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Abstract—Modern computationally-heavy applications are of-
ten time-sensitive, demanding distributed strategies to accelerate
them. On the other hand, distributed computing suffers from
the bottleneck of slow workers in practice. Distributed coded
computing is an attractive solution that adds redundancy such
that a subset of distributed computations suffices to obtain the
final result. However, the final result is still either obtained within
a desired time or not, and for the latter, the resources that are
spent are wasted. In this paper, we introduce the novel concept
of layered-resolution distributed coded computations such that
lower resolutions of the final result are obtained from collective
results of the workers – at an earlier stage than the final result.
This innovation makes it possible to have more effective deadline-
based systems, since even if a computational job is terminated
because of timing, an approximated version of the final result can
be released. Based on our theoretical and empirical results, the
average execution delay for the first resolution is notably smaller
than the one for the final resolution. Moreover, the probability
of meeting a deadline is one for the first resolution in a setting
where the final resolution exceeds the deadline almost all the
time, reducing the success rate of the systems with no layering.

I. INTRODUCTION

A distributed computational system consists of multiple
workers that can run as a single system to collaboratively
respond to heavy computational jobs. Distributed computing
offers major benefits such as scalability, parallelism, robust-
ness, and cost efficiency. Delay has a major importance in
distributed systems, as emerging computational applications
demand a timely response to their computational jobs to
make real-time automatic decision, e.g., autonomous driving
and smart cities. In fact, often a computational response
matters only if it is received within a reasonable time. On the
other hand, the distributed computing settings are in practice
heterogeneous with stochastic behaviour, making them suscep-
tible for occasionally having large unexpected delays due to
the stragglers. Therefore, relying on distributed resources to
obtain timely results requires solutions that benefit from both
coding and scheduling to add redundancy and to manage the
heterogeneous environment.

Our problem setting consists of a master node equipped with
a queue of arriving computational jobs, a heterogeneous cluster
of worker nodes, and a fusion node. The master node serves
the arriving jobs in order, splits their computational load into
smaller tasks, and distributes these tasks among the workers.
The workers individually work on their assigned tasks, and
send the results of each task to the fusion node once ready. The
fusion node aggregates the received task results and prepares
the final result, Fig. 1.

The key requirement of having low-delay distributed sys-
tems has led to new advancements in (1) introducing redundant
computations to mitigate the problem of slow workers (strag-
glers) and (2) utilizing informed scheduling to maximize the
resource utilization. For the first trajectory, in distributed coded
computation line of work, the computational load is encoded to

Fig. 1: Distributed coded matrix multiplication with layering:
Operand matrices A and B have 16-bit elements. The full precision
outcome with 32-bit elements, i.e., ATB = AT

1 B1216 + (AT
1 B0 +

AT
0 B1)28 + AT

0 B0, can be obtained in three layers of resolution.

include some redundancy, and the fusion node is able to obtain
the final result of a computational job upon receiving a subset
of the task results. Distributed coded computation has been
studied for a variety of problems, e.g., matrix multiplication
[1]–[9], gradient descent algorithm [10]–[12], data shuffling,
convolution, and fast Fourier transform [13]–[18], etc. For the
second trajectory, nonuniform load balancing is considered to
distribute the computational load among workers considering
their various capabilities [19], [20]. Recently, joint coding
and scheduling was introduced to reduce end-to-end execution
delay for a system with heterogeneity and stochastic response
[21], [22]. The idea is to close the gap between distribution
distance of variables that represent the response time of
workers to their assigned coded tasks, via an optimized load
balancing.

To the best of our knowledge, the previous distributed coded
systems, while reducing the delay and uncertainty, consider
only a single delay factor which indicates the time it takes
from the job arrival until when the fusion node receives enough
task results to release the final result. For data communications,
layering has been already considered under multi-level delay
or quality constraint using broadcast approach [23]–[28] and in
the classical notion of distributed CEO problem [29], where
delivery of different distortion (resolutions) is studied [30].
However, layering has been rarely investigated in the realm of
distributed computations.

