extended without allowing some active processes to
discover one another, then a sub-schedule can be extended and made into the new maximal schedule for the
next round.

(2) The state of every process is the same in every schedule it is part of. This invariant ensures that the active
processes have not discovered one another, since they have the same state in a schedule where there are no
other active processes.

(3) For each register, its value in each schedule depends only on whether the schedule contains the process that
last accessed it in the maximal schedule. This invariant ensures that register values are sufficiently similar
across different schedules that it becomes difficult for the active processes to later distinguish between different
schedules.

(4) In every schedule, each process crashes at most once, and every process that is within a super-passage has not
yet entered the critical section. The invariant makes the proof significantly simpler, since it prevents interactions
between the active processes and the inactive processes that have already entered the critical section but not
yet completed their super-passage.

(5) In the DSM model, the registers that are owned by active processes have not been accessed by any other active
process. This invariant also simplifies the proof; since it prevents non-RMR-incurring steps from allowing an
active process to discover another active process, and thus allows the proof to focus on the RMR-incurring steps.

(6) In the CC model, for each process p, the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of is identical over all
schedules that contain p. This invariant ensures that in the CC model, for each process p, the number of RMRs
incurred by p is the same in every schedule it is part of.

(7) In the i-th row, every active process in every schedule has incurred at least i RMRs.

It is easy to see that these invariants all hold for row 0. Furthermore, for every non-negative integer i, let n; be
the number of active processes in the maximal schedule of row i. Then the first invariant asserts that row i has 2™
schedules. Moreover, to show that Q(log n/loglog n) rounds can be completed, it suffices to show that for every integer

i>1,n;> n,-_l/O(logO(l) n).
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Each round of the proof is divided into two phases: a setup phase in which non-RMR-incurring steps are appended
to the schedules until every active process in every schedule is poised to incur an RMR, and a contention phase, in
which RMR-incurring steps are appended in specific orders that limit the fraction of active processes discovered.

In the setup phase, multiple non-RMR-incurring step(s) are appended for each active process until they are poised
to incur an RMR. By the above invariants, the non-RMR-incurring steps appended for each process are the same in
every schedule that contains the process. This is because each process begins with the same state in every schedule

that contains the process, and then:

e In the DSM model, its non-RMR-incurring steps only access its own registers, which have never been accessed
by any other active process, and thus these steps intuitively provide no new information that would cause the
process to change its next steps.

e In the CC model, its non-RMR-incurring steps would be reads on registers that it has valid cache copies of in
every schedule that contains it. Then, since the process already has valid cache copies of these registers, they

intuitively provide no new information that would cause the process to change its next steps.

In the contention phase, our construction method differs depending on the relative number of registers that the
active processes are poised to access (in the maximal schedule).

In a low contention scenario, the active processes are poised to access a relatively large number of registers, and so
on average, each register has relatively few processes poised to access it. In this case, we construct a graph with nodes
representing the active processes, and edges that intuitively indicate processes that could discover one another: either
because they are poised to access the same register, or they are poised to access a register that is owned or previously
accessed by another active process. Since the contention is relatively low, the resulting graph is relatively sparse, and
thus contains a relatively large independent set. We now discard any schedule that contains any process outside of this
independent set, so that the remaining schedules only contain active processes that would not discover one another
with their next step. The remaining schedules then have a single step appended for each active process, and then are
used to fill the next row of 6,4,,4[0..00][0..2" — 1]. It is straightforward to show that the above invariants still hold for
this new row of schedules. Furthermore, due to the relative largeness of the independent set, it is also straightforward
to show that n; > n;—1/ O(logo(l) n) for every row i > 1 constructed in a low contention scenario.

In a high contention scenario, the active processes are poised to access a relatively small number of registers, and
so on average, each register has relatively many processes poised to access it. In this scenario, it is often inevitable that
some active processes are discovered by the others, and these active processes must then be inactivated by allowing
them to enter the critical section, then complete their super-passage. To further complicate matters, each such process
could discover o(logn) other active processes before completing its super-passage, and these discovered processes
must then be removed (schedules that contain such processes are discarded). Nevertheless, we can limit the number
of discovered processes as follows.

First, we determine the plurality type of operation that the plurality of active processes are poised to perform. Every
active process that is not poised to perform this plurality type of operation is then removed (schedules that contain
such processes are discarded). Note that since there are only a constant number of operation types, a constant fraction
of the active processes must remain.

O p) processes, such that within each group,

We then divide these remaining active processes into groups of O(log
all processes are poised to access the same register (we remove any active processes that cannot be placed into such
groups, the number of which is at most a constant fraction of the remaining active processes). Then within each group,
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we select two active processes (preferentially those applying operations that would change the value of the register)
that we call the alpha processes. Every schedule that does not contain all of the alpha processes is then discarded.

Intuitively, these alpha processes are the processes that will be discovered: they will be crashed, and then allowed
to run until they complete their super-passages. Any other active processes that they discover along the way will be
removed (schedules that contain such processes are discarded).

Now recall that each process incurs at most o(log n) RMRs during its super-passage, whereas each group contains
O(logo(l) n) processes. Thus we can ensure that a constant fraction of the groups still contain active processes that
have not been discovered. Then one undiscovered active process in each such group, called the beta process, is allowed

to take an RMR-incurring step that is intuitively hidden by the steps of the alpha processes in its group as follows:

o If the plurality type of operation is read, then since reads do not change the value of a register, the beta process
can safely perform its read between the reads of the alpha processes without affecting the value of the register.

o If the plurality type of operation is fetch-and-store, then since fetch-and-stores completely overwrite the value
of a register, the beta process can safely perform its fetch-and-store between the fetch-and-stores of the alpha
processes without affecting the final value of the register.

o If the plurality type of operation is fetch-and-increment, we can replace the fetch-and-increment of the first
alpha process with a fetch-and-increment by the beta process, and the final value of the register will remain the
same.

o If the plurality type of operation is compare-and-swap, then there must be an ordering of the alpha and beta
processes such that the beta process fails its compare-and-swap operation, and so has no effect on the final value

of the register.

Roughly speaking, this allows the beta processes to take their RMR-incurring steps without changing the value of any
register, and although the alpha processes can immediately discover the beta processes, they will immediately crash
and forget the beta processes, and will never discover the beta processes again. Thus we can construct schedules that
allow the beta processes to remain active without being discovered; all other remaining active processes are removed.

O(1)

Since a constant fraction of the groups of O(log n) processes yield an undiscovered beta process for the new

maximal schedule, we can also prove that n; > ni_l/O(logO(l)

n) for every row i > 1 constructed in a high contention
scenario.

Thus, regardless of whether each round i > 1 has a low contention phase or a high contention phase, n; >
ni_l/O(logO(l) n). By the first invariant, the number of schedules in each row i is 2. So Q(logn/loglogn) rounds
complete before the number of schedules becomes too few to continue. After which, the schedules in the final round
would have active processes that incur Q(logn/loglogn) RMRs without entering the critical section (or crashing).

Consequently, the algorithm has Q(logn/loglogn) RMR complexity.

3.2 Proof Details

Invariants: To prove the main theorem, we will iteratively construct arrays of schedules.
Let i be a non-negative integer, and A[0..2" — 1] be an array such that each array entry contains either a schedule

or L. Then we say that A[0..2" — 1] is i-compliant if it satisfies the following invariants:

(I1) For every set S C P, if A[S] # L, then P(A[S]) C S. (Note that this implies F(A[S]) C S.)
(I2) There is a unique set Spygx € P such that for every set S C P, A[S] # L if and only if F(A[Smax]) € S C Smax-
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(I3) For every process p € Smaxand every set S C ¥ that contains p,if A[S] # L, then state, (A[S]) = statep (A[Smax])-

(I4) F(A[S]) = F(A[Smax]) for every set S C P with A[S] # L. (Note that this invariant immediately follows from
Invariants (I1), (I2), and (I3).)

(Is) For every register R € R, there is a value yg such that for every set S C P, if A[S] # L, then:

valg(ALS]) = valR(A[Smax])  if lastr(A[Smax]) € S
YR otherwise
Note that it is possible that yg = valgr (A[Smax|). Furthermore, if lastr (A[Smax]) = L € S, then valgr(A[S]) = yr
for every set S € P with A[S] # L.

(I6) For every set S C P with A[S] # L, during E(A[S]), each process crashes at most once, and each process that
is not in F(A[S]) never crashes.

(I7) For every set S C P with A[S] # L, each process that is not in F(A[S]) does not enter the critical section during
E(A[S)).

(I8) In the DSM model, for every process p € Smax \ F(A[Smax]), every register R € R owned by p, and every set
S € P with A[S] # L, R can only be accessed by p during E(A[S]). (Or equivalently, In the DSM model, for
every set S C P such that A[S] # L, during E(A[S]), each register R € R can only be accessed by its owner if
the owner of R is in Spmax \ F(A[Smax]).)

(I9) In the CC model, for every process p € Smax \ F(A[Smax]), there is a set R, of registers such that for every
set S C P that contains p, if A[S] # L, then the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end
of E(A[S]) is exactly Rp. (Or equivalently, for every set S C ¥ such that A[S] # L, and every process p €
SN (Smax \ F(A[Smax])), the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(A[S]) is exactly the
same as at the end of E(A[Smax]).)

(I10) For every set S C P and every process p € S\ F(A[S]), if A[S] # L, then p incurs at least i RMRs during

E(A[S]).

Let i be a non-negative integer, and A[0..2" — 1] be an array that is i-compliant. Then we denote by S,,4x(A[0..2" —1])
the unique set of Invariant (I2).

Let 0,pyngl0..00,0..2" — 1] be a table with all entries initially containing L. Our goal is to fill in the table such that
for every non-negative integer i, either o,,,,4[i, 0..2" — 1] is i-compliant, or i € Q(logn/loglogn).

Let d be a sufficiently large constant and k = logd n.

Base Case: For every set S C P, let 0,5unql0, S] be set to the empty schedule (so every entry of 6,4,,4[0,0..2" — 1] is
the empty schedule). Clearly, the array 0,,,,4[0,0..2" — 1] is 0-compliant with Spmax(0younal0, 0..2" — 1]) = P and has
2" non- L entries.

We now iterate through i = 1,2, ... as follows:

i-th Iteration (Termination Phase): If o,g,q[i — 1,0..2" — 1] is not (i — 1)-compliant or has less than 2(*) non-1

entries, terminate.

i-th Iteration (Setup Phase): For every set S C P, let 0,4[S] = rounali — 11[S]. So the array oy4[0..2" — 1] is

(i — 1)-compliant.
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Thus by Invariant (I2), there is a unique set S;’,{gx C P such that aold[S%gx] # L and forevery setS € P, o,4[S] # L
if and only if F(aold[S%gx]) cSc S%gx. So by definition, Smax(0,4[0..2" — 1]) = S%gx. Then for every process
P € SN\ FogialSoia]). let Sp = {p} U F(0ial Sia]). Note that F(0oia[S54,]) € Sp € S, 50 001l Spl # L.

Now for every processp € S %gx \ F(o,qlS %gx]) let 0 be a schedule consisting only of the maximum non-negative
number of non-crash steps of p such that any RMRs incurred by p in E(0,4[Sp] 0 o) were also incurred in E(o14[Sp]).
Then let Cpy be the configuration at the end of E(a,4[Sp]). So by definition, p does not incur any RMRs in E(Cyp, 0p).

Furthermore, if oy, is finite, then an RMR would be incurred by p at the end of E(0,q[Sp] 0 op © p).

LEmMMA 2. For every process p € S%zx \ F(O'Old[S%zx]), op is finite.

PROOF. Let p be any process in S%Zx \F (Uold[S%Zx]). Suppose, for contradiction, that o, is infinite.

Recall that S, = U F(o,4[S% 1), so F(o,[S%M c S, C S%  Since 5,4[0..2" — 1] is i — 1-compliant
P p oldL®P max old [P max P old p.

max-
with Spax(00g[0..2" = 1]) = SY4., by Invariants (12) and (14), o,4[Sp] # L and F(aoalSpl) = F(0opa[SY4,]). So
P € Sp \ F(0,14[Sp]). Thus by Invariant (I7), p does not enter the critical section during E(co4[Sp])-

By definition, Cp is the configuration at the end of E(o,4[Sp]) and p does not incur any RMRs in E(Cp, 0p). So by
Assumption (A1), p does not enter the critical section during the infinite execution E(co4[Sp] © 0p).

Now recall that Sp, = {p}UF(O'Old[S,O,{gx] ), s0 every process g # p is either in F(o,54[Sp]) ornotin Sp. By Invariant (1),
every process q € Sp takes no steps in E(c,j4[Sp]). Since o, contains only steps of p and p € Sp, every process q ¢ Sy
also takes no steps in E(0,q[Sp] 0 0p). So in E(cy14[Spl 0 0p), p takes infinitely many steps without entering the critical
section while every process q # p is in the remainder section — contradicting that E(c,4[Sp] © o)) is an execution of

an algorithm that solves the RME problem. m]

Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spax(0,4[0..2" — 1]) = S%Zx, by Invariant (12), for every set S C P,
0oa[S] # L if and only if F(o,4[S9%.]) € S C S99 . So for each set S C P such that o,4[S] # L, let py 5 be the
process with the smallest ID in S \ F (Gold[S%gx]), p2,s be the process with the second smallest ID, and so on. Then let
Cs be the configuration at the end of E(g,4[S]), and let o5 = 0, s 0 0p, 5 ©.. .. Note that by Lemma 2 and the fact that

the system has only n processes, o is a finite schedule.

LEMMA 3. For every set S C P such that o,4[S] # L:

(S1) No RMRs are incurred during E(Cs, 05).

(S2) For each process p € S, state,(Cp, 0p) = statep(Cs, 05).

(S3) For each processp € S\ F(O'Old[S;’,fgx]), p incurs an RMR at the end of E(Cs, o5 © p).

(S4) For each processp € S \ F(O'Old[S%Zx]), p has not left the critical section at the end of E(Cs, o).

(85) F(oo1alS]) = F(oo4[S] o 0s).

(S6) In the DSM model, each register R € R can only be accessed by its owner during E(Cs, 05).

(S7) In the DSM model, for each process p € S\ F(aold[S,o,fzx]) and each register R € R owned by p, valr(Cp, 0p) =
valg (Cs, 0s).

(S8) In the CC model, each register R € R can only be read during E(Cs, 05s).

(S9) In the CC model, during E(Cs, os), each process p can only read registers that it already has valid cache copies of.

