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Abstract. The 3D Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) is a technique
used to solve problems in disparate fields. Nowadays, the commonly
adopted implementation of the 3D-DFT is derived from the Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) algorithm. However, evidence indicates that the dis-
tributed memory 3D-FFT algorithm does not scale well due to its use
of all-to-all communication. Here, building on the work of Sedukhin et
al. [Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Computers and
Their Applications, CATA 2015 pp. 193–200 (01 2015)], we revisit the
possibility of improving the scaling of the 3D-DFT by using an alterna-
tive approach that uses point-to-point communication, albeit at a higher
arithmetic complexity. The new algorithm exploits tensor-matrix mul-
tiplications on a volumetrically decomposed domain via three specially
adapted variants of Cannon’s algorithm. It has here been implemented
as a C++ library called S3DFT and tested on the JUWELS Cluster at
the Jülich Supercomputing Center. Our implementation of the shared
memory tensor-matrix multiplication attained 88% of the theoretical
single node peak performance. One variant of the distributed memory
tensor-matrix multiplication shows excellent scaling, while the other two
show poorer performance, which can be attributed to their intrinsic com-
munication patterns. A comparison of S3DFT with the Intel MKL and
FFTW3 libraries indicates that currently iMKL performs best overall,
followed in order by FFTW3 and S3DFT. This picture might change
with further improvements of the algorithm and/or when running on
clusters that use network connections with higher latency, e.g. on cloud
platforms.

Keywords: 3D Discrete Fourier Transform (3D DFT) · Tensor matrix
multiplication · Volumetric decomposition · Cannon’s algorithm · cc-
NUMA programming
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1 Introduction

Many fields of numerical simulation such as astrophysics, plasma physics and
molecular dynamics involve computing the pair-wise long-range interactions be-
tween the physical system’s constituents [4,27,16]. Examples are gravitational
forces, Van der Waals and electrostatic interactions. This computation is time-
consuming and often restricts sizes and time-scales. For example, in atomistic
Molecular Dynamics (MD) simulations of biophysical systems, the size of the
system to be simulated can be very large, ranging up to 109 [26] particles, and
computing the long-range interactions is responsible for most of the run-time.
To limit the computational costs and improve scaling without resorting to trun-
cation schemes, which are known to cause undesirable effects [2], techniques
derived from the Ewald summation method are extensively used, which exploit
the three dimensional Discrete Fourier Transform (3D-DFT) —both to ensure
convergence of the calculation and to gain speed-up [25,11].

The DFT operation is usually applied using any of the set of algorithms
known collectively under the name of Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) [23]. Vari-
ants of the Cooley-Tukey FFT algorithm are the most commonly employed.
They break the original DFT problem down into a tree of smaller DFT prob-
lems, which are solved sometimes recursively and more often non-recursively [7].
This results in a drastic reduction of arithmetic complexity from O(N2) of the
naïve algorithm, down to O(Nlog2N). Similarly, the 3D-FFT operation reduces
the arithmetic complexity from O(N4) to O(N3log2N). Depending on the size of
the problem, this may significantly reduce the run-time of computer applications.
However, in the context of distributed memory computers, there is still interest
in improving the scaling performance of the 3D-FFT algorithm [18,21,3], which
is negatively affected by its unavoidable use of all-to-all communications [14].
Indeed, for massively parallel applications, the algorithm constitutes the bottle-
neck [3]. Specifically, the run-time is dominated by the communication of the
algorithm, making up even 80-95% of it [21,3]. Theoretically, the effect of this
high proportion of communication on performance is expected to be stronger
at higher node counts. Hence, one could profit from 3D-DFT algorithms that
achieve better scalability by making use of alternative communication patterns.

In this text, we report on the design, implementation and benchmark results
of an alternative 3D-DFT algorithm whose performance has been compared with
those of modern, state-of-the-art implementations of the FFT algorithm in the
context of massively parallel applications.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 elaborates on the motivation
behind the present work. Section 3 introduces the notation used throughout
the paper, and reviews key concepts needed to describe our 3D-DFT algorithm.
Section 4 outlines the details of its actual implementation. Section 5 presents a
performance analysis of the core functions. Finally, sections 6 and 7 discuss the
results, and put forward our conclusions.
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2 Motivation

Depending on the architecture of the High Performance Computing (HPC) in-
frastructure and starting with a certain problem size, point-to-point communi-
cation scales better than all-to-all communication [3]. In order to achieve better
scalability by swapping the latter for the former, in 2015, Sedukhin et al. stud-
ied the scalability of an alternative algorithm which makes use of point-to-point
communication to compute the 3D-DFT, albeit at the significantly higher com-
putational complexity of O(N4), relative to that of O(N3 logN) of the 3D-FFT
algorithm. The authors noted that, for a single node, their implementation of
the core computational operation of this algorithm —the tensor-matrix multi-
plication —achieved 20% of the corresponding peak performance, and concluded
with the speculation that a more efficient implementation could outperform the
3D-FFT algorithm for very large node counts [24].