In this paper, we propose a novel layered-resolution version
of distributed coded computations, where the fusion node can
release an approximated result earlier than when releasing the
final result is feasible, thus offering multiple delay factors
– one per resolution. To highlight the importance of this
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added feature, consider a system with a deadline, where if the
computational time of a job exceeds a threshold and there are
other jobs in the queue, the job will be terminated. In such
a setting, without layering, all computational resources that
are spent on the terminated job are wasted. However, using
our scheme, an approximation of the final result can still be
released for the terminated job.

According to our simulation results, the average delay of
the first (lowest) resolution is notably lower than the average
delay of the final (highest) resolution. Moreover, the success
rate, i.e., the ratio of the number of successful job results to the
total number of jobs, is almost one for the first resolution, in a
setting where computing the final resolution is terminated quite
often. This feature makes it possible to have more reliable and
timely-manner computing solutions.

II. PROBLEM SETTING AND PRELIMINARIES

Our distributed computing environment consists of a master
node, a heterogeneous cluster of P worker nodes, and a fusion
node, see Fig. 1. The master node serves the computational
jobs according to their order of arrival. It encodes the compu-
tational load of each job into several smaller tasks (including
some redundant tasks), and distributes the tasks among the
workers. The parameter Ω ≥ 1, called redundancy ratio,
indicates the ratio of the total number of tasks to the number of
tasks needed for retrieving the final result. The workers send
the result of each computational task to the fusion node as
soon as ready. The fusion node can then obtain the final result
upon receiving a sufficient subset of task results. The master
node removes from the system the remaining tasks from the
resolved job, called purging. It then encodes and distributes
the computations related to the next job in its queue (if any).

In this paper, we add a new dimension to our distributed
coded computational setting, where the fusion node wishes
to obtain lower resolutions of the final result, at an earlier
time than when the final result is ready. This feature can
be very helpful for the systems that have a deadline. This
is because if the deadline is not met, still lower resolutions
of the final response can be released. Our distributed system
can be modeled with a G/G/1 queue, i.e., a system where job
inter-arrival time has a general distribution and job service time
(collaboratively performed by the workers) has another general
distribution [31]. We also assume the first and second moments
of the response time of each worker to its computational
assignment are provided, and may be utilized to reduce the
execution delay of different layers of resolution.

For simplicity, we assume the communication delays are
negligible, and we target matrix-matrix multiplication as our
example of computational jobs - supported by their importance
as the building blocks of other algorithms such as machine
learning training and inference. Let A and B be two large
matrices with high-resolution elements that we are interested
to find their multiplication ATB using a distributed, coded,
and multi-resolution strategy. Without loss of generality, we
assume their elements belong to GF(q), and q is prime. In
the following subsections, we introduce some preliminary
information that will be used in the rest of the paper: (1) coded
matrix multiplications and (2) nonuniform balancing of coded
computations for heterogeneous computational environments.

A. Coded Matrix Multiplication

Several methods have been proposed recently in the liter-
ature for distributed coded computation of multiplying two
large matrices, e.g., [1]–[9]. In this subsection, we review the
polynomial codes for distributing the job of matrix-matrix
multiplication into several smaller tasks [9]. However, the
proposed layering method can be easily adapted to various
coding schemes for matrix-matrix multiplications and beyond.

In polynomial coding scheme, a task is multiplication of
two smaller matrices compared to the original matrices, and
the final result can be obtained via a subset of task results,
as follows: Each of two original matrices are first split into
smaller sub-matrices, as

A=
[
A0|A1| · · · |An1−1

]
and B=

[
B0|B1| · · · |Bn2−1

]
.

Then,

Xi = fi(A
0, . . . ,An1−1) and Yi = gi(B

0, . . . ,Bn2−1)

have the same size as partitioned sub-matrices of A and B,
respectively, and are computational inputs of the i-th task, i.e.,
(Xi)TYi. The final result ATB can be obtained by collection
of any k = n1n2 task results out of kΩ tasks results. This
means for any S ⊂ {1, . . . , kΩ} such that |S| = k, there exists
a decoding function h such that ATB = h({(Xi)TYi}i∈S).
For more details regarding the encoding and decoding, refer
to [9].