Proor. Let S C P be any set of processes such that o,;4[S] # L. Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with
Smax(001a[0.2" = 1]) = S99 by Invariant (12), for every set S’ C P, goq[S’] # L if and only if F(o,4[S%4.]) C
S C 894 Thus F(ogq[S%4.]) € S C S . Then since S C S, by definition we have that for every process
P € S\ F(0oalSS4,1), Sp = {p} U F(0oial S34,]).
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Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, by Invariant (I3), for every process p € S\ F(aold[S;’,fgx]) and every
process q € Sp, stateq(co4[S]) = stateq(co14[Sp]). Furthermore, by Invariant (I4), F(aold[S%gx]) = F(o,4[S]). So by
Invariant (I7), every process p € S\ F(Gold[SOId ]) has not entered the critical section during E(o,;4[S])-

max.

The proof now differs depending on the model:

CC Model: In the CC model, any step that does not incur an RMR must be a read operation on a register that the
invoking process already has a valid cache copy of. Thus, by definition, for every process p € S\ F (Gold[S,o,fzx]),
p only performs read operations on registers that it already has valid cache copies of during E(Cp, o).

Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, by Invariant (I9), for every process p € S\ F(O'old[S%gx]), the set

of registers that p has valid cache copies of is in same in Cp as in Cs. Furthermore, read operations clearly

cannot invalidate any valid cache copies. Thus, by the definition of og, observe that for every process p €

S\ F(Gold[S%zx]), the operations performed by p during E(Cs, gs) are the same as in during E(Cp, 0p), i.e., p

only performs read operations on registers that it already has valid cache copies of during E(Cs, os) ((S9)).

This implies the following:

o Since RMRs are not incurred by any read operation on a register that the invoking process already has a valid
cache copy of, no RMRs are incurred during E(Cs, os) ((S1)).

e Since only read operations are performed during E(Cs, os), each register can only be read during E(Cs, o5)
((S8)).

o By definition, og contains only steps of processes in S \ F (Jold[S%Zx]). Thus for every process p € S, observe

that state, (Cs, o5) = state, (Cp, 0p) ((S2)).
Now recall that for every process p € S\ F (Gold[Sf,fzx]), the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of
is in same in Cp, as in Cs. Then, since (i) state, (Cs, 05) = state,(Cp, 0p), (ii) the valid cache copies of p are
the same in Cp as in Cg, (iii) new cache copies cannot be created by reading registers that valid cache copies
already exist for, and (iv) p incurs an RMR in E(Cp o gp, p) by the definition of o}, observe that p also incurs
an RMR at the end of E(Cs, as o p) ((S3)).

e Since every process p € S\ F (Uold[S%Zx]) has not entered the critical section during E(oy4[S]) and no RMRs
are incurred during E(Cs, 0s), by Assumption (A1), every process p € S\ F (Uold[S%zx]) has not left the critical
section at the end of E(Cs, os) ((S4)).

Then, since os contains only non-crash steps, no process completes during E(Cs, os). Thus F(o,4[S]) =
F(014[S] 0 as) ((S5)).

DSM Model: In the DSM model, any step that does not incur an RMR must be an operation on a register owned by
the invoking process. Thus, by definition, for every process p € S\ F (Uold[S,o,{gx]), p only performs operations
on its own registers during E(Cp, 0p).

Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Sy4x(04[0..2" — 1]) = S%gx, by Invariant (I8), for every process

p € S;’,{gx \ F(O'old[S%gx]), every register R € R owned by p, and every set S’ € P with o,4[S’] # L, R can

only be accessed by p during E(o,4[S’]), so lastgr (c,4[S’]) is either p or L. Thus by Invariant (I5), if initg is

the initial value of R, then:
valg (doalSiiax]) ifp €S’

valg (0,alS']) =
initg otherwise
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So for every process p € S\ F(aold[S;’,fgx]) and every register R € R owned by p, valg (c,14[S]) = valgr(c,14[Sp])-
Furthermore, operations on registers not owned by p clearly cannot change the value of registers owned by
p. Consequently, by the definition of og, observe that for every process p € S\ F (aold[S%zx]), the operations
performed by p during E(Cs, os) are the same as in during E(Cp, 0p), i.e., p only performs operations on its
own registers during E(Cs, o5s).

This implies the following:

e Since RMRs are not incurred by any operation on a register owned by the invoking process, no RMRs are
incurred during E(Cs, os) ((S1)).

e Since each process only accesses its own registers during E(Cg, 0s), for each register R € R, R can only be
accessed by its owner during E(Cs, as) ((S6)).

Furthermore, since the operations performed by each process p € S\ F (aold[sf,{{;’x]) during E(Cs, os) are the
same as in during E(Cp, 0p), valr(Cp, 0p) = valr(Cs, as) ((S7)).

o By definition, os contains only steps of processesin S \ F ((fold[S%gx]). Thus for every process p € S, observe

that state, (Cs, os) = state, (Cp, 0p) ((S2)).
Furthermore, by the definition of 0p, p incurs an RMR at the end of E(Cp, op © p), ie., p is poised to access
a register that it does not own at the end of E(Cp, o). Thus, since state, (Cs, os) = statey(Cp, 0p), p is also
poised to access a register that it does not own at the end of E(Cs, 0s), and so p also incurs an RMR at the
end of E(Cs, as © p) ((S3)).

o Since every process p € S\ F (Uold[S%zx]) has not entered the critical section during E(o,4[S]) and no RMRs
are incurred during E(Cs, 0s), by Assumption (A1), every process p € S\ F (Uold[S%zx]) has not left the critical
section at the end of E(Cs, os) ((S4)).

Then, since every process p € S\ F (Uold[S%gx]) has not left the critical section at the end of E(Cs, o), every

process p € S\ F(Uold[S;’,fgx]) has not completed its super-passage at the end of E(Cs, os). Thus F(o,4[S]) =

F(ao1alS] © as) ((S5)).

We now construct a new array ogeypa[0..2" — 1] such that for every set S C P, ogerupa[S] = L if opq[S] = L;
otherwise ogerypa[S] = 0414S] 0 0.

Lemma 4. Except for Invariant (I7), oserupa[0--2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(Oserupa[0..2" —1]) = S%gx.

Proor. For every set S C P, if oerupa[S] # L, then by construction, oserypa[S] = 004[S] © 0s. Since oqj4[0..2" — 1]
is (i — 1)-compliant, by Invariant (I1), P(o,;4[S]) C S. By the definition of o5, o5 contains only steps of processes in S.
Thus P(0serupalS]) € S (Invariant (I1)).

Since 0,j4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with S;4x(0,14[0..2" — 1]) = S%zx, by Invariant (I12), for every set S € P,
oo1d[S] # L if and only if F(aold[S%zx]) csc S%zx. By construction, for every set S C P, ogerupa[S] = L if and
only if 0,4[S] = L. Furthermore, by Lemma 3 ((S5)), F(Jold[S;’,fgx]) = F(UsetupA[S%zx]). Thus for every set S C P,
OsetupalS] # L if and only if F (O'S@tupA[S%gx]) cSc S%gx (Invariant (12)).

By Lemma 3 ((S2)), for every set S C # such that o,,4[S] # L, and every process p € S, statep(0serupa[Spl) =
statey (Cp, ap) statep(Cs, 0s) = statep(Tserupa[S]). By construction, for every set S C P, ogenupa[S] = L if and only
if 0og[S] = L. Furthermore, we have already proven that for every set S C P, ogeppalS] # L if and only if

11
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F(0setupa [S9% 1) c 5 C 9%  Thus observe that for every process p € S99 and every set S C P that contains p,
if oserupa[S] # L, then statep (0serupalS]) = statep (Oserupa [s;),{ﬁx]) (Invariant (I3)).

Since we have already proven that Invariants (I1), (12), and (I3) hold for oyypa[0..2" — 1], it immediately follows
that Invariant (I4) also holds.

Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, Invariant (I6) holds for o,;;[0..2" — 1]. For every set S € # such that
0o1d[S] # L, o5 contains no crash steps. Thus Invariant (I6) also holds for ogerpa[0..2" — 1].

Since 0,j4[0..2" —1] is (i—1)-compliant, Invariant (I8) holds for 6,4[0..2" —1]. By Lemma 3 ((S6)), for every set S C
such that 0,4[S] # L, each register R € R can only be accessed by its owner during E(Cs, os). Thus Invariant (I8) also
holds for oerypa[0..2" - 1].

Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, Invariant (I9) holds for ,;4[0..2" — 1]. In the CC model, by Lemma 3 ((S8)),
for every set S C P such that o,4[S] # L, each register R € R can only be read during E(Cs, os). Thus no valid
cache copy can be invalidated during E(Cs, os). Furthermore, by Lemma 3 ((S8)), during E(Cs, os), each process p can
only read registers that it already has valid cache copies of. Thus no new cache copies can be created during E(Cs, o5s).
Consequently, Invariant (I9) also holds for ogerypa[0..2" — 1].

Since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, Invariant (110) holds for ¢,;;[0..2" — 1]. Then, since no steps are removed
in the construction of the schedules for ogerypa[0..2" — 1], clearly Invariant (110) also holds for oetypa[0..2" —1].

We will now prove that Invariant (I5) holds for oerupa[0..2" — 1] as follows. Let R € R be any register. Our goal is
to show that there exists a value yg such that for every set S C P, if 0gepa[S] # L, then:

valR (Ceerupal Shrax]) i lastr (Gerupa [ Spiax]) € S
valg (UsetupA [S] ) =
YR otherwise

Note that since 0,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spyax(0o1g[0..2" — 1]) = sold by Invariant (I5), there is a

max>

value yg such that for every set S C P, if 0,)4[S] # L, then:

valr(oalSPL.])  if lastr(aoalSUL]) € S

valg (o4l S]) = ,
YR otherwise

First, suppose that R is not accessed during E(Cg, o) for every set S € P such that o,;4[S] # L. Then since o,4[S] =
L if and only if oerpa[S] = L, and R is not accessed during E(Cgola , 0god ), lastR(Gold[S%zx]) = lastr (Oserupa [S%gx]).

Thus as we wanted, for every set S C P, if oerupa[S] # L, then:

valg (UsetupA [S]) _ ValR(O'setupA [S%(aix]) if laStR(O'setupA [S%gx]) €S
YR otherwise

So suppose instead that there exists a set S’ C P such that o,4[S’] # L, and a process p € S” \ F((fold[S%gx]) that
accesses R during E(Cs, gs’). The proof now differs depending on the model.

In the DSM model, by Lemma 3 ((S6)), p must be the owner of R. Then since o,;4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant,

by Invariant (I8), either lastR(aold[S%zx]) =por valR((fold[S;’,fgx]) = yg. Furthermore, by Lemma 3 ((S6) and (S7)), for

every set S C P such that o,4[S] # L, if p € S, then valr(Cs, o5) = valr(Cp, op); otherwise valg(Cs, 0s) = yg. Thus
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as we wanted, for every set S C P, if ogerypa[S] # L, then:

valg (O'setupA [S%Zx] ) if lastg (O'setupA [S%gx] )ES
valg (UsetupA [S] ) =
YR otherwise

Finally, in the CC model, by Lemma 3 ((S9)), p already has a valid cache copy of R in Cg'. So since o,4[0..2" — 1] is

(i—1)-compliant, by Invariant (I9), for every set S C P such that o,)4[S] # L and p € S, valr(o,14[S]) = valr(c,4[S’])-

Thus either lastg ((fold[S;’,fgx]) =por valR(O'old[S%gx]) = yg. Note that if any process other than p also accesses R during

E(Cs, 0g), then valR(O'old[S%gx]) = yg. Furthermore, by Lemma 3 ((S8)), for every set S C % such that o4[S] # L,
valg (0o14[S]) = valr(0serupa[S]). Thus observe that as we wanted, for every set S C P, if ogerypa[S] # L, then:

valR (Gerupal Shrax]) i lastr (Gerupa [ Shiay]) € S
valg (UsetupA [S] ) =
YR otherwise

Consequently we have proven that Invariant (I5) holds for oerpa[0..2" — 1]. m]

We now construct another array oerypp[0..2" —1] with the goal of satisfying Invariant (I7) as follows. If no process is

within the critical section at the end of E(0serupa [S%gx] ), we simply construct ogerpp[0..2" — 1] such that ogerypp[0..2" —

1] = Gserupal0..2" — 1]. Furthermore, we define Sf,fﬁ,'jf = S;’,{gx.

Otherwise, to avoid violating mutual exclusion, there must be exactly one process p € S ;’,fgx \ F(Osetupa [S%le]) such

that at the end of E(UsetupA[S%zx]), p is within the critical section. Then note that by Lemma 4 and Invariant (I3), for
every set S C P such that ogeypa[S] # L, if p € S then p is also within the critical section at the end of E(serupa[S]);
otherwise no process is within the critical section at the end of E(0serupa[S]). Thus we construct oepypp[0..2" — 1]

such that for every set S C P, if p € S, then oerypp[S] = L; otherwise ogerpB[S] = Oserupa[S]. Furthermore, we define
Ssetup _ Sold \ { }
max — Y max p N

setup

LeMMA 5. This new array osepnppl0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0setupp[0-2" — 1]) = Spax -

Proor. By Lemma 4, except for Invariant (I7), 0gerupa [0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(seruppl0..2" = 1]) =
gold

max-
If no process is within the critical section at the end of E(0etypa [S%Zx]), then gerypp[0..2" = 1] = Ogenpal0.2" — 1].

Thus by Lemma 4 and Lemma 3 ((S4)), Invariant (17) also holds for oserp [0..2" —1], and so it follows that oerypp[0..2" —

1] = Ggerupal0.-2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(Gserupp[0-2™ = 11) = Spoa = SIL..

Otherwise, there is exactly one process p € S;’,fgx \F (Gse,upA[S%zx]) such that p is within the critical section at the

end of E(Gse,upA[S%gx]), and for every set S C P, if p € S, then ogerpp[S] = L; otherwise ogetypp[S] = Tserupa[S]- By

Lemma 4, except for Invariant (I7), oserupa[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0serupal0..2" — 1]) = S%gx. Thus
observe that by the construction of oerpp[0..2" — 1], Invariants (I1), (12), (I3), (14), (I5), (I6), (I8), (19), (I10) must all also
hold for Gyerypp [0.-2™ — 1] With Spax(Tserupp[0-2" = 1]) = Syt =SP4\ {p}).

By the construction of ggeypp[0..2" — 1], for every set S C P, if p € S, then oerpp[S] = L. Thus for every set
S C P, if ogerypp[S] # L, then p ¢ S. Consequently, for every set S C % such that otypp[S] # L, no process is within

the critical section at the end of E(0serupa[S]) = E(0setupp[S]). Therefore by Lemma 3 ((S4)), Invariant (I7) holds for

setup

max * ]

Osetupnl0.-2" — 1], and thus oerpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(serupnl0.-2" —1]) = S

13



Chan and Woelfel

i-th Iteration (Decision Phase): Then for each register R € R, let Bg be the set of processes poised to access R at the

end of E(Gerupp[Smar 1)- (50 BR N F(serupp[Spen 1) = 0.) Further, let

H= U Bg.