Since then, the computational power of CPUs has grown more than the
speed of the interconnects between the nodes [15], a fact which leans in favour
of this alternative approach. However, no other attempts to demonstrate its
potential benefits have been published. It is therefore timely to test its scala-
bility on modern machines. Specifically, our work has been conducted on the
JUWELS Cluster [1] at the Jülich Supercomputing Center, which uses a fat
tree network topology —one of the most commonly adopted network topology
nowadays —whereas the previous study of ref. [24] made use of the IBM Blue
Gene/Q computer, which used a 5D-torus topology.

Here, we have developed an algorithm that we name 3D-DFT by Block
Tensor-Matrix Multiplication (BTMM). This is based on specially adapted ver-
sions of Cannon’s algorithm [9,22,5], which, in its original form, is an efficient dis-
tributed memory matrix-matrix multiplication algorithm especially well suited
for square matrices. We chose this algorithm because of its scalability [9] and
the simplicity of its implementation. Our adaptations not only make it possi-
ble to use tensor operands, but also enable the utilization of the well-known
strategy of overlapping communication and computation —with the help of a
custom work-sharing function for OpenMP-based multi-threading —in an ef-
fort to hide the latency of communication. The implementation was designed
to make maximum use of the computational resources of the standard compute
node of the JUWELS Cluster, on which it was tested and benchmarked, and to
simultaneously keep the number of communication events to a minimum.
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Algorithm 1 Procedure to perform the tensor-matrix multiplication ρR.
1: for r ← 0 to N do
2: Z

(r)
R ← X(r)A

3: end for

3 Theory

3.1 3D-DFT by Block Tensor-Matrix Multiplication

The DFT for a sequence of 3D operand data x(l,m, n) ∈ C can be written
as [24]6

y(i, j, k) =

N−1∑
n=0

N−1∑
m=0

N−1∑
l=0

x(l,m, n) c(l, i) c(m, j) c(n, k) (1)

where the coefficients

c(n1, n2) = exp(−i 2π

N
n1n2) ∀ 0 ≤ n1, n2 < N

define the DFT matrix C ∈ CN×N . Making use of the formalism of Kolda
et al. [17], the operand data x(l,m, n) can be viewed as an order-3 tensor7
X ∈ CN×N×N existing in a 3D space defined by orthogonal directions 1, 2, 3,
with the data x(l,m, n) arranged as a cubic mesh. Now, we introduce a right
product of X and a matrix A ∈ CN×N in terms of their mode-3 product as

ZR = ρR(X,A) = X ×3 A
T , (2)

and a left product in terms of their mode-2 product as

ZL = ρL(X,A) = X ×2 A
T , (3)

where ZR, ZL ∈ CN×N×N . These products can be conceived as a set of indepen-
dent matrix-matrix multiplications as detailed in algorithms 1 and 2. To visualize
this, one can view X as a stack of N matrices X(r) ∈ CN×N for 0 ≤ r < N ,
which we shall call the slices of the tensor, piled up along any of the 3 orthog-
onal directions. In practice, to ensure a contiguous memory layout for optimal
data-access, we fix the piling direction to direction 1, as illustrated in figure 1.

Using the products defined by equations (2) and (3), it can be shown that the
3D-DFT equation (1) can be rewritten in terms of tensor-matrix multiplications
as

Y = τ(ρR(τ(ρL(ρR(X,C), C)), C)) (4)

6 In this work, we only consider the case in which the operand data x(l,m, n) can be
arranged as a cube, i.e., 0 ≤ l,m, n < N . To extend the functionality to irregular
cuboids, load balancing schemes must be additionally developed, which goes beyond
the scope of this work.

7 For brevity, henceforth, we shall take "tensor" to mean the order-3 tensor.
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Algorithm 2 Procedure to perform the tensor-matrix multiplication ρL.
1: for r ← 0 to N do
2: Z

(r)
L ← ATX(r)

3: end for

Fig. 1: Visualization of the procedure to compute the tensor-matrix multiplica-
tion as a set of independent matrix-matrix multiplications. Left and right panels
are for ρR and ρL, respectively.

where X,Y ∈ CN×N×N are the input and output tensors respectively, and C ∈
CN×N is the DFT matrix. The operation τ : CN×N×N → CN×N×N indicates
the transposition of the slices along piling direction 2 of the operand tensor.

In the implementation, the calculation of the transform via equation (4) can
be performed in three stages [24]. In the first stage, the tensor-matrix multipli-
cation of the input data with the DFT matrix is carried out as per algorithm 1,

Ẏ = ρR(X,C). (5)

In the second stage, a similar procedure is performed, this time using the output
of the first stage, and as per algorithm 2,

Ÿ = ρL(Ẏ , C). (6)

In the third stage, the piling direction for the tensor-matrix multiplication changes
from 1 to 3. Consequently, in order to ensure a contiguous memory layout for
the subsequent multiplication, a preliminary step must be performed in which
Ÿ is subjected to the transpose operation represented by τ . After this, the final
tensor-matrix multiplication is carried out as per algorithm 1. At the end, the
transpose operation τ is applied once more to arrange the result in the same
spatial layout as the input tensor X. Putting everything together, the third and
final stage implements the following operations:

Y = τ(ρR(τ(Ÿ ), C)). (7)

The tensor Y contains the result of the forward DFT operation of equation (4).