B. Joint Scheduling-Coding Distributed Coded Computations

In order to mitigate the straggling effects, we need to also
manage the system heterogeneity via load balancing among
workers based on their various capabilities. For maximizing
resource utilization and reducing job execution delay as a
result, the resources need to be utilized nonuniformly such
that the response time of all workers to their assignments
related to a job have similar distributions [22]. Let k and Ω
be the number of necessary task results, and the redundancy
ratio, respectively. The parameters E[Tp] and E[T 2

p ] denote
the first and second moments of the computation time of the
p-th worker for one job. To minimize the execution delay, the
number of assigned tasks for each worker p ∈ {1, . . . , P}
must be set as follows [22]:

κp =
bp

2γm2
p

(
−1 +

√
1 +

4γm2
pθ

b2p

)
, (1)

where mp , E[Tp], σ2
p , E[T 2

p ]− E[Tp]
2, bp , mp + γσ2

p.
The parameter γ > 0 adjusts the relative importance of
the first moment and the second moment on the distance
measure of two distributions, and in our simulations, we
set its value to 1. The value of θ > 0 is set such that∑P
p=1 κp = kΩ. The obtained κp using (1) has a real value.

We then choose the closest integers to the optimal values such
that

∑P
p=1 κp=kΩ. We use this optimal load split to distribute

the coded computations of each resolution layer among a set
of workers. For more details, refer to [22].

III. LAYERED DISTRIBUTED CODED COMPUTATIONS

Our proposed solution is based on partitioning the operand
matrices twice: (1) partitioning each element of matrices A
and B into several chunks, e.g., most significant bits (MSB)



and least significant bits (LSB). By doing so, we obtain several
matrix-matrix multiplications, called mini-jobs, each serving to
one layer of resolution; (2) partitioning and encoding the mini-
jobs of each layer into several smaller matrices, as practiced in
the conventional coded matrix multiplication. Our core idea is
then to utilize the coded computation, in conjunction with an
effective scheduling, to assemble the layered-resolution result
from a subset of the task results.

The computational jobs again arrive to the queue of a master
node according to a general distribution. The master node
serves the jobs according to their order of arrival as follows:
It first converts a job into L layers of resolution, such that the
l-th layer consists of J(l) mini-jobs, l ∈ {0, . . . , L−1}. Here,
a mini-job is also a matrix-matrix multiplication with lower-
resolution elements. It is then these mini jobs that are encoded
and split among the workers, starting from the mini jobs of
the first layer. After resolving all mini jobs of one resolution
layer, the master node distributes the computations related to
the next resolution of the same job or the first resolution of
the next job (if any).

We start with a simple example that shows how multipli-
cation of two scalars can be performed in three layers of
resolution with no additional cost. Then, we extend this idea
to finer granularity of resolution and for coded multiplication
of two large high-resolution matrices. In the following simple
example, we first reduce A and B to be scalars (i.e., size
1× 1), and we represent them with α and β, respectively.

Example 1. Let α and β be two 16-bit scalars, and the
computational job be finding their multiplication αβ. We write
the two variables as α = α128+α0 and β = β128+β0, where
α1, α0, β1, and β0 are at-most-8-bit scalars. Then

αβ = α1β1216 + (α1β0 + α0β1)28 + α0β0.

This multiplication can be done in three layers, each con-
sists of multiplication(s) of two 8-bit scalars: (a) α1β1, (b)
α1β0 and α0β1, and (c) α0β0. We highlight two interesting
observations: First, the order of these three layers matters.
The first layer needs to be done first so that the results of the
second layer increase the precision of computations. Second,
the total computational complexity does not change by dividing
the computations into these three layers. The complexity of
multiplication of two scalars with t bits is O(t2). Therefore,
both one-time pass and layered computations result in the
computational complexity of O(256).

Now consider the following, more general, split of two
scalars α and β that are defined over a q-ary field into m
chunks, where αi (resp., βi) is the i-th chunk of the ordered
constituent symbols of α (resp., β). Each chunk has size d
symbols and thus belongs to GF(qd):

Mα = [αm−1, . . . , α0] , Mβ = [βm−1, . . . , β0]

Then,

α =

m−1∑
i=0

αi.q
id, β =

m−1∑
j=0

βj .q
jd.

A simple example is the case where m = 2, q = 2 (binary
field), and d = 8. Then, α0 (resp., β0) is the MSBs and α1

(resp., β1) is the LSBs of α (resp., β). Now, consider the
multiplication of the two scalars,

αβ =

m−1∑
i=0

m−1∑
j=0

αiβjq
(i+j)d.