ReR
|BRI=k

and
t t
L =St \ (H Y F(0serup[Smax 1))-
i-th Iteration (Low Contention Phase if |L| > |H|): We begin by constructing an undirected graph where the processes
in L are the nodes, and for every pair of nodes p and g, we connect an edge between p and q if and only if at least one

of the following is true at the end of E(asetupB[stflip 1:

e p and q are poised to access the same register.
e p is poised to access a register owned by g, or vice versa.

e p is poised to access a register that q has previously performed an operation on, or vice versa.
Thus in this graph:

e Since |BR| < k for every register R € R that processes in L are poised to access, there are at most k|L| edges
representing processes that are poised to access the same register.

e Since every register R € R is owned by at most one process, there are at most |L| edges representing processes
that are poised to access a register owned by some process in L (one edge for each process, connecting it to the
owner of the register it is poised to access).

e By Assumption (A2), every passage incurs at most log n RMRs. By Lemma 5, Gserypp[0..2" —1] is (i—1)-compliant.
Recall that LNF( asetupB[Sf;lecp ]) = @. So by Invariant (16), each process in L has never crashed, and so has started
at most one passage. Thus each process in L has performed operations on at most log n registers that are not
owned by itself. (Note that registers owned by itself are excluded because their associated edges would have
already been added in the previous step.) Then since |Bgr| < k for every register R € R that processes in L are
poised to access, there are at most k|L| log n edges representing processes that are poised to access a register that
some process in L has previously performed an operation on (k edges from each of the log n registers previously

accessed by each process in L).

Hence, the total number of edges is at most k|L| + |L| + k|L| logn < 3k|L|logn.
Let I be the maximum independent set of the graph.

LEmMA 6. |I| > |L|/(7klogn).

PRrOOF. Since there are at most 3k|L|logn edges, the average degree of the graph is at most 6k log n. The lemma

immediately follows by Turan’s Theorem. m]

setup

Let St = F(OsetupB[Smax 1) U I. Note that since I C L, F(O'S@tupB[Ssetup]) Cc S c S*!UP We now construct a new

max = max

array ooy [0..2" — 1] such that for every set S C P, if S & Sy, then 0y,,,4[S] = L; otherwise 05,4 [S] = Tserupn[S]-

LEMMA 7. This new array ojg,a[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(Ciowa[0..2" — 1]) = 1.

ProOF. By Lemma 5, 0gerypp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Syax(0serupp[0..2" — 1]) = Sf,fzip. By construction,

Olowa [0..2" —1] is simply a modification of oer,,pp[0..2" —1] where every set S C £ that contains any process in Sfﬁ;ip\SI
14
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setup. setup . . .
has had 0,4 [S] set to L, where F(0serupB[Smax 1) € S1 S Spax - It suffices to observe that every invariant still holds
with Smax(070wal0..2" — 1]) = Sy, and thus 0y,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spax(0j,a[0..2" —=1]) =S;. O

Now for each set S C # such that 0,4 [S] # L, let C{ be the configuration at the end of E(0jg,4[S]), and let o
be the schedule consisting of exactly one non-crash step by each process in S \ F(0jy,,4[Sr]) in order from the process
with the smallest ID to the process with the largest ID. Note that o is a finite schedule since there are only n processes
in the system. Also note that by Lemma 7, 0j,,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spmax(07owa[0..2" — 1]) = Sf, so
OlowalS] # L if and only if F(0j,,4[S1]) € S € Sr. Thus O’é contains exactly one non-crash step of each process in
INS and no other steps.

LEmMA 8. For every set S € P such that ojg,4[S] # L:

1) For each register R € R, R is accesse at most one process p € I N urin ,0o) and no otner processes.
L1) F h register R € R, R d by p p € 1NS during E(Cg, o) and her p
2) For each process p € I, if p accesses a register R durin ,0¢), then the owner of R is not in .
L2) F h p pelifp gister R during E(C¢, 0g), then th Ri inl\ {p
3) For each process p € I, if p accesses a register R durin, ,0¢), then R has never been accesse any process in
L3) F h p pelifp gister R during E(C¢, a), thenR h b d by any p i
I\ {p} during E(c15,alS])-
(L4) For each process p € I, during E(C, 0g), p cannot invalidate any cache copy of any process in I\ {p}.
(L5) For every process p € I, if p accesses a register R during E(C’I, Gé]), then there is a value yg such that for every set
S C P, ifolowalS’] # L, then:
valr(ojowalSt]) ifpe s’

valg (UlowA [S/]) = )
YR otherwise

Note that this implies that for each register R € R, if R is accessed during E(C’,O'é) then valg(0yy,a[S1]) =
valr (clowa[S])-
(L6) For each register R € R, if R is accessed during E(C§, o) then valR(C’I, 0'51) = valg(Cg, 05).
(L7) For each process p € S, statep (C’I, 0'51) = statep (Cg, 7).
(L8) Each process inI N S incurs exactly one RMR during E(Cg, a;).
(L9) For each process p € S\ F(01o,,alS1]), p has not left the critical section during E(05,,4[S] © 0§).
(L10) F(opowalS]) = F(oionalS] @ Ué)

PRrOOF. Let S C P be any set of processes such that 05,4 [S] # L. By Lemma 7, 674,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant
with Smax(010wa[0..2" —1]) = S1. So by Invariant (12), for every set S’ € P, 0jowalS’] # L if and only if F(oy,,4[S1]) C
S’ € Sy. Thus F(oy,,a[S1]) €S C Sy

Furthermore, by Invariants (I3) and (14), for every process p € S, statep(0jowa[S]) = statep(01o,,4[S1]) and F(oy9,,4[S]) =
F(010walS1])- So by Invariant (I7), every process p € S \ F(0j,a[Sr]) has not entered the critical section during
E(G1palS]).

Now recall that o contains exactly one non-crash step of each process in I N S and no other steps. Also re-
call that by construction, for every process p € S, statep(cjowalS]) = statep(ciowalSi]) = statep(0serupp[Sr]) =
statep((fse,upB[Sf,fzip 1). Then since I is an independent set of the graph we constructed earlier:

e No pair of processes in I are poised to access the same register at the end of E(0erupp [sj:;';f’]). Since statey (0jpa[S]) =

statep(asetupB[Sf:Z;p ]) for every process p € S, no pair of processes in I are poised to access the same register
at the end of E(07yy,,4[S]). Thus every process in I N S accesses a different register during E(CY, 0';) ((L1)).
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e No process p € [ is poised to access a register owned by a different process g € I at the end ofE((fsetupB[Sf,:zzp]).
Since statep(ToyalS]) = statep(asetupg[sxéip]) for every process p € S, no process p € I is poised to access a
register owned by a different process q € I at the end of E(0yy,,4[S]). Thus for each process p € I, if p accesses

a register R during E(Cg, 0g), then the owner of Ris not in I'\ {p}. (L2)).

No process p € I is poised to access a register that has previously been accessed by a different process q € I at
the end ofE(UsetupB[Sf;g;p]). Since statep (0jp1,4[S]) = statep(osempB[Sf:g;p]) for every process p € S, no process
p € Iis poised to access a register that has previously been accessed by a different process q € I at the end
of E(0oa[S])- Thus for each process p € I, if p accesses a register R during E(C, 0';), then R has never been
accessed by any process in I \ {p} during E(0jga[S]). (L3)). Therefore, for each process p € I, if p accesses a
register R during E(Cg, o), no process in I\ {p} makes a cache copy of R during E(jo,,4[S]). Consequently,
for each process p € I, during E(C§, 05), p cannot invalidate any cache copy of any process in I\ {p} ((L4)).
Furthermore, since statep (0jp,a [S1]) = statep(asetupB[stzip]) for every process p € S, no process p € I is poised
to access a register that has previously been accessed by a different process q € I at the end of E(0yy,,4[S1])-
Thus for every process p € I, if p accesses a register R during E(C’I, Gé]), then lastg(o10walS1]) € I\ {p}, so
either lastgr(00ua [S1]) = p or lastr(010wa[S1]) € F(opowalS1]) U (P \ Sp).

By Lemma 7, 675,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spx(0jpa[0..2" — 1]) = Sy. Thus by Invariant (I5), for
every register R € R, there is a value yg such that for every set S C P, if ojga [S'] # L, then:

valR (0o [Sr])  if lastr(G1owalS1]) € &'

valg (UlowA [5/]) = .
YR otherwise

We just showed that for every process p € I,if p accesses aregister R during E(C’I, 0';1), then either lastg (0,4 [S1]) =

p or lastr(0jowalS1]) € F(010malS1]) U (P \ Sp). Thus for every process p € I, if p accesses a register R during
E(C’I, Gé]), then there is a value yg such that for every set S’ C P, if 0j,a[S'] # L, then:

valg(o1pun[5']) = valr(ojowalS1]) ifpes’
YR otherwise
Consequently, observe that for each register R € R, if R is accessed during E(C%, Gé) then valg(ojpwalS1]) =
valr(61owalS]) ((L5)).
By Lemma 7, 0jy,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Syax(07pwal0..2" — 1]) = S1. So by Invariant (I3), for each
process p € S, statep (0jowalS]) = statep (o1pwalST]).
Then, since we have proven ((L1)) and ((L5)), during both E(Cg, o) and E(C’I, O';I), for each processp € INS, p

performs the same operation on the same register, causing the same resulting state and response. This implies that:
e For each register R € R, if R is accessed during E(Cg, 0g) then valR(C’I, oé]) = valr(Cg, o¢) ((L6)).
e For each process p € S, state, (C /1’ O’é]) = statey (Cg, 0§) (L7)). (Recall that o consists of exactly one non-crash

step of each process in I N S and no other steps, so the states of other processes do not change.)

Since 0jy,,4[S] # L, by construction, o,4[S] # L. By Lemma 3 ((S3)), for each process p € S\F(o’old[s,o,{gx]), p incurs
an RMR at the end of E(Gserupa[S]op). By construction and Lemma 4 (Invariant (14)), 61014 [S] = 0serupB[S] = Tserupa[S],
and F(01p,a[S1]) = F(OsetupalS1]) = F(Osetupa [ S59,1) = F(0,14 S5, ). Thus for each process p € S\ F(0yp[S1]), p
incurs an RMR at the end of E(0jo,,4[S] op). By definition, S = IUF(0owa[S1]), so since S C Sy, S\ F(o,wa[S1]) = INS.

Finally, recall that o contains exactly one non-crash step of each process in I N S and no other steps. Consequently,
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since we have already proven that each process I N S accesses a different register during E(Cg, 0, observe that each
process in I N S must incur exactly one RMR during E(C7, 0';) ((L3)).

By Lemma 7, 07,,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so by Invariant (I7), each process that is not in F(0j,,,4[S])
does not enter the critical section during E(0jo,4[S]). Recall that oy consists of exactly one non-crash step of each
process in I NS = S\ F(0j0,,4[S1]) and no other steps. Thus, with only one step, although a process could enter the
critical section during E(Cg, o), it cannot have taken any steps within the critical section. Thus by Assumption (A1),
no process can leave the critical section during E(CZ, 0';). So for each process p € S\ F(0y,,,4[S1]), p has not left the
critical section during E(07g,,4[S] © 0';) ((L9)). Therefore, since no process in S\ F(0jg,,4[Sr]) has left the critical section
during E(0j5,,4[S] © Ué), no process in S\ F(0jo,4[Sr]) has completed its super-passage during E(ojy,,a[S] © oé). Thus
F(G1oma[ST) = F(0a[S] © o) (L10)). o

We now construct a new array ojy,,g[0..2" — 1] such that for every set S € P, 0jp,,8[S] = L if ojpualS] = L;
otherwise j5,,8[S] = 1o [S] © 0.

LEMMA 9. Except for Invariant (I7), 0jo,g[0..2" — 1] is i-compliant with Smax(0jows[0..2" — 1]) = St.

Proor. For every set S C P, if 0y,,,8[S] # L, then by construction, j,,p[S] = djpnal[S] © 0§. By Lemma 7,
Olowal0.-2" = 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so by Invariant (I1), P(0jwa[S]) € S. By the definition of o¢, o contains only
steps of processes in S N I. Thus P(0y,,,5[S]) € S (Invariant (I1)).

By Lemma 7, 675,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spax(0jwal0.-2" — 1]) = S;. So by Invariant (I2), for every
set S € P, ojowalS] # L if and only if F(0j,,4[S1]) € S € S5. By construction, for every set S € P, oy,,[S] = L if
and only if 0y,,4[S] = L. Furthermore, by Lemma 8 ((L10)), F(050,,5[S1]) = F(010walSr]). Thus for every set S € P,
OlowslS] # L if and only if F(oy,,,5[Sr]) € S C St (Invariant (I2)).

By Lemma 8 ((L7)), for every set S C P such that g,,,4[S] # L, and every process p € S, statep(0jpp[SI]) =
statep(C’I, as;)statey (Cg, 05) = statep(0yp,p[S]). By construction, for every set S C P, 0yo,3[S] = L if and only if
OlowalS] = L. Furthermore, we have already proven that for every set S C P, 0y,,,5[S] # L ifand only if F(0y0,,5[Sr]) C
S C Sy. Thus for every process p € Sy and every set S C P that contains p, if 0,,,8[S] # L, then statey(05,8[S]) =
statep (01yp[S1]) (Invariant (13)).

Since we have already proven that Invariants (I1), (I2), and (I3) hold for oy,,,5[0..2" — 1], it immediately follows that
Invariant (I4) also holds.

By Lemma 8 ((L5)), for every process p € I, if p accesses a register R during E(C’I, O';I), then there is a value yg
such that for every set S’ C P, if ojy,4[S’] # L, then:
valg (010ualS']) = valg(ojowalS1]) ifpes’

YR otherwise
Note that since p accesses R during E(C’I, O’é]), by Lemma 8 ((L1)), lastg(0}05[Sr]) = p. By Lemma 7, 0jg,,4[0..2" — 1]
is (i — 1)-compliant, so if p € S’, then p also accesses R during E(Cg,, 05, ). Thus by Lemma 8 ((L6)), if p € S’, then
valg (o10wBlS’]) = valg(cjws[Sr]). Furthermore, by Lemma 8 ((L1)), for every set S € P such that 0j,,,4[S] # L, R
cannot be accessed by any process other than p during E(C¢, 0§). Therefore if p ¢ S”, then R cannot be accessed during
E(CL,, Jé,), and so valg(0jwB[S’]) = yr. Thus we have that for every register R € R such that some process p accesses
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R during E(C’I, 0'51), for every set S’ C P, if 0y,,,58[S’] # L, then:

, valg(o1o,8[S1])  if p = lastr(oyoyp[S1]) € S
valg (0ows[S']) =
YR otherwise
Then, since any register that is not accessed by any process during E(C /1’ O'é]) clearly does not change its state, observe
that Invariant (I5) holds for oy,,5[0..2" — 1].

By Lemma 7, 07,4 [0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so Invariant (I6) holds for gjy,,4[0..2" — 1]. For every set S C P
such that 05,4 [S] # L, 0§ contains no crash steps. Thus Invariant (I6) also holds for ,,,p[0..2" — 1].

By Lemma 7, 0jgy,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spax(07wa [0..2" — 1]) = S1. So by Invariant (I8), for every
process p € St \ F(05malSr]), every register R € R owned by p, and every set S € P with ojy,,4[S] # L, R can only
be accessed by p during E(0jg,,4[S]). By Lemma 8 ((L2)), for every set S € P such that oy,,,4[S] # L, for each process
p € L if p accesses a register R during E(CZ, Ué), then the owner of Ris not in I\ {p} = (St \ F(o10ualSt)) \ {p}-
In other words, for every set S C P such that oy,,4[S] # L, for each process p € I, if p owns a register R, then no
other process in I = Sy \ F(0,,a[S1]) accesses R during E(CY, 0';). By Lemma 8 ((L10)), F(0jowalS1]) = F(010ws[S1])-
Consequently, for every process p € Sy \ F(oy,,5[S1]), every register R € R owned by p, and every set S C P with
Olows[S] # L, R can only be accessed by p during E(0je,,g[S]) (Invariant (I8)).

By Lemma 7, 075,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spax(0jpwal0.-2" — 1]) = S;. So by Invariant (I3), for every
process p € Sy and every set S C P that contains p, if 01,,,4[S] # L, then statey(0,,4[S]) = statey(01p,a[ST]).
Furthermore, by Invariant (I9), in the CC model, for every process p € Sy \ F(0j,4[S1]), there is a set R, of registers
such that for every set S C P that contains p, if 65,4 [S] # L, then the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of
at the end of E(0ygy,[S]) is exactly Rp. Recall that for every set S C P such that 65,4 [S] # L, o contains exactly one
non-crash step of each process in Sy and no other steps. By Lemma 8 ((L1)), for every set S € P such that oy,,4[S] # L,
each register is accessed by at most one process p € I N S during E(Cg, o) and no other processes. Furthermore, by
Lemma 8 ((L5)), for every set S C P such that 0y,,,4[S] # L, for every register R € R, if R is accessed during E(CY, 0';),
then valg(010walS1]) = valr(0jowalS]). Thus for every process p € St and every set S € P such that oj,4[S] # L,
during both E(C§, o) and E(Cy x Uél ), p performs the same operation on the same register which begins with the same
value, causing the same resulting state and response. There are two cases: either this operation that p performs on R
is a read operation, or it is not.

If it is a read operation, then no cache copies are invalidated by the read, and p creates a new valid cache copy of
R during both E(C{, o) and E(C’I, 0'51), thus observe that for every set S’ C % that contains p, if 0y,,,5[S'] # L,
then the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of is exactly R, U {R}. If it is not a read operation, then cache
copies can be invalidated, but by Lemma 8 ((L4)), the invalidated cache copies cannot belong to any processin I\ {p} =
(S1\ F(030alS1])) \ {p}. Thus the cache copies of every process in (S \ F(ojo,alS1])) \ {p} are unaffected, whereas
observe that for every set S’ C P that contains p, if 0y,,,5[S’] # L, then the set of registers that p has valid cache
copies of is exactly Ry, \ {R}. By Lemma 8 ((L10)), F(0jowa[S1]) = F(010wB[S1]). Consequently, in both cases, for every
process p € S;\ F(0j,8[Sr]), there is a set RI’J of registers (namely either R, UR or R\ {R} where R is the one register
that p is poised to access at the end of E(oyy,4[Sr])) such that for every set S € ¥ that contains p, if 0y,,,5[S] # L,
then the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of is exactly RI/’ (Invariant (I9)).

By Lemma 7, 07,,4[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so by Invariant (I10), for every set S € P and every process
p € S\F(0101a[S]), if 01o,a[S] # L, then p incurs at least i — 1 RMRs during E(0j,,,4[S]). By Lemma 8 ((L8)), for every

18



Tight Lower Bounds for the RMR Complexity of Recoverable Mutual Exclusion

set S C P such that oy,,,4[S] # L, each process in I N S incurs exactly one RMR during E(Cg, o). By construction, for
every set S C P, if 0y9,,8[S] # L, then 01,,8[S] = ojowalS] 0 0§, ie,, every process in I NS = S\ F(0y5,,4[S1]) incurs
exactly one more RMR during E(0y,,,5(S]) than during E(07},,,4[S])- By Lemma 8 ((L10)), F(0joa [S1]) = F(010wB[SI])-
Since we have already proven that Invariant (I4) holds for oy,,,5[0..2" — 1], F(050,,8[S1]) = F(o5,wp[S]) for every set
S € P such that oy,,,5[S] # L. Thus for every set S C P and every process p € S\ F(0j,,8[S)), if 0j0,,5[S] # L, then
p incurs at least i RMRs during E(ojg,4 [S]) (Invariant (110)). m]

We now construct another array oy,,,g[0..2" — 1] with the goal of satisfying Invariant (I7) as follows. If no process is
within the critical section at the end of E(oy,,,5[Sr]), we simply construct oy,,,5(0..2" — 1] such that oy,,,5[0..2" — 1] =
Olowl0..2" — 1]. Furthermore, we define Siﬂ};’x =S

Otherwise, to avoid violating mutual exclusion, there must be exactly one process p € Sy \ F(0y,,g5[Sr]) such that
at the end of E(0y,,,5[S1]), p is within the critical section. Then note that by Lemma 9 and Invariant (I3), for every set
S € P such that 0y,,,5[S] # L, if p € S then p is also within the critical section at the end of E(0j,,5[S]); otherwise no
process is within the critical section at the end of E(0yy,,5[S]). Thus we construct oy,,,5[0..2" — 1] such that for every

set S C P,if p € S, then o0y,,,5[S] = L; otherwise 0y,,8[S] = 0jo,5[S]. Furthermore, we define Sﬁ%"x =57\ {p}.

LEMMA 10. This new array oj,,,g[0..2" — 1] is i-compliant with Spmax(0j,,8[0..2" — 1]) = Siﬁ;"x.

ProoF. By Lemma 9, except for Invariant (I7), o7,,,5[0..2" — 1] is i-compliant with Spax(0j0g[0..2" — 1]) = St.

If no process is within the critical section at the end of E(oy,,,5[S1]), then 0y,,,5[0..2" — 1] = 075,,5[0..2" — 1]. Thus
by Lemma 9 and Lemma 8 ((L9)), Invariant (I7) also holds for gy,,,5[0..2" — 1], and so it follows that oy,,,5[0..2" — 1] =
1ol 0..2™ — 1] is i-compliant with Syax(Tje,,5[0..2" — 1]) = S9% = §y.

Otherwise, there is exactly one process p € Sy \ F(0y,,,5[S1]) such that p is within the critical section at the end of
E(01owB[S1]), and for every set S € P, if p € S, then 0y,,,5[S] = L; otherwise 00,,8[S] = 0J0w5[S]. By Lemma 9, except
for Invariant (I7), 0j4,,5[0..2" — 1] is i-compliant with S ;;4x(00wg[0..2" —1]) = S1. Thus observe that by the construction
of 0yy,,[0..2" — 1], Invariants (I1), (12), (I3), (14), (I5), (16), (I8), (19), (110) must all also hold for oy,,,[0..2" — 1] with
Smax(Gonp[0-2" = 1]) = S, = S7 \ {p}.

By the construction of 0y,,,5[0..2" — 1], for every set S € P, if p € S, then oy,,,5[S] = L. Thus for every set S C P, if
o1owB[S] # L, then p ¢ S. Consequently, for every set S € ¥ such that oy,,,5[S] # L, no process is within the critical
section at the end of E(00,,58[S]) = E(010w5[S]). Therefore by Lemma 8 ((L9)), Invariant (I7) holds for oy,,,5[0..2" — 1],

and thus oy,,,5[0..2" — 1] is i-compliant with Spax(0j0,,5[0..2" — 1]) = Sﬁz‘a”x. m]

Finally, we terminate this i-th iteration by setting o,o,nqli, 0..2" — 1] = 05,,5[0..2" — 1].

i-th Iteration (High Contention Phase if |L| < |H|): By Lemma 5, 0erpp[0..2" —1] is (i—1)-compliant with Smax(0serupp[0--2" —
1]) = sj,‘j;'jf. Recall that H = | uﬁ;’ik BR, where for every register R € R, B is the set of processes poised to access R
at the end ofE((fsetupB[Sf,pr]).
We first divide the processes in H into groups of exactly k processes such that within each group, all processes are
poised to access the same register at the end of E(0yetupB [Sjﬁfjjf ]). We make as many such groups as possible. Then let
Hj be the set of processes in the resulting groups, i.e., H; is a modification of H where all processes that are not in any
group are removed. Note that by this construction, since H = | J rex Bg, |H1| > |H|/2.
Next, let Hy be a modification of Hy such that for each processu;f‘ékHl, p is in Hy if and only if both of the following

are true:
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setup

e No process in Hj is poised to access a register owned by p at the end of E(0serupp[Smax 1)-
e No process in Hy is poised to access a register R at the end of E(0erpp[S fja?cp]) such that lastr (0serupB [Sfj;’jf]) =

p.

Note that since H; is composed of groups of exactly k processes that are all poised to access the same register at the
end of E(O'setupB[Sf;s;p]), there are at most |Hp|/k registers that are poised to be accessed by processes in Hy, and thus
there are at most 2|H;|/k processes removed in the construction of Hy from Hj.

Then let H3 be a modification of H such that each remaining group of Hy with at least k/4 processes is shrunk to
contain only k/4 processes, and all other groups are removed. Since at most 2|Hp|/k processes were removed in the
construction of Hy from Hj, and k > logn, at least half of the processes remain, and so it is easy to see that at least a
quarter of the groups in H remain with at least k/4 processes. So |H3| > |H;|/16 > |H|/32.

Next, recall that all registers support only read, fetch-and-store (FAS), fetch-and-increment (FAI), and compare-and-
swap (CAS) operations. Let opty; denote one of these 4 operation types such that the plurality of processes in H are
poised to perform an operation of type opty at the end of E(0yerypp[S f,ff;;cp]) Then let Hy be a modification of H3 such
that for each process p € Hs, p is in Hy if and only if p is poised to perform an operation of type opty; at the end of
E(osetupBlS f,fazp]) Since there are only 4 operation types, |Hs| > |H3|/4.

Now let H5 be a modification of Hy such that each group of Hy with at least k/32 processes is shrunk to contain
only k/32 processes, and all other groups are removed. Since each group of H3 originally had exactly k/4 processes
and |Hy| > |H3|/4 where k > logn, it is easy to see that at least an eighth of the groups in Hy remain with at least k /32
of the processes. So |Hs| > |H3|/64 > |H1|/1024 > |H|/2048.

Let h be the number of remaining groups in Hs. Then since Hs only contains groups with exactly k/32 processes,
h = 32|Hs|/k. We arbitrarily order these groups, and construct an array G[0..h — 1] such that for every integer j €
{0,1,...,h — 1}, G[J] is the j-th group in the ordering. Then for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, let R[j] be the
register that every process in G[j] is poised to access at the end ofE(ose,upB[Sf,szzp]).

setup

Finally, let Sy = F(0setupB[Smax 1) U Hs. We now construct a new array O'highA[O..Z” — 1] such that for every set
SCP,if S & Sy, then opigha[S] = L; otherwise a4;gna[S] = Tserups[S]-

LEmMA 11. This new array opigna[0..2" = 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0pigna[0.-2" — 1]) = Sgr. Furthermore, for
every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}:

e For every set S C P such that opigna[S] # L, every process in G[j] NS is poised to access R[] at the end of
E(opighalS]).

e The owner of R[j] is not in Sg \ F(opignalSu])-

e Forevery setS C P such that opgpa[S] # L, valg[j1(onighalS]) = valr[j](ohighalSH]).

ProoF. By Lemma 5, Gerypp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0serupnl0.-2" — 1]) = Sf,‘ié’jf. By construction,
Ohigha [0 2" — 1] is simply a modification of ogepp[0..2" — 1] where every set S C # that contains any process in
ﬁ,‘i;’;f’ \ Sg has had opjgpa[S] set to L, where F (0setupslS f,fﬁ,‘jf 1) €Sy C Sf,ff],‘f . It suffices to observe that since every
invariant still holds with Smax(opigha[0..2" = 1]) = Sg, opigha[0..2" = 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opigha [0.-2" -
1]) = Sy.

Now let j be an integer in {0, 1,. — 1}. By definition, R[] is the register that every process in G[j] is poised to

access at the end of E(0erupn[S i,‘i;’jf]) By Lemma 5, O'setupB [0..2" ~1] is (i~ 1)-compliant with Smax(Tserupp[0..2" = 1]) =

si,‘i;’jf . So by Invariant (I3), for every process p € Smax and every set S C % that contains p, if oserpp[S] # L, then

20



Tight Lower Bounds for the RMR Complexity of Recoverable Mutual Exclusion
statep (OserupB[S]) = statep (Oserupp[S i,‘i;’jf’]) Thus for every process p € G[j] and every set S C P that contains p, if
Osetupp[S] # L, then p is also poised to access R[] at the end of E(oyetypp[S])-

By the construction of o4;5p4[0..2" — 1], for every set S C ¥ such that opgna[S] # L, OhighalS] = TserupnlS]. So
for every process p € G[j] and every set S C ¥ that contains p, if opgpa [S] # L, then p is also poised to access R[ j]
at the end of E(opigha [S]). Thus for every set S € P such that ohigha[S] # L, every process in G[j] N S is poised to
access R[j] at the end of E(opgnalS])-

Now recall that Sy = F(0setupB[S m;‘jf]) U Hs, where Hs C Hy. By construction, for each process p € Hy, p is in H
if and only if both of the following are true:

e No process in Hj is poised to access a register owned by p at the end of E(0serups [Sjjf;jf])
e No process in Hj is poised to access a register R at the end of E(0erupp[S f,f;‘jf]) such that lastg (O serups [Sf,fﬁ,'jf]) =
p.