If we skip those summations that are multiplied with lower
powers of q, we get an approximation of the final result, with
a lower complexity.

Finally, we incorporate this layering into the coded matrix
multiplication of two large matrices. Let partition constituent
symbols of two matrices A and B over a q-ary field, i.e.,

A =

m−1∑
i=0

Aiq
id, B =

m−1∑
j=0

Bjq
jd.

Similarly, Ais and Bjs have elements that belong to GF(qd),
and

ATB =

m−1∑
i=0

m−1∑
j=0

AT
i Bjq

(i+j)d.

We define the l-th resolution of computing ATB in Defini-
tion 1.

Definition 1 (resolution). The l-th resolution of computing
ATB, where 0 ≤ l ≤ L− 1 and L = 2m− 1, is:

ATB|l-th =
∑

{(i,j):(2m−2)−l≤i+j≤(2m−2),0≤i,j≤m−1}

(Ai)
TBjq

(i+j)d.

Based on Definition 1, the first resolution which corresponds
to l = 0, is computing (Am−1)TBm−1q

2m−2 and requires one
matrix-matrix multiplication with elements in GF(qd). On the
other end, the full resolution l = L−1 = 2m−2, is computing
ATB which requires m2 matrix-matrix multiplications with
elements in GF(qd). Moreover, obtaining the l-th resolution
from the (l − 1)-th resolution requires

J(l) = |{(i, j) : i+ j = (2m− 2)− l, 0 ≤ i, j ≤ m− 1}|
= min{l + 1, 2m− 1− l},

additional matrix-matrix multiplication(s), which stand for the
mini-jobs of the l-th layer. Here, J(0) = 0, and it can be
verified that

L−1∑
l=0

J(l) = m2,

as expected.

A. Joint Coding and Scheduling with Layering

The additional computations to upgrade the (l − 1)-th
resolution to the l-th resolution are equivalent to computing
J(l) mini-jobs, i.e., matrix-matrix multiplications with low-
resolution elements. The mini-jobs that contribute to each layer
of resolution are then encoded into kΩ smaller matrix-matrix
multiplication tasks, where k is the number of task results
required by the fusion node to aggregate the final result for one
matrix-matrix multiplication and Ω is the redundancy ratio.
Next we define the delay profile of our layered computational
solution in Definition 2.

Definition 2 (Delay profile). We define execution delay of the
l-th resolution of a job, denoted with D(l), as the time the
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Fig. 2: Delay analysis when the computational load is split into three layers vs. no layering: (a) average analysis along with a theoretically-
driven lower bound, (b) realizations for 100 jobs.

job arrives at the queue of the master node, until the time the
fusion node is able to release the l-th resolution of the result.

Since D(l) varies from one job to another, due to the
stochastic behaviour of system, we are interested in its dis-
tribution and expected value. Particularly, we are interested to
obtain lower average delay for lower resolutions.

Our scheduling solution is for the master node to start with
the first resolution, and encode and split the computational load
of its mini-jobs (one-by-one) into several smaller tasks. Once
one resolution is resolved (i.e., all its mini-jobs are finished),
the master node will proceed with the next resolution of the
same job or the first resolution of the next job in the queue (if
any). We also occasionally consider a deadline, by which if
the computational time of the job exceeds and there are other
jobs in the queue, processing of the job will be terminated, and
the last obtained resolution of its final result will be released
by the fusion node.

B. Theoretical Analysis on Delay Profile

Let denote with Tp the time it takes for the p-th worker
to compute one complete job, and denote with Ts the time it
takes for all workers to collaboratively compute one job. The
statistical parameters E[Tp] and E[T 2

p ] are available, either by
the designer or by tracking the workers’ behaviour. Then, the
service rate of the p-th worker is 1/E[Tp]. A lower bound
on E[Ts] (the time it takes for the workers to finish the
computations related to a job (from the time they start serving
it) is obtained by approximating the whole system with just
one worker whose service rate is summation of the service
rates of all workers [22], i.e.,

E[Ts] ≥ 1/

P∑
p=1

(1/E[Tp]).