We have already shown that opigna[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opigna[0..2" — 1]) = Sg, and that for
every set S C # such that opgpa[S] # L, every process in G[j] N S is poised to access R[j] at the end of E(opigha [S]).
So by Invariant (I2), every process in G[j] N Sy = G[] is poised to access R[j] at the end of E(opigha [Sg]). Thus:

e The owner of R[] is not in Sy \ F(ohigna[SH])-
t . .
o lastg|j) (Ouerupp|Smax 1) is not in Sgr \ F(ohigha[Sr])-

By Lemma 5, 0gerypp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0serupp[0--2" —1]) = Sf,ifjjf’. So by Invariant (I5), for

every register R € R, there is a value yg such that for every set S C P, if ogerypp[S] # L, then:

t . et
valg (UsetupB [Sj:al;p] ) if lastg (O'setupB[ maljcp]) €S
valp (UsetupB [S] ) =
YR otherwise

We have just shown that lastg| ;| (Gse,upB[ i,‘i;’;”]) is not in Sy \ F(opigna[Su1)- So either lastg| ;) (GsetupB[stZip]) €
t

F(highal S1) or lastR (Gsetupp[Smax 1) & St

By the construction of opjgp[0..2" — 1], for every set S C P, if opigna[S] # L, then opigna[S] = Oserupp[S]. Thus if
lastgj1 (asempB[Sf,fg;p]) is in F(opigha[Su]), then for every set S C P such that opgpa[S] # L, valg( ;) (ohignalS]) =

t

valg [7] (UsetupB [Sfrial)lcp])-

Otherwise lastg( gsetupB[Sf,f;'jf ]) is not in Sgy. Since we have already proven that o454 [0..2" — 1] is (i—1)-compliant
with Smax(opighal0..2" — 1]) = Sg, by Invariant (I2), for every set S C # such that op;p4[S] # L, S C Sg, and so
lastR(osetupB[Sf:gp]) is not in S. Thus for every set S € P such that opgpa [S] # L, valgr(opighalS]) = yr.

So in both cases, for every set S C  such that opigna[S] # L, valg[j1(0highalS]) = valg[j] (ohigha[SH])- o

We now iterate over j € {0,1,..., h—1} to construct two arrays ¢; [0..h—1] and a2 [0..h—1] of processes and an array
a[0..h — 1] of schedules as follows. If opty; is not CAS, then let a1 [ j] and a2 [j] be two arbitrary but distinct processes
in G[j], and let a[j] = a1[j] o a2[j]. Otherwise, consider the register R[] that every process in G[j] is poised to
access at the end of E(opigna[SH])- Let vj = valg[j](ohigha[SH] 0 @[0] o a[1] o... 0 &[j - 1]). Then let a1 [j] be any
process in G[j] such that a;[j] is about to perform a CAS(v;,v”) operation where v” # v;; if no such process exists,
then let a1 [ j] be any process in G[j]. Next, let a2 [ j] be any process in G[j] \ {1 [j]}. Finally, let a[j] = a1 [j] o a2 [j].

For every integer j € {0,1,. — 1}, let (r’ be the concatenation of all schedules in «[0..j], ie., oJ = a[0] o
a[1] o...0a[j]. Then let o4 = 0'0, ~1. Furthermore, let S, be the set of all processes with steps in ¢,. Note that since
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aljl =ar[j] o az[jl foro < j<h-1, )
-1

S = | e [j], a2 11}
j=0

In addition, note that S, C Hs and |S,| = 2h = 64|Hs|/k.
Next, let Sp = Sp U F(UhighA[SH])- Since S € Hs and Sy = F(O-highA[SH]) U Hs, F(GhighA[SH]) C Sr € Sy. By
Lemma 11, opigpa[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so:

e By Invariant (12), opigna[SF] # L.
e By Invariant (I1), P(0higha[SF]) € SF.
By Invariant (14) F(0pigsa[SF]) = F(0nghalSi).

Thus observe that to avoid violating deadlock freedom, there must exist a schedule o such that:

e of begins with exactly one crash step of every process in Sy, and contains no other crash steps.

e oF contains only steps of processes in Sy = S \ F(0pigna[SF]), i-e., P(oF) = Sa.

e During E(opigna [SF]o0a©0F), every process in Sp begins and then completes a super-passage, i.e., F(opigha [SF]o
Oq © OF) = SF.

Let Cr be the configuration at the end of E(0pigna [SF] 0 o). Then let Rf be the set of every register that is accessed
during E(CF, of) (after the crash steps of every process in S, at the beginning of oF). Next, let D C P be the set of
every process p € Hs \ Sq such that there exists a register R € R such that either p owns R, or lastr(ohigna[SH]) = p.

LEMMA 12. |D] < 2|Sq|logn = 128|Hs|logn.

Proor. First, consider each register R € Rr such that R is owned by a process in S,. Since D C Hs \ Sy, the owner
of Ris not in . Furthermore, by Lemma 11, opgpa[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opigna[0..2" = 1]) = Sg,
so by Invariant (I8), since the owner of Ris in S¢ € Hs € Sy \ F(0nigna[Su]), R cannot be accessed by any process in
Hs \ Sq during E(opigna[Sm1)- So lastr(ohigha[SH]) € D. Thus intuitively, each register R € RF that is owned by a
process in Sy does not contribute any processes to D.

So it suffices to consider the registers in R that are not owned by any process in S¢. By Assumption (A2), each
process accesses at most log n registers that it does not own during a passage. Thus there are at most |S,|log n registers

in RF that are not owned by any process in S,. Consequently, |D| < 2|Sy|logn = % |Hs|log n. o

Now let Hg be a modification of Hs where every process p € Hs is in Hg if and only if p ¢ D. Note that since
D C Hs5\ Sy and Sy € Hs, Sy € He. By Lemma 12, |D| < 1kﬁ|H5| logn, so |He| > |Hs| — %|H5| log n. For sufficiently
large k (k > 2561ogn), % |Hs|logn < 0.5|Hs|. Thus, at least half of the processes in Hs remain in Hg, and so it is easy
to see that at least a quarter of the groups in He remain with at least k/128 processes (out of the k/32 originally in Hs).
Furthermore, since S, C Hg, for 0 < j < h— 1, since S, contains a1[j] and az[j], {a1[j], a2[j]} € G[j] N Hg. So let
G’[0..h — 1] be a new array such that for all j € {0,1,...,h— 1}, G’[j] = G[j] N He, and so {a1[j], a2[j]} € G’[Jj].

Now for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, let f1[j] be @ if |G’[j]| < k/160; otherwise, let 1 [j] be an arbitrary
process in G'[j] \ {a1[j], @2[j]}. Then let:

h-1
s = Jteilil. a2lil. i L1}
j=0
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So:
h-1
Sp=Sa U JIBLIN
J=0
Note that by construction, S, C Sp € Hg C Hs.

|H|

Lemma 13. [Sg\ Sal > 35737+

PRroOF. Since at least a quarter of the h groups in Hg have at least k/128 processes, f1[j] # @ for at least a quarter
of the integers j € {0,1,...,h — 1}. Thus [Sg \ S¢| > 0.25h = 8|Hs|/k.

Now recall that [Hs| > |H|/64 > |Hi|/1024 > |H|/2048. S0 [Sg \ So| = 10|Hs|/k >z o

Next, let Sg = SgUF (0higha [SH])- We now construct a new array opignp[0..2" —1] such that for every set S € #,if S ¢
Sp, then op;gpp[S] = L; otherwise a;gn[S] = Ohigna[S]. Note that since Sg C He C Hs and Sy = F(0pigna[SH]) U Hs,
F(onighalSH]) € Sp C Sh.

Lemma 14. This new array opigpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opignp[0..2" — 1]) = Sp. Furthermore, for
every integer j € {0,1,...,h —1}:

e For every set S C P such that opignp[S] # L, every process in G[j] N S is poised to access R[j] at the end of
E(opighp[S])-

o The owner of R[] is not in Sg \ F(ohigns[SB])-

e For every set S C P such that opignp[S] # L, valg( ) (higns[S]) = valg| ;) (ohighs[SB])-

In addition, for every register R € R,

e The owner of R is not in Sp \ F(opigns[SB])-
e Forevery setS C P such that opgnp[S] # L, valr(opigns[S]) = valr(opignp[SB])-

Proor. By Lemma 11, opigna[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opigna[0..2" — 1]) = Sg. By construction,
ohighp[0..2" — 1] is simply a modification of op;ep4[0..2" — 1] where every set S C # that contains any process in
Sh \ Sp has had opgpp[S] set to L, where F(O'highA[SH]) C S C Sg. It suffices to observe that since every invariant
still holds with Smax(0opigns[0..2" — 1]) = Sp, opignp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(ohigrp[0.-2" — 1]) = Sp.

Furthermore, by Lemma 11, for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}:

e For every set S C ¥ such that opgna[S] # L, every process in G[j] N S is poised to access R[j] at the end of
E(opighalS]).

e The owner of R[] is not in Sgr \ F(0higna[SH])-

e For every set S C % such that opgpa[S] # L, valg( ;) (ohigha[S]) = valg ] (ohigha[SH]).

By the construction of op;epp[0..2" — 1], for every set S € # such that opigng[S] # L, opighp[S] = higna[S]. Thus for
every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1} and every set S C # such that openp[S] # L, every process in G[j] NS is poised to
access R[j] at the end of E(opgnp[S]).
By Lemma 11, opigpal0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant. So by Invariant (14), F(onighal[Su]) = F(ongnalSsl) =
F(0nighs[SB]). Then, since Sg C Sg, for every integer j € {0, 1,..., h—1},the owner of R[] is not in Sg\ F(chigns[SB])-
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Next, for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1} and every set S C  such that o;5[S] # L,

valg( ] (ohighB[S]) = valg( ;) (ohighalS])
= valg(j1(OhighalSH])
[Ss])

]

= valg(j)(ohignp[SB])

= valg|j] (ohigha[SB

Thus we have proven that for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}:

e For every set S C  such that opepp[S] # L, every process in G[j] N S is poised to access R[] at the end of
E(onighg[S])-

e The owner of R[] is not in Sg \ F(opignp[SB])-

e For every set S C # such that op;epp[S] # L, valg[ ] (ohigns[S]) = valg( ;) (ohigns[SB])-

By definition, D C P is the set of every process p € Hs \ S such that there exists a register R € R such that either
powns R, or lastr (opigha[SH]) = p. By construction, HeND = @, Sg C Hg, and Sg = SgUF (0pigha[Sk]). Furthermore,
recall that F(opigna[Se]) = F(ohigns[SB]). Thus for every register R € Rp, the owner of Ris not in Sg \ F(opigns[SB])-

By Lemma 11, o454 [0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0higna[0..2" — 1]) = Sg. So by Invariant (I5), for
every register R € Rp, there is a value yg such that for every set S C P, if opgpa[S] # L, then:

valg (ohigha[ST) = valg(opighalSH])  if lastr(opighalSH]) € S
YR otherwise

Since lastr(ohigha[SH]) € D and D N Sg = @, for every set S C P such that F(opgnalSul) = F(onignsl[Sp]) € S €

SB € Su, valr(ohigh[S]) = yr. Furthermore, since we have already proven that op;e55[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant

with Smax(0high[0..2" — 1]) = Sp, by Invariant (I2), for every set S C # such that o;n58[S] # L, F(onigns[Sp]) €S €

Sp. Thus for every register R € R, and every set S C  such that openp[S] # L, valr(opignp[S]) = valr(ohigns[SB])-

m]

We now iterate over j € {0,1,...,h — 1} to construct an array $[0..h — 1] of schedules as follows. Recall that by

definition,

o p1[j]is @ if |G'[j]| < k/160; otherwise, 1 [j] is an arbitrary process in G’[j] \ {a1[j], a2[j]}-

o 0j = valg( ;| (Ghigha[Su] 0 0 ).
If optyy is CAS and f1[j] # @, then let vg and 025, be such that f; [j] is poised to perform a CAS(vg, v;;) operation on
R[j] at the end of E(opgnp [SB]). Note that by Lemma 14 and Invariant (I3), $1[j] would also be poised to perform a
CAS(vg, v;;) operation on R[] at the end of E(opgnp[S]) for every set S C # such that op;8[S] # L and B1[j] € S.
We then define:

aljl e az[jl = aljl if |G'[j] < k/160

BLJ] = Brli] e az[j] if opty is FAI
Pili) o ar[j] o a2[j] if optyy is CAS and vg # v;
a1[j] o B1lj] o az[j] otherwise
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By Lemma 14, opgpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opignp[0..2" — 1]) = Sp. Furthermore, Sy C Sp C S,
s0 F(opignp[SB]) U Sa € Sp. Thus by Invariant (I2), for every set S C # such that F(opignp[SB]) U Sa € S C S,
Ohighg[S] # L.

So for every set S C P such that F(op;enp[SB]) USa € S C S, let C¢ be the configuration at the end of E(o;gr8[S]).
and let Ué be a modification of o, such that for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, if f1[j] # @ and B1[j] € S, then
/] is replaced by B[/] in og. Note that by this construction, o contains exactly one non-crash step of each process

in Sg N S and no other steps.

LEMMA 15. For every set S C P such that F(opighg[SB]) U Sa € S C Sp, the set of registers accessed during E(Cé, 0';)
is exactly the set of registers accessed during E(C§, o) and exactly the set of registers in R[0..h — 1].

Proor. First, recall that for every set S C # such that F(opignp[SB]) USa € S C Sp, opignp[S] # L. Solet S € P be
a set of processes such that F(opignp[S]) U Sa € S C Sp.

By Lemma 14, for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, every process in G[j] N S is poised to access R[] at the end
of E(opighlS]). By construction, both 0'; and o, contain at most one non-crash step of each process in Sg NS and no
other steps. Since Sg C Hs, where G[0..h — 1] are the groups of processes that constitute Hs, every process with a step
in O’é or o, is poised to access a register in R[0..h — 1] at the end of E(O'highB[S])- Therefore every register accessed
during either E(Cg, o) or E(Cg, 0) is in R[0..h — 1].

Next, by construction, for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, both O’é and o, contain a non-crash step of az[j]. By
Lemma 14, for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, az[/] is poised to access R[] at the end of E(opgng[S]). So every
register in R[0..h — 1] is accessed during both E(Cg, 0§) and E(Cg, oq).