For G/G/1 queuing model, with job inter-arrival time Ta, the
average execution time (from job arrival to delivery and thus
including the waiting time in the queue) is approximated by
[32]:

E[D] ≈ E[Ts] + E[Ts]

(
ρ

1− ρ
c2a + c2s

2

)
. (2)

Here,

ρ = E[Ts]/E[Ta], c2a = (E[T 2
a ]− E[Ta]2)/E[Ta]2,

and
c2s = (E[T 2

s ]− E[Ts]
2)/E[Ts]

2.

Incorporating the lower bound of E[Ts] into (2) results in
a lower bound for the average job delay for the distributed
system with no layering. Here, the first part of the summation
represents the average computational delay and the second part
represents the average queuing delay.

When we also incorporate layering, the queuing delay is
still the same, for a system with no job termination. However,
the computational delay of lower layers are smaller. Let T ls
represent the time it takes for all workers to collaboratively
compute the l-th resolution of the job. Since the load of
computing l-th resolution requires

∑l
i=0 J(i) mini-jobs, each

having the same complexity, and there are m2 total mini-jobs
across all layers, we have

E[T ls] ≥
∑l
i=0 J(i)

m2

1∑P
p=1

1
E[Tp]

. (3)

Therefore, we have

E[D(l)] ≈ E[T ls] + E[Ts]

(
ρ

1− ρ
c2a + c2s

2

)
. (4)

We demonstrate next, with our empirical results, that this is
a tight lower bound, which is achieved by introducing slight
computational redundancy per layer (for Ω ' 1.06).

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

We first describe the parameters of our system with P = 5
workers: The job arrival has a Poisson distribution with rate
λ = 0.01. The number of critical tasks per matrix-matrix
multiplication is k = 1000. We assume the time it takes for
the p-th worker to respond to an assignment with complexity
c has an exponential distribution with parameter µp/c. Here,
µp indicates the operation rate of the p-th worker, and the
value of µp for the five workers used in this section are
[385.95, 650.92, 373.40, 415.75, 373.98]. We consider each el-
ement of operand matrices are partitioned into m = 2 chunks,
and thus we have L = 2m − 1 = 3 layers of resolution, see
Fig 1. The computational complexity of each task with no
layering is set to 50, and thus the computational complexity
of each task when utilizing the layering mechanism is 12.5.

Fig. 2 (a) shows the average delay (arrival to delivery)
versus redundancy ratio, obtained over the first 10000 jobs
in the queue, and Fig. 2 (b) shows the delay realizations
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Fig. 3: (a) Distribution and (b) success rate, for the execution delay of three layers of resolution, based on 1000 job realizations and for
the case of redundancy ratio Ω = 1.018.

for the first 100 jobs in the queue. Results are given for
both settings, i.e., with and without layering. As we see,
the last resolution has the average delay similar to the no-
layering case. Thus, when we have the purging mechanism and
when the communication delay is negligible, we can obtain an
earlier lower-resolution versions of the final result almost at no
additional cost. The difference between average delay of layer
l = 0 to l = 1 is larger than l = 1 to l = 2. This is because
upgrading the resolution to l = 1 requires computing two
mini-jobs while upgrading the resolution to l = 2 requires one
mini-job. Fig. 2 (a) also shows the theoretically-driven lower
bounds for average delay of each layer using our proposed
formulation described in (3) and (4). As seen, with about
6% redundancy, those lower-bounds are empirically achievable
across all resolution layers.

Fig 3 (a) demonstrates the empirical distributions for the
three layers of resolution. As seen, the higher layers have
wider distributions because they accumulate the deviation from
average behaviour of the earlier layers of resolution. However,
the execution delays of the three layers still stand notably far
from each other across major portion of realizations.

Finally, we perform an experiment where we impose a
deadline to the system. The deadline specifies the maximum
allowed computation time for each job when the system is
busy. If the computational time of a job – excluding the
waiting time in the queue – exceeds the deadline and there are
subsequent job(s) in the queue, the job will be terminated. In
the case of layering, lower resolutions of the job result might
still be available although the job is terminated. The success
rate is then defined as the ratio of the number of jobs, resp.,
certain resolution of jobs, that are finished (either because their
computation time took less then the deadline or there was no
other job in the queue) to the total number of jobs, for the
first 1000 jobs arrived at the queue.

Fig. 3 (b) shows the success rate versus deadline value. As
seen, the success rate is 1 for the deadline value 10, when the
success rate for the higher resolutions or no-layering case are
much lower. The success also depends on how busy the system
is, as the termination criterion for a job is if its computation
time exceeds both the deadline and the inter-arrival time to the
next job in the queue. This experiment manifests that layering
is a must-addition to distributed systems that have a deadline,
to increase the effective resource utilization. Otherwise, the

resources that are spent on terminated jobs will be completely
wasted.

REFERENCES

[1] K. Lee, M. Lam, R. Pedarsani, D. Papailiopoulos, and K. Ramchandran,
“Speeding up distributed machine learning using codes,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Information Theory, vol. 64, no. 3, pp. 1514–1529, 2018.

[2] S. Dutta, Z. Bai, H. Jeong, T. M. Low, and P. Grover, “A unified coded
deep neural network training strategy based on generalized polydot
codes,” in 2018 IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory
(ISIT), 2018, pp. 1585–1589.

[3] K. Lee, C. Suh, and K. Ramchandran, “High-dimensional coded matrix
multiplication,” in 2017 IEEE International Symposium on Information
Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2017, pp. 2418–2422.

[4] G. Suh, K. Lee, and C. Suh, “Matrix sparsification for coded matrix
multiplication,” in 2017 55th Annual Allerton Conference on Communi-
cation, Control, and Computing (Allerton). IEEE, 2017, pp. 1271–1278.

[5] T. Baharav, K. Lee, O. Ocal, and K. Ramchandran, “Straggler-proofing
massive-scale distributed matrix multiplication with d-dimensional prod-
uct codes,” in 2018 IEEE International Symposium on Information
Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2018, pp. 1993–1997.

[6] Q. Yu, M. A. Maddah-Ali, and S. Avestimehr, “Polynomial codes: an
optimal design for high-dimensional coded matrix multiplication,” in
NIPS, 2017.

[7] S. Dutta, M. Fahim, F. Haddadpour, H. Jeong, V. Cadambe, and
P. Grover, “On the optimal recovery threshold of coded matrix mul-
tiplication,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 1,
pp. 278–301, 2020.

[8] A. Mallick, M. Chaudhari, and G. Joshi, “Fast and efficient distributed
matrix-vector multiplication using rateless fountain codes,” in ICASSP
2019-2019 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and
Signal Processing (ICASSP). IEEE, 2019, pp. 8192–8196.

[9] Q. Yu, M. Maddah-Ali, and S. Avestimehr, “Polynomial codes: an
optimal design for high-dimensional coded matrix multiplication,” in
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, I. Guyon, U. V.
Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan,
and R. Garnett, Eds., vol. 30. Curran Associates, Inc.,
2017. [Online]. Available: https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/
file/e6c2dc3dee4a51dcec3a876aa2339a78-Paper.pdf

[10] N. Raviv, I. Tamo, R. Tandon, and A. G. Dimakis, “Gradient coding
from cyclic MDS codes and expander graphs,” IEEE Transactions on
Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 12, pp. 7475–7489, 2020.

[11] S. Dutta, V. Cadambe, and P. Grover, ““Short-Dot”: Computing large
linear transforms distributedly using coded short dot products,” IEEE
Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65, no. 10, pp. 6171–6193,
2019.

[12] R. Tandon, Q. Lei, A. G. Dimakis, and N. Karampatziakis, “Gradient
coding: Avoiding stragglers in distributed learning,” in International
Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2017, pp. 3368–3376.

[13] L. Song, C. Fragouli, and T. Zhao, “A pliable index coding approach
to data shuffling,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 66,
no. 3, pp. 1333–1353, 2019.

[14] M. A. Attia and R. Tandon, “Near optimal coded data shuffling for
distributed learning,” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 65,
no. 11, pp. 7325–7349, 2019.

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/e6c2dc3dee4a51dcec3a876aa2339a78-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/e6c2dc3dee4a51dcec3a876aa2339a78-Paper.pdf


[15] S. Dutta, V. Cadambe, and P. Grover, “Coded convolution for parallel and
distributed computing within a deadline,” in 2017 IEEE International
Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2017, pp. 2403–2407.