Thus we have shown that the set of registers accessed during E(C¢, o) is exactly the set of registers accessed during

E(C¢, 0¢) and exactly the set of registers in R[0..h — 1]. m}

Now for every integer j € {0,1,...,h—1},let 0'; [j] and o4 [ j] be the suffixes OfO'; and o, that contain only the steps
of processes in G[0..j]. (So for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, o4 [j] = 02,) We also define O’é[—l] =oq|-1] = @.

LEmMMA 16. For every register R € R every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, and every set S C P such that F(opgnp[Sp]) U
Sa € S € Sp. valg(Cly 04 L]1) = valg(Cl o).

Proor. First, recall that for every set S C # such that F(opignp[SB]) USa € S C Sp, opignp[S] # L. Solet S € P be
a set of processes such that F(opignp[S]) U Sa € S C Sp.

By definition, og[~1] = og[-1] = @. Thus for every register R € R, valr(C, a[~1]) = valr(Cg, o[-1]). So
it suffices to show that for every register R € R and every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, if valR(C’,(fé [j—1D =
valr(Cg, 0q[j = 1]), then valr(Cg, a§[j]) = valr(Cg, oa[])-

Thus let j be an integer in {0,1,...,h — 1}, and suppose that for every register R € R, valg(Cl, O’é [j-1) =
valR(C;, o«[j — 1]). By the construction of o7, a[j] is replaced by [ ] if and only if §;[j] # @ and p1[j] € S. Thus if
either B1[j] = @ or f1[j] ¢ S, then for every register R € R, valr(Cg, a5 [j]) = valr(Cg, o4 [j]) as wanted.

Otherwise, f1[j] # @ and f1[j] € S. Then by the definition of S[j]:

Bilil o azlJ] if optyy is FAI
Bl =9 B1[j] o a1[j] o az2[j] if optyy is CAS and ug # 0j

ai[j] o B1lj] o @2[j] otherwise
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Since a1[j] and az[j] are in So C S, all of a1 [ j], a2 [j], and f1[j] are in G[j] N'S. So by Lemma 14, all of a1 [ j], a2 [J],
and B[ j] are poised to access R[ j] at the end of E(opgnp[S]). By construction, both Gé and o, contain at most one non-
crash step of each process and no other steps. Thus for each process p € {a1[Jj], 2[Jj], f1[j1}, statep(C’, -1 =
statep (opighlS]) = statep(Cg, 0o [j — 1]).

Therefore all of a1 [ j], a2[j], and p1[j] are poised to access R[j] at the end of both E(CZ, o, [] 1]) and E(C%, o [j—

1]). Thus for every register R € R\R[j], valr(Cg, a5 [j]) = valr(Cg, o4 [j]). It now suffices to showthat valgj1(Cg 05li]) =
valg 1 (Cly 0 [])-

If optyy is read, then since reads do not change the value of a register, valg[; (C’, ! sl i) = valg(j (CS’ oqlj]) as
wanted.

If opty is FAS, then a[j] = a1[j] o a2[j] and B[j] = ai[j] o B1[j] o az[j]. Let vz be the value such that o [j] is
poised to perform FAS(v;) at the end of both E(CZ, O'S[ 1]) and E(Cg, o [j — 1]). Then valg|; (CS, oqlj]) = v2 and
valg[1(C§, 05 j]) = v2. Thus valg[;1(C¢, a§[j]) = valg[1(Cg. 0e[j]) as wanted.

If optyy is FAL then a[j] = a1[j] o az2[j] and B[] = p1[j] 0 a2[j]. So valg( j1(C§, 0a [j]) = valg[ ;1 (C§, a4 [j —1]) +2
and valg( j1(Cg, o¢[j]) = valg(j1(Cg, a5 [j = 1]) + 2. Thus valg j} (C§, 05 j]) = valg[j} (C§, 0 [j]) as wanted.

Finally, consider the case where optyy is CAS. Recall that vj = valg[;](ohignalSu] © oa[j — 1]). By Lemma 11,
valg|j1 (ohnighalSH]) = valg[ ;1 (0nigha[S]). Then, since oy [j — 1] contains at most one step by each process, observe
that valg[ ;1 (ohigha[Su] © 0a[j — 11) = valg|j)(ohighalS] © 0a[j — 1]). By definition, since opignp[S] # L, opignp[S] =
ohighaS]. Thus vj = valg(;)(opighal[S] © oalj - 1]). Then, since for every register R € R, valR(C;, 0'; [j-1] =
valr(Cg, oq[j = 11), vj = valg(j1(ohignplS] 0 o§[j — 1]) too.

By definition, either a1 [j] is poised to perform a CAS(v;,v”) operation where v’ # v; at the end of E(opighalSH]I),
or no process in G[] is poised to perform a CAS(v;,v") operation where v’ # v; at the end of E(O’highA [Sx]). By
Lemma 11, op;4p4[0. 2 —1]is (i - l)-compliant with Smax(chighalO0. 2n — 1]) = SH So by Invariant (I3), since
highB[S] = onighalS] # Land {a1[j], az[jl, B1[j]} € S, foreachprocess p € {a1[j], az[jl, f1[jl}, statep (onighalSH]) =
statep (opigna [S]) = statep (ohighp [5])-

Now recall that for each process p € {a1[j], a2[J], B1Ljl}, statep (Cg, ag[j—1]) = statep(opignp[S]) = statep(Cg, oa[j—

1]). So either a1 [j] is poised to perform a CAS(vj,v”) operation where o” # v; at the end of both E(C¢, og[j — 1]) and
E(C§, 0 [j = 1]), or no process in {a1[j], a2[j], B1[j]} is poised to perform a CAS(vj, v") operation where o’ # v; at
the end of both E(Cg, o [j — 1]) and E(Cg, 0 [j — 1]).

In the latter case, valRU (C alj]) = valg(; ( oy li—11) = vj and valg| j; ( [ 1) = valg[j1(Cg, 0 [ -1]) =
vj. Thus valg; (C’, [ i) = valgy; (C oqlj ]) as wanted.

In the former case, since f1[j] € S, pi[j] is poised to perform a CAS(U/;, ;3) operation on R[j] at the end of
E(0high[S])- Recall that for each process p € {a1[jl, az[jl, B1[il}, statep(C’, -1 = statep (opighp[S]) =
statep (Cg, o[ j—1]). So B1[j] is also poised to performa CAS(vp, /i’) operation on R[] at the end of both E(C%, o7, sli—

1]) and E(Cg, o [j — 1]).

By definition, since optyy is CAS, if v; # vg, then S[j] = p1[j] o a1[j] o az2[j] otherwise B[j] = a1[j] o p1[j] o a2 [j].
Soifoj # g, then in E(C’, 217D, B1lj] performs an unsuccessful CAS(vﬁ, %) on R[j] when R[j] contains v; # 0g.
Otherwise vj = vg, so in E(C’,O'S[ 1), f1[j] performs an unsuccessful CAS(vj, ’) on R[j] immediately after a;[J]
successfully changes the value of R[ j] fromo; to v’ # v;. Thus regardless of whether vj = vg, the CAS(vg,v ,3) operation
by $1[j] does not change the value of R[ j] during E(C¢, a4 [j]). Consequently, valg[;1(C¢, 05 [i1) = valg[1(C§, aa [j]),

as wanted. ]
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LemMa 17. For every set S C P such that F(opgnp[SB]) U Sa € S C Sp:

(H1) For every process p € P, if p accesses a register R during E(CZ, 0';), then the owner of R is not in Sg \F(O’highB [SB]).

(H2) For every integer j € {0,1,...,h = 1}, valg[ ;] (ohign[S]) = valgr[ ;) (ohighp[SB])-

(H3) In the CC model, for every process p € S\ F(0hign[SBl), the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the
end of E(opighglS] © 0';) is exactly the same as at the end of E(op;gn[SB] © oéB).

(H4) For every integer j € {0,1,...,h— 1}, valg|;(C§, 05) = valg|j] (C’B, 0';3).

(H5) For each process p € S \ Sq, statep(C’B, aéB) = statey (Cg, 05).

(H6) Each process in Sg N S incurs exactly one RMR during E(C¢, 0).

(H7) For each process p € S\ F(opighlSl), p has not left the critical section during E(op;gng[S] © 0¢).

(H8) F(opighslS]) = F(onighp[S] © o3).

Proor. First, recall that for every set S C # such that F(opgng[SB]) USa © S C S, opignp[S] # L. Solet S € P be
a set of processes such that F(opgng[Sp]) U Se € S € Sp.

By Lemma 15, the set of registers accessed during E(Cg, o) is exactly the set of registers in R[0..h—1]. By Lemma 14,
for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}:

o valg| 1 (onigh[S]) = valg( ;1 (onignp[SB]) (H2)).
e The owner of R[] is not in Sg \ F(opignp[SB])-

Thus for every process p € P, if p accesses a register R during E(C¥, 0';), then the owner of Ris not in Sg\ F(opigns[S])
((H1).

By Lemma 14, 0pgpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0p;gh[0--2" —1]) = Sp. So by Invariant (I9), for every
process p € S\ F(O'highB[SB])s the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(opgnp[5]) is exactly
the same as at the end of E(op;gnp [SB])-

Suppose opty; isread. Then by Lemma 14 and Invariant (I3), for every process p € S\F(opnignp[SB]) statep(onighs[S]) =
statep (opighp[SB]). So at the end of both E(opignp[S]) and E(opienp[SBl), p € S\ F(onigns[Ss]) is poised to per-
form a read operation on the same register R. Then, since o contains exactly one non-crash step of each process in
SN Sg =S\ F(opgnp[Ssl), the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(o;gp[S] 0 03) is the
union of {R} and the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(opgnp[S]). Furthermore, since
GéB
has valid cache copies of at the end of E(opignp[SB] © O';B) is the union of {R} and the set of registers that p has valid

contains exactly one non-crash step of each process in Sg N Sg = Sp \ F(0nigns[SB]), the set of registers that p

cache copies of at the end of E(O'highB[SB])A Thus the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of
E(ohighslS] © O’é) is exactly the same as at the end of E(op;18[SB] © O’;B)A

Now suppose instead that opty is not read. Then by Lemma 15, the set of registers accessed during E(Cg, a¢) is
exactly the set of registers in R[0..h — 1] and exactly the set of registers accessed during E(C ’B, O’éB ). Thus, since every
non-read operation invalidates all cache copies on a register, all cache copies of registers in R[0..h — 1] are invalidated
during both E(Cg, 0¢) and E(C’B, O'éB). So for every process p € S\ F(opign[Sp]), the set of registers that p has valid
cache copies of at the end of E(opgnp[S] 0 0) is exactly the same as at the end of E(opgns[Sp] © aéB).

Consequently, regardless of opt;y, in the CC model, for every process p € S\ F(op;gns[SB]), the set of registers that
p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(openp[S] o 0g) is exactly the same as at the end of E(opgnp[Sg] © GéB)

((H3)).
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Now consider E(C%, 04) and E(C ’B, 0g)- By construction, o, contains exactly one non-crash step of every process
in S¢ and no other steps. By Lemma 14, opgnp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Spmax(ohigns[0.2" — 1]) = Sp. So
by Invariants (I2) and (I3), since F(opgnp[SB]) U Sa € S C Sp, for every process p € S O Sq, statep(opighp[S]) =
statep (opighp[SB]). By Lemma 15, the set of registers accessed during E(C’B,O'a) is exactly the set of registers in
R[0..h — 1] and exactly the set of registers accessed during E(CZ, o). Since we have already proven (H2), for every
integer j € {0,1,..., h—1}, valp | (opignplS]) = valr[j](onighp[SB])- Therefore during both E(Cg, 04) and E(C/B,O’a),
the same set S, of processes begin in the same states, and perform the same operations in the same order on the
same registers which also begin with the same values. So for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, valg;1(C§, 0a) =

valgyj1(Cq - 0g)- Thus by Lemma 16, for every integer j € {0,1,. -1}

valp[j] (C§08) = valp[j (CS, oq)
= valR (C ,0'0,)
= valg|j} (Cs,: 05,)

So for every integer j € {0,1,.. l} valg| ;) (Cg, 05) = valgj) (C’B, 0';3) ((H4)).
Now let j” be an integer in {0, 1,....,h—1} Then by Lemma 16:

ValR[] (Cs, 0'5 [j'=1]) = ValR (Css oali’ —11)
= valg[ (C ,0'0,[ -1])

= ValR (CSB USB [j" = 1])

-1
Let CS

and Cé;_l be the configurations at the end of E(Cg, a¢[j’ —1]) and E(C'B, O';B [” = 1]) respectively. So R[]
has the same value in both Cg_l and CgB_l. In addition, recall that by the definition of o¢[j’ — 1] and 0';3 [j" - 1],
processes in G[j'] NS do not take any steps during E(Cg, o¢[j’ - 1]) and E(C’B, O';B [i* = 1]). Thus, for every process
p € G[j']1 NS C S, since statep (opignp[S]) = statep (ohighp[SB]), the state of p is still the same in both Cg_l and CgB_l,
ie., p is poised to perform the same operation on R[j’] in both Cél_l and C;;_l.

Now suppose that 1 [j'] isin S € Sp. Then a¢[j’] = ag[j’~1]oB[j’] and oy [j’] =0y [j’—l]Oﬂ[j’].Furthermore,
in addition to a1 [j’] and ez [j’], B1[j’] is also in G[j’] N S. So B[j’] contains only processes in G[j’] N S. Thus during
both E(Cg_l, Bli’]) and E(CéB_l,ﬁ[] ]), the same set of processes (namely those in [ j’]) begin in the same set of
states and perform the same set of operations in the same order on R[j’] (which begins with the same value), and thus
must reach the same resulting states. Finally, since each process in G[j’] N S takes no more steps in the remainder of
o and UéB, stateg, [ 11 (Cg, 05) = stateg, [ 7] (C’B, oéB).

Thus we have shown that for every integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1}, stateg, 1 (Cq, 0'5) = stateg, [ j](Cs ,0'; ). Now note
that for each process p € S\ Sy, since S C Sp, there exists an integer j € {0,1,...,h — 1} such that p = f1[j]. So for
each process p € S\ Sq, statep(C’B, 0';3) = statep(Cg, 0§) ((H5)).

Since op;np[S] # L, by construction, o,4[S] # L. By Lemma 3 ((S3)), for each process p € S\ F(aold[S%gx]) p

incurs an RMR at the end of E(0setupa[S] © p). By construction and Lemma 4 (Invariant (14)), op;ghs[S] = Osetupp[S] =

UsetupA[S]s and F(UhighB[SB]) = F(UsetupA[SI]) = F(UsetupA[S%Zx]) = F(Uold[sgr{gx]) Thus for each process p € S\

F(ohigh[SB]), p incurs an RMR at the end of E(0p;18[S] 0 p). By definition, Sp = Sg U F(opgnp[SB]), so since S C S,
S\F (O'highB[SB]) = Sg N S. By construction, Ué contains exactly one non-crash step of each process in Sg N S and no

other steps. So in the DSM model, every process in Sg N S is poised to access a register it does not own in Cg, and so
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every process in Sg N S incurs exactly one RMR during E(Cg, 0g). In the CC model, every process in S5 N S is poised to
perform a non-read operation or read a register that it does not have a valid cache copy of in Cg, and so every process
in S5 NS incurs exactly one RMR during E(C¢, o). Thus in both the DSM and CC models, each process in SgN'S incurs
exactly one RMR during E(Cg, og) ((Ho)).

By Lemma 14, opgnp [0..2" —1] is (i —1)-compliant, so by Invariant (I7), each process that is not in F(opignp[S]) does
not enter the critical section during E(opgnp[S]). Recall that o consists of exactly one non-crash step of each process in
SpNS = S\F ( OhighslS 5]) and no other steps. Thus, with only one step, although a process could enter the critical section
during E(Cg, o), it cannot have taken any steps within the critical section. Thus by Assumption (A1), no process can
leave the critical section during E(CZ, 0';). So for each process p € S\ F(O'highB[SB])s p has not left the critical section
during E(op;gnp[S] © Ué) ((H7)). Therefore, since no process in S \ F (O'highB[SB]) has left the critical section during
E(onignp[S] o Gé), no process in S \ F(opigns[Sp]) has completed its super-passage during E(opignp[S] © 0';). Thus
F(0highs 1)) = F(oyighslS] o o) (H8)). o

Now recall that Sp = So UF (0pigna[S]) and that by Lemma 11 and Invariant (14), F(opigna [SH]) = F(opigna[Se]) =
F(onighs[SB]). Thus S = Sa U F(opignp[SB]), and so F(opign[SB]) U Se € Sp € Sp. Furthermore, recall that by
definition, since Sp = 0y U F(0pign8[SB]), 0a = O';F. Thus E(C’F, GéF) = E(CéF, Oa)-

LemMA 18. For every register R € R, and every set S C P such that F(opgnp[Sp]) U Sa € S C Sp, valr(Cg, 05) =
valR(C’F, O).

PRrROOF. Let S C P be a set of processes such that F(UhighB[SB]) USy € S C Sp. By Lemma 14 and Invariant (I2),
since F(opignp[SB]) U See € SF C Sp and F(opignp[SB]) U See € S € Sp, both o;48[SF] # L and opgnp[S] # L. So by
Lemma 14, for every register R € Rr, valr(0pighp[SF]) = valr(opigns[SB]) = valr(opighs[S])-

Now consider E(Cg, o) and E(C’F, O’éF). By Lemma 15, only registers in R[0..h — 1] are accessed during both exe-
cutions. So for every register R € Rp, if R is not one of R[0..h — 1], then valr(C¢, 0§) = valR(C’F, a5 )

Next, by Lemma 17 ((H4)), for every integer j € {0,1,. .., h—1}, valg(;(C§, 0§) = valg|j] (CgB, 0';3) = valg(j (CgF, O'éF
Therefore, for every register R € R, regardless of whether R is one of R[0..h — 1], valr(Cg, 0¢) = valR(C’F, GéF) =

valR(C’F,(ra). m]

Next, recall that there exists a schedule of such that:

e of begins with exactly one crash step of every process in Sy, and contains no other crash steps.
e of contains only steps of processes in Sy = Sf \ F(O'h,-ghA [SE]).
e During E(opigha[Sr]ooaooF), every process in Sp begins and then completes a super-passage, i.e., F(opigha[SF]o
0q © 0F) = SF.
By Lemma 11 and Invariant (14), F(ohigha[SF]) = F(opighalSB]) = F(onignp[Spl). By construction, openp[SF] =
Ohigha[SF]. Thus:

e of begins with exactly one crash step of every process in Sy, and contains no other crash steps.
e oF contains only steps of processes in So = Sp \ F(0pignp[SB])-
e During E(opignp[SF]o0oq 00F), every process in Sy begins and then completes a super-passage, i.e., F(opignp[SF]o
Oq © OF) = SF.
Further recall that by definition, Cr is the configuration at the end of E(opgna[SF] © 0a), and R is the set of every

register that is accessed during E(CF, oF) (after the crash steps of every process in S, at the beginning of oF).
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Now for every set S C # such that F(opins[SB]) U Sa € S C S, let C¢ be the configuration at the end of
E(onighslS] © 74). Then E(oyighalS] © 00) = E(opghalSr] o 05,), s0 Cp = €Y.

LEMMA 19. For every set S C P such that F(opgnp[Spl) U Se € S C Sp. during both E(Cé’, or) and E(Cg;,oF) =
E(CF, oF), the same set of processes (namely Sy ) crash, then perform the same operations in the same order on the same

set of registers (namely Rp) and so must reach the same resulting states.

Proor. By Lemma 18, for every register R € R and every set S € % such that F(opgnp[Sp]) U Se € S € Sp, R
has the same value in Cp = C é’F as in C¢. Furthermore, by the definition of oF, o begins with a crash step of every

process in P(oF) = Su. The lemma immediately follows. m]

We now construct a new array opignc[0..2" — 1] such that for every set S C P, if F(opignp[SB]) U Sa € S € Sp, then
OhighcS] = onighlS] o 0§ o oF; otherwise apignc[S] = L.

LEMMA 20. This new array opighc|0..2" —1] isi-compliant with Smax(higncl0.-2" —1]) = Sp. Furthermore, F(opignc[Sp]) =
F(onighg[SB]) U Sa-

Proor. For every set S € P, if opignc[S] # L, then by construction, o;gnc[S] = opighplS] © oé o of. By Lemma 14,
Ohighpl0-2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so by Invariant (I1), P(opgnp[S]) C S. By the definition of o¢, o§ contains only
steps of processes in SNSg. By the definition of o, oF contains only steps of processes in S¢ C S. Thus P(opignc[S]) €S
(Invariant (I1)).

Now for every set S C ¥ such that F(op;n8[SB]) USx € S € Sp, consider F(opighc[S]) = F(ohignslS] o oé ooF). By
Lemma 17 (H8)), F(0highp[S]) = F(onignp[S] 0 og) = F(Cg, §). By definition, every process in S, completes its super-
passage during E(CF, oF). So by Lemma 19, every process in Sy also completes its super-passage during E(C{, o).
Thus F(opighclS]) = F(opigh[S]) U Sa. Therefore, F(apignc[SBl) = F(onighp[SB]) U Sa-

Furthermore, by Lemma 14 and Invariants (I2) and (I4), for every set S C # such that F(op;gnp[S]) USa € S C S,
F(onighglS]) = F(onigns[Sp]), and so F(opignclS]) = F(ohighlS]) U Sa = F(opnighp[SB]) U Sa = F(opighc[SB])-

By construction, for every set S C P, if F(opgnp[S]) U S € S C Sg, then opgnc[S] = opighslS] © 0§ o oF;
otherwise opgpc[S] = L. By Lemma 14, op;4p5[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(opignp[0..2" — 1]) = Sp. So
by Invariant (12), for every set S C P, opgnp[S] # L if and only if F(opignp[Sp]) € S C Sp. Thus for every set
S € P, if F(opighp[SB]) U Sa € S C S, then apignp[S] # L and opignc[S] = onighplS] © 0§ © oF # L. Then, since
we have already proven that F(ohignc[SB]) = F(0nigha[SB]) U Sa, for every set S € P, opignc[S] # L if and only if
F(onighclSB]) € S € Sp (Invariant (12)).

Furthermore, we have already shown that for every set S € # such that F(op;gnp[S])USa € S € Sp, F(O'highc[s]) =
F(ohighc[SB])- Thus, since we just proved that Invariant (12) holds for opepc[0..2" — 1] with Smax(ohignc[0..2" ~1]) = Sp
and F(opighc[SB]) = F(0higha[SB]) U S it follows that for every set S C # such that opighc[S] # L, F(opignhc[S]) =
F(onighc[Sp]) (Invariant (I4)).

By Lemma 17 ((H5)), for every set S C ¥ such that F(op;gns[SB]) U Sa = F(ohignc[SB]) € S C Sp, for every
process p € S\ Sq, statep(C’B, GéB) = state, (C¢, 0). Since of only contains steps of processes in Sg, for every set
S € P such that F(opgnp[SB]) U Sa = F(onighc[S]) € S C Sp, for every process p € S\ Sa, statep(C’B, GéB ooF) =
statep (Cg, 0 o oF). Thus for every set S C P such that F(opgnclSp]) € S C Sg, for every process p € S\ Sg,
statep (opighc[SB]) = statep (pighc[S]). Furthermore, we have already proven that F(opighc[SB]) = F(ohigh[SB])USa,
and that Invariants (I2) and (I4) hold for Uh,-ghc[O..Z" — 1] with Smax(oh,-ghc[o..Z” —1]) = Sp, for every set S C

30



Tight Lower Bounds for the RMR Complexity of Recoverable Mutual Exclusion

# such that F(opgnc[SB]) € S C Sp, Sq is in both F(opignc[S]) and F(opignc[Sp]), so for every process p € Sq,
statep (opighc[SB]) = statep (opignc[S]). Consequently, for every set S € P such that op;5pc[S] # L, for every process
p € S, regardless of whether p is in S, statep (opignc[SB]) = statep (opignc[S]) (Invariant (I3)).

Next, by Lemma 19, for every set S C ¥ such that F(opignc[SB]) € S C Sp, and every register R € Rp, valr(opignc[S]) =
valg (opighc[Sr]). Furthermore, only registers in R are accessed during E(C;’, oF). So for every integer j € {0,1,..., h—
1}, if R[j] ¢ R, then by Lemma 17 ((H4)), valg[;}(Cg, 0§ © aF) = valRUJ(CéB,O';B o af), i.e., valg[j|(ohignclS]) =
valg[j] (O'highC[SB])~ Thus we have shown that for every register R € R such that either R € Rf or R is one of
R[0..h — 1], and every set S C P such that F(opgnc[Sp]) € S € Sp, valr(opnighclS]) = valr(opighc[SB]). Then since
we have already proven that Invariant (I2) holds for oh,»ghc[o..zn — 1] with Smax(ohighc[o..Z” —1]) = Sp, for every
register R € R such that either R € R or R is one of R[0..h — 1], and every set S C ¥ such that opepc[S] # L,
valg (opighclS]) = valr(ohighc[SB])- So for every register R € R such that either R € Rp or R is one of R[0..h — 1],
regardless of lastr(opighc[SB]), if yr = valr(chighc[SB]), then we have that for every set S C P, if opgnc[S] # L,
then:
valg (oyghelS]) = valp(opighcSB])  if lastr(opighclSB]) € S

YR otherwise

Now consider the registers that are not in Rr and not one of R[0..h — 1], i.e., the registers that are not accessed
during E(C’,Ué o oF) for every set S C ¥ such that F(opignc[Sg]) € S C Sp. By Lemma 14, opgpp[0..2" — 1] is
(i = 1)-compliant with Spax(opighp[0..2" — 1]) = Sp. So by Invariant (I5), for each such register R, there exists a value
YR such that for every set S C P, if opgnp[S] # L, then:

valg(opighp[SB])  if lastr(opignp[SB]) € S
valg (ohigh[S]) = lg *
YR otherwise

Then, since each such register R is not accessed during E(CZ, 0'; o of) for every set S C P such that F(O'highc[SB]) -

S C Sp, and we have already proven that Invariant (I2) holds for opgnc[0..2" — 1] with Smax(ohignc[0.-2" — 1]) = Sp:

valr(ohighc[SB])  if lastr(ohighc[SB]) € S
valg (opighc[S]) = lg .

YR otherwise
Consequently, for every register R € R, regardless of whether R € Rr and whether R is one of R[0..h — 1], there is

a value yg such that for every set S C P, if opgpc[S] # L, then:

valg (opghclST) = valp(opighcSB])  if lastr(opighclSB]) € S
YR otherwise

So Invariant (I5) holds for a;gpc[0..2" — 1].

By Lemma 14, opgpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant. So by Invariant (I6), for every set S C P with op;gn[S] # L,
during E(opignp[S]), each process crashes at most once, and each process that is not in F(op;n5[S]) never crashes.

By construction, for every set S € P with openc[S] # L, o does not contain any crash steps. Furthermore, o
contains exactly one crash step for each process in S, and no other crash steps.

We have already proven that F(copighc[SB]) = F(ohighp[SB]) U S and that Invariant (14) holds for opgnc[0..2" - 1].
By Lemma 14, Invariant (I4) also holds for opgnp[0..2" —1]. So for every set S C P with opignc[S] # L, F(opignc[S]) =
F(0nighs[S]) U Sa.
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So for every process p ¢ F(opignc[SB]), p never crashes during E(op;enc[S]). Furthermore, since So ¢ F(opighp[S]),
processes in Sy never crash during E(openp[S]), and thus crash at most once during E(opignc[S]) = E(opgnp[S] ©
g o oF). Finally, processes in F(opgn[S]) do not have any (crash) steps in either 0§ or o, so they also still crash
at most once during E(opignc[S]) = E(opignlS] © 0§ o oF). Consequently, for every set S C P with openc[S] # L,
during E(ohignc[S1), each process crashes at most once, and each process that is not in F(opgnc[S]) never crashes
(Invariant (I6)).

Now suppose, for contradiction, that for some set S C # with opgpc[S] # L, some process p that is not in
F(0pighclS]) enters the critical section during E(opighc[S]) = E(opighlS] © o-é o oF). Since we have already proven
that Invariant (I1) holds for o;gpc[0..2" = 1], p € S. Furthermore, we have also already shown that F(opgnc[S]) =
F(onighlS]) U Sa, so p ¢ F(opignplS]) U Sa-

By Lemma 14, opgpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant. So by Invariant (I7), since p ¢ F(opignp[S]), p does not enter
the critical section during E(opgnp[S]). Furthermore, by the definition of o, since p ¢ Sq, oF contains no steps of p.
Thus p must be one of the processes that take a step during E(Cg, o), and must enter the critical section with this one
step. By Assumption (A1), a process that enters the critical section cannot leave the critical section before incurring an
RMR within the critical section. Thus, since oF contains no steps of p ¢ Sy, p remains in the critical section throughout
E(C;’, OF).