[16] Y. Yang, P. Grover, and S. Kar, “Fault-tolerant parallel linear filtering
using compressive sensing,” in 2016 9th International Symposium on
Turbo Codes and Iterative Information Processing (ISTC). IEEE, 2016,
pp. 201–205.

[17] H. Jeong, T. M. Low, and P. Grover, “Masterless coded computing: A
fully-distributed coded FFT algorithm,” in 2018 56th Annual Allerton
Conference on Communication, Control, and Computing (Allerton).
IEEE, 2018, pp. 887–894.

[18] Q. Yu, M. A. Maddah-Ali, and A. S. Avestimehr, “Coded fourier trans-
form,” in 2017 55th Annual Allerton Conference on Communication,
Control, and Computing (Allerton). IEEE, 2017, pp. 494–501.

[19] A. Reisizadeh, S. Prakash, R. Pedarsani, and A. S. Avestimehr, “Coded
computation over heterogeneous clusters,” IEEE Transactions on Infor-
mation Theory, vol. 65, no. 7, pp. 4227–4242, 2019.

[20] C.-S. Yang, R. Pedarsani, and A. S. Avestimehr, “Timely coded comput-
ing,” in IEEE International Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT),
2019, pp. 2798–2802.

[21] A. Cohen, G. Thiran, H. Esfahanizadeh, and M. Médard, “Stream
distributed coded computing,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in
Information Theory, vol. 2, no. 3, pp. 1025–1040, 2021.

[22] H. Esfahanizadeh, A. Cohen, and M. Médard, “Stream iterative dis-
tributed coded computing for learning applications in heterogeneous sys-
tems,” in IEEE Conference on Computer Communications (INFOCOM),
2022, pp. 230–239.

[23] A. Tajer, A. Steiner, and S. Shamai, “The broadcast approach in
communication networks,” Entropy, vol. 23, no. 1, p. 120, 2021.

[24] H. Nikbakht, M. Wigger, W. Hachem, and S. S. Shitz, “Mixed delay
constraints on a fading C-RAN uplink,” in 2019 IEEE Information
Theory Workshop (ITW). IEEE, 2019, pp. 1–5.

[25] H. Nikbakht, M. A. Wigger, and S. Shamai, “Multiplexing gains
under mixed-delay constraints on wyner’s soft-handoff model,” Entropy,
vol. 22, no. 2, p. 182, 2020.

[26] A. Cohen, M. Médard, and S. Shamai, “Broadcast approach meets net-
work coding for data streaming,” in 2022 IEEE International Symposium
on Information Theory (ISIT). IEEE, 2022. Preprint arXiv:2202.03018.

[27] L. Lima, S. Gheorghiu, J. Barros, M. Medard, and A. L. Toledo, “Secure
network coding for multi-resolution wireless video streaming,” IEEE
Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 28, no. 3, pp. 377–
388, 2010.

[28] M. Kim, D. Lucani, X. Shi, F. Zhao, and M. Medard, “Network coding
for multi-resolution multicast,” in 2010 Proceedings IEEE INFOCOM,
2010, pp. 1–9.

[29] T. Berger, Z. Zhang, and H. Viswanathan, “The CEO problem [mul-
titerminal source coding],” IEEE Transactions on Information Theory,
vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 887–902, 1996.

[30] J. Chen and T. Berger, “Robust distributed source coding,” IEEE
Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 54, no. 8, pp. 3385–3398,
2008.

[31] U. N. Bhat, The General Queue G/G/1 and Approximations. Boston,
MA: Birkhäuser Boston, 2015, pp. 201–214. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-8176-8421-1_9

[32] W. G. Marchal, “An approximate formula for waiting time in single
server queues,” AIIE transactions, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 473–474, 1976.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-8176-8421-1_9

	I Introduction
	II Problem Setting and Preliminaries
	II-A Coded Matrix Multiplication
	II-B Joint Scheduling-Coding Distributed Coded Computations

	III Layered Distributed Coded Computations
	III-A Joint Coding and Scheduling with Layering
	III-B Theoretical Analysis on Delay Profile

	IV Simulation Results
	References