Now consider the processes in Sg. Since opjgpp[0..2" —1] is (i—1)-compliant, and Sy NF (opighp[S]) = @, the processes
in Sy do not enter the critical section during E(op;gn[S])- Since p is in the critical section in C 7, and 0'; contains at
most one step of each process, to avoid violating mutual exclusion, each process in S, cannot enter the critical section
with its at most one step taken during E(CZ, 0';) by Assumption (A1). Thus during E(openg[S] © 0’;), the processes in
Se do not enter the critical section. Furthermore, since p remains in the critical section throughout E(C7, oF), to avoid
violating mutual exclusion, the processes in S, also do not enter the critical section during E(O'highB [S] o oé o OF).

However, we have already shown that F(opgnc[S]) = F(0opighp[S]) U Se- Thus we have that during E(opgnc[S]) =
E(onigns[5] © o-é o of), every process in S, completes its super-passage without entering the critical section — a
contradiction. Consequently, for every set S C # with opignc[S] # L, each process that is not in F(opignc[S]) does
not enter the critical section during E(opighc[S]) (Invariant (I7)).

Next, by Lemma 14, for every register R € R such that either R is one of R[0..h— 1] or R € RF, the owner of R is not
in Sg \ F(opignp[Sp]). By Lemma 15, the definition of Rf, and Lemma 19, for every set S C # such that openc[S] # L,
each register R € R is only accessed during E(opgnc[S]) = E(onignp[S] o o5 o oF) if either R is one of R[0..h — 1]
or R € Rp. Therefore, for every register R € R, if R is accessed during E(CY, 0'; o oF), then the owner of R is not in
Sp \ F(onign[SB]). Consequently, for every set S € ¥ such that op;epc[S] # L, during E(Cl, Ué o of), each register
R € R cannot be accessed if the owner of Ris in Sg \ F(opignp[SB])-

By Lemma 14, Invariant (I8) holds for op;enp[0..2" — 1] and Smax(ohigh[0..2" — 1]) = Sp. So in the DSM model,
for every set S € # such that op;pp[S] # L, during E(openp[S]), each register R € R can only be accessed by
its owner if the owner of R is in Sp \ F(opighp[Sp]). Thus for every set S C # such that opnc[S] # L, during
E(onighclS]) = E(opighp[S] © o-é o oF), each register R € R can only be accessed by its owner if the owner of R is in
SB\F(0highp[SB]). Then, since F(ohignc[SB]) 2 F(0highs[SB1), SB\F(0highc[SB]) S SB\F(ohighp[SB]). Consequently,
in the DSM model, for every set S C # such that op;enc[S] # L, during E(opgnc[S]) = E(opighslS] o o o oF), each
register R € R can only be accessed by its owner if the owner of Ris in Sg \ F(op;gnc[Sp]) (Invariant (I8)).

By Lemma 17 ((H3)), in the CC model,for every set S C % such that F(opgnp[Sp]) USe € S C Sp, and every process

p € S\ F(onignplSB]), the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(openp[S] 0 05) is exactly the
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same as at the end of E(op;en[SB] © GéB). By Lemma 19, for every register R € R, if a non-read operation is performed
on R during E(CYZ, oF), it is also performed on R during E(C ”B ,0F). By definition, o contains only steps of processes
in Sg. So for every set S C # such that F(opignp[S]) U Sa € S € Sp, and every process p € S\ (F(opignp[SB]) U Sa),
the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(opgnc[S]) = E(opignslS] o o5 o oF) is exactly the
same as at the end of E(opgnc[SB]) = E(ohighs[SB] © O'éB o oF).

Now recall that we have already proven that F (O'highC[SB]) = F(ohigh[SB]) U Sa, and that Invariant (I2) holds for
Ohighcl0.-2" — 1] with Smax(ohignc[0..2" = 1]) = Sp. Thus for every set S C % such that opienc[S] # L, and every
process p € SN (Sp \ F(opighc[SB])), the set of registers that p has valid cache copies of at the end of E(opgnc[S]) is
exactly the same as at the end of E(op;gnc[Sp]) (Invariant (19)).

Finally, by Lemma 14, 0;g[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant, so by Invariant (I10), for every set S C ¥ and every
process p € S\ F(opignp[S]), if opignp[S] # L, then p incurs at least i — 1 RMRs during E(opigrp[S]). By Lemma 17
((Ho)), for every set S C ¥ such that F(openp[SB]) U Se € S C Sp, each process in Sg N S incurs exactly one RMR
during E(Cg, 0¢). By construction, for every set S C P, if opignc[S] # L, then opignc[S] = opignplSloag oor, ie., every
process in Sg NS = S\ Fopenp[Sp]) incurs at least one more RMR during E(opignc[S]) than during E(opigh[S])-
Thus for every set S C # and every process p € S\ F(opighp[SB]) if opignc[S] # L, then p incurs at least i RMRs
during E(opignc[S])-

Now recall that we have already proven that F(ouignc[SB]) = F(0nighs[SB]) U Se, and that Invariant (I4) holds
for opignc[0..2" — 1]. So for every set S C P, if opignc[S] # L, then F(opignc[S]) = F(opighp[SB]) U Sa- Thus (S \
F(onighs[SB])) 2 (S \ F(ohignc[S1)). Therefore for every set S C ¥ and every process p € S\ F(opgnc[S]) if
ohighc[S] # L, then p incurs at least i RMRs during E(opgnc[S]) ((110)). o

Finally, we terminate this i-th iteration by setting oyounali, 0..2" — 1] = opignc[0..2" - 1].

Analysis: For every non-negative integer i, if o,yunq[i, 0..2" — 1] is i-compliant, then let St .. = Smax(Grounali> 0..2" —
1]), and let n; = |S£nax \ F(orounali, S;nax])'-

LEMMA 21. For every non-negative integer i, if 0,ounali, 0..2" — 1] has non-L entries, then oyo,u4li,0..2" — 1] is i-

compliant.

Proor. If i = 0, then every entry of 6,0,,4[0, 0..2" — 1] is the empty schedule. Clearly, the array o,y,,4[0,0..2" — 1]
is 0-compliant.
So suppose i > 0. Thus if 6,p,ng[i, 0..2" — 1] has non-_L entries, then either o,q,n4li, 0..2" — 1] = 0y,,,5[0..2" — 1] or

Oroundli, 0..2" = 1] = opignc[0..2" — 1]. The lemma immediately follows from Lemma 10 and Lemma 20. O
LEMMA 22. For every positive integer i, if 0younali, 0..2" — 1] is i-compliant, then n; > n;_1/(640 logd+1 n) —2

PROOF. Since o,ynqli, 0..2" — 1] is i-compliant, either o,0,,4li, 0..2" — 1] = 0y4,,5[0..2" — 1] or o,oynali, 0..2" — 1] =
Ohighcl0..2" — 1].
Case 1. o,yyngli, 0..2" — 1] = 0y,,[0..2" — 1].
Then by Lemma 10, Spax(67ows[0..2" — 1]) = S2% _Thus n; = |2\ F(076,5[S22])I.
Now recall that in the construction of oj,,5[0..2" — 1], we checked whether there exists a process p € Sy \
F(010wp[S1]) such that p is within the critical section at the end of E(0y,,,[Sr])- If such a process p exists, then
we set gy,,g[0..2" — 1] to be a simple modification of gyy,,5[0..2" — 1] where every set S C P that contains p

has had oy,,,[S] set to L; otherwise we set 0j,,,5[0..2" — 1] = 07,,,5[0..2" — 1]. By Lemma 9, Spax(0jor,5[0..2" —
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1]) = S;. So by the construction of ¢y,,,g[0..2" — 1], |S£2‘a”x \ F(GlOWB[Sﬁz‘a”x]ﬂ > |81\ F(oy0,,8[S1])| — 1. Thus
ni 2 |S;\ F(jowp[S1])] - 1.

Then recall that by the construction of 0y,,5[0..2" — 1], for every set S C P, 0j,,8[S] = L if and only if
0lowalS] = L. By Lemma 9 and Lemma 7, Invariant (I2) holds for both oy,,,[0..2" — 1] and o0jy,,4[0..2" — 1],
with Smax(01ows[0.-2" = 1]) = Smax(01owa[0-2" = 1]) = S1. So |S1 \ F(010,8[S1])| = IS1 \ F(0100a[S1])|- Thus
ni 2 Sy \ F(oualSI)] - 1.

Next, recall that by the construction of gy,,4[0..2" — 1], for every set S € P, if S ¢ Sy, then ojp,,4[S] = L;

otherwise 05,4 [S] = Oserups[S]. By definition, St = F(0serups[S ﬁ,‘i;’;f’ UL

Furthermore, by Lemma 5, 0serpp[0..2" — 1] is (i — 1)-compliant with Smax(0serupn[0--2"~]) = S:ZZP. So by

Invariant (14), F(setups[Smar 1) = F(01onu[S1]). By construction, I N F(yerupslSmar 1) = @. Thus n; > |5y \

FopwalSIDI-1= 1| - 1.
By Lemma 6, |I| > |L|/(7k log n). By construction, |L| > 0.5|S;:21;p\F((fsempB[ fﬁ;ip]ﬂ Thusn; > |L|/(7k logn)—

1> S \ F(erupp[Smar DI/ (14k log n) — 1.

Case 2. 0young[i, 0..2" — 1] = opignc[0..2" - 1].
Then by Lemma 20, Smax(0pignc[0.2" — 1]) = Sp. Thus n; = [Sg \ F(opignc[SB]I-
Recall that by definition, Sg = SgUF(0pigha[Su]). Furthermore, by Lemma 20, F(opighc[SB]) = F(onignp[SB])Y
Sa-
Also recall that by the construction of opgpg[0..2" — 1], for every set S € P, if S € Sp, then opgnp[S] = L;
otherwise opigng[S] = ohighalS]. Thus by Lemma 11 and Invariant (14), F(opigha[SH]) = F(onighalSel) =
F(onighsSB)-
Finally, recall that by construction, Sy N F(opigha[SH]) = @ and Sg N F(ohigha [Sg]) = @. Therefore:

SB \ F(onignclSBl) = Sp \ (F(ohighplSB]) U Sa)
=58\ (F(O'highA [SH]) U Sa)
= (Sp U F(opighalSu1)) \ (F(onighalSH]) U Sa)

= Sﬂ \ Sa
H
By Lemma 13, Sp \ Sa| > iz Thus n; = S \ F(opignclSs])| > 234 L.
T 1 1 T
By construction, |[H| > 0.5|Spgy \ F(Gsetups[Smas 1)|. Thus n; > 204 8k > Sk \ F(setupB[Smart D/ (409.6K).

So in both cases, n; > Sy’ \ F(GserupB[Sman 1)1/(409.6k log n) — 1.

Now recall that in the construction of oyerpp[0..2" — 1], we checked whether there exists a process p € sold 1\

F(osetupalS g,gx]) such that p is within the critical section at the end of E(0yetupa [S%‘gx]). If such a process p exists, then

we set Ogerypp[0..2" —1] to be a simple modification of oyerypa [0..2" — 1] where every set S C # that contains p has had

OsetupB[S] set to L; otherwise we set Oerypp[0..2" — 1] = Ogerupa[0..2" — 1]. By Lemma 4, Smax(0serupa[0.-2" — 1]) =

: setu setu,
S%gx So by the construction of UsetupB[O 2" —1], |Smaxp \ F(UsetupB[ maxp])| |S%gx \ F(O'setupA [S%gx]ﬂ — 1. Thus

t
ni > Syl \ F(Oserupp[Smand 1)1/ (409.6k log n) — 1 > [S94. \ F(0erupal S41)1/(409.6k log n) — 2

Recall that by the construction of oerypa[0..2" —1], for every set S C P, ogerypa[S] = L if and only if 5o4[S] = L. By

Lemma 4, Invariant (12) holds for oerypa[0..2" — 1] and Smax(0serupal0.-2" = 1]) = S%gx Also recall that by definition,

01l 0..2"—1] is (i—1)-compliant and Smax(0ig[0..2"—1]) = SI4,. So [SUL \ F(0serupa[SI91)| = [SULNF (001 SEL D).

max max.

Thus n; > [S99\ F(0setupal S54,1)1/(409.6k log n) — 2 > |4\ F(0,14[S94,1)]/(409.6k log n) — 2
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Finally, recall that o,;;[0..2" — 1] is simply o,y,nq[i — 1,0..2" — 1]. So |S;’,£gx \ F(Gold[S;’,fgx]N = n;_1. Consequently,
ni > nj—1/(409.6k log n) — 2. Then, since k = logd n,n; > nj—1/(409.6 longrl n) — 2. m}

Since Smax(roundl0,0..2" — 1]) = P and 0,5ynq[0, P] is the empty schedule, F(0,0nq[0, P]) = @ and ng = n. By
Lemma 22, for every positive integer i, if 0,9,nq[i, 0..2" — 1] is i-compliant, then n; > ni_l/O(longr1 n).
Consequently, if I is the largest positive integer such that o,yyng[ 7, 0..2" —1] is T -compliant, then 7 is Q(log n/loglog n).

So 0roundl 2, S%ax] contains a schedule such that:

e Since we reach the 7 -th iteration, o,oyng[Z — 1,0..2" — 1] has at least 2(F) non-1 entries, ie, ny_; = k> =
log3d n.Sony > log3d n/(640 longr1 n) — 2, which for a sufficiently large constant d, ny > logd n. Thus |S,{mx \
F(orounal L, Sr{mx]” = lOgd n

e For every process p € S%ax \ F(oroundl L, S,{mx]), p incurs at least 7 RMRs during E(0,oyngl 2, Sﬁ,ax]) (Invari-
ant (110)).

e For every process p € S%ax \ F(0,0undlZ, S%ax]), p never crashes during E(0,oyn4lZ, S,{wx]) (Invariant (I6)).

e For every process p € S%ax \ F(orounal L, S%ax]), p never enters the critical section during E(o,oynqlZ, S,{wx])

(Invariant (I7)).

Thus we have proven Theorem 1.

4 CONCLUSION

We proved a tight RMR lower bound for RME, which applies to almost all standard shared memory primitives that have
been used to solve the problem. The lower bound separates the RMR complexity of mutual exclusion in the traditional,
non-recoverable model from the recoverable model, for systems that provide fetch-and-store and fetch-and-increment
objects in addition to registers and compare-and-swap objects. It applies to objects of arbitrary (even unbounded) size.

RME can be solved in constant RMRs with fetch-and-add primitives of size n2() pits [5], so obviously our lower
bound cannot be extended to cover such primitives. But it remains an open problem, whether fetch-and-add operations
can help, under the standard assumption that objects can store only O(logn)-bits. We believe that this is not the case.
In fact, we conjecture that in general objects that can only store O(logn) bits of information are not sufficient to break

through the Q(log n/loglog n) RMR complexity barrier.
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