3.2 Adaptation of Cannon’s Algorithm for Tensor-Matrix
Multiplication

In this subsection, we provide the designs of the procedures which make use
of the basic idea of Cannon’s algorithm [5] to perform the operations of equa-
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Fig. 2: Volumetric decomposition: a tensor and a matrix are broken down into
p3 and p2 blocks, respectively (here, p = 3). Each block is locally allocated for
by a corresponding PE, as indicated in the circles.

tions (5), (6), (7), resulting in three unique distributed memory tensor-matrix
multiplication algorithms.

In order to enable the use of as many Processing Elements (PEs) as pos-
sible, the tensors X and Y from equation (4) are subjected to the volumetric
domain decomposition [24,3,14], resulting in a cubic mesh comprising p3 PEs
(see figure 2). Each PE(i, j, k) is accessible via indices 0 ≤ i, j, k < p, and has
locally allocated operand and result block tensors X(b)

i,j,k, Y
(b)
i,j,k ∈ Cb×b×b, and an

operand block matrix C(b)
j,k ∈ Cb×b, which is obtained by matrix decomposition.

Here, the block size is given by b = N/p.

We will start by focusing on the procedure of the multiplication involved in
the first stage, given by equation (5). From the description of ρR in algorithm 1
we recall that the slices of X along piling direction 1 are to be multiplied with C
(see also figure 1). Analogously, here, the block tensors in each plane orthogonal
to piling direction 1 are to be multiplied with C. The multiplication of each such
block plane with C can be executed independently —and hence —parallely.
It is for this multiplication that we can utilize a scheme almost identical to
that of the original Cannon’s algorithm, with the essential deviation that the
corresponding operand and result matrices be replaced by operand and result
tensors, respectively. The adapted algorithm is composed of an alignment and a
computation phase, with a total of p communication events. The communication
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Algorithm 3 Procedure of the adapted Cannon’s algorithm for the function
Y = ρR(X,C). Variables Xi,j,k and Yi,j,k are the locally allocated operand and
result block tensors, and Cj,k the operand block matrix.

. Alignment phase:
1: if j 6= 0 then
2: send X(b)

i,j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, j, (k + p− j) (mod p))
3: end if
4: if k 6= 0 then
5: send C

(b)
j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, (j + p− k) (mod p), k)

6: end if
. Computation phase:

7: for r ← 0 to p do
8: Y

(b)
i,j,k ← Y

(b)
i,j,k +X

(b)
i,j,k ∗ C

(b)
j,k

9: if r < p− 1 then
10: send X(b)

i,j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, j, (k + p− 1) (mod p))

11: send C
(b)
j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, (j + p− 1) (mod p), k)

12: end if
13: end for

Algorithm 4 Procedure of the adapted Cannon’s algorithm for the function
Y = ρL(X,C). Variables Xi,j,k and Yi,j,k are the locally allocated operand and
result block tensors, and Cj,k the operand block matrix.

. Alignment phase:
1: send C(b)

j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, k, (j + p− k) (mod p))
2: if k 6= 0 then
3: send X(b)

i,j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, (j + p− k) (mod p), k)
4: end if
. Computation phase:

5: for r ← 0 to p do
6: Y

(b)
i,j,k ← Y

(b)
i,j,k + C

(b)T
j,k ∗X(b)

i,j,k

7: if r < p− 1 then
8: send C

(b)
j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, j, (k + p− 1) (mod p))

9: send X(b)
i,j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, (j + p− 1) (mod p), k)

10: end if
11: end for

events of the two phases involve 2p2(p−1) and 2p3 parallel communication calls
respectively8.

The procedure is as outlined in algorithm 3. The local update in step 8 can
be performed slice-wise as indicated by algorithms 1 and 2, either sequentially,
or, when additional computational resources are available to each PE, using a
separate mode of parallelism, giving rise to multi-level parallelism. Additionally,

8 Conceptually, parallel communication calls are executed simultaneously by all PEs
and thus the duration of a single communication event is decided by the most time-
consuming communication call.
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Algorithm 5 Procedure of the adapted Cannon’s algorithm for the function
Y = τ(ρL(τ(X), C)). Variables Xi,j,k and Yi,j,k are the locally allocated operand
and result block tensors, and Cj,k the operand block matrix.

. First local transposition:
1: X(b)

i,j,k ← τ(X
(b)
i,j,k)

. Alignment phase:
2: if k 6= 0 then
3: Send X(b)

i,j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE((i+ p− j) (mod p), j, k)
4: end if
5: Send C(b)

j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(k, (j + p− k) (mod p), i)
. Computation phase:

6: for r ← 0 to p do
7: Y

(b)
i,j,k ← Y

(b)
i,j,k +X

(b)
i,j,k ∗ C

(b)
j,k

8: if r < p− 1 then
9: send X(b)

i,j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE((i+ p− 1) (mod p), j, k)

10: send C
(b)
j,k : PE(i, j, k)→ PE(i, (j + p− 1) (mod p), k)

11: end if
12: end for

. Final local transposition:
13: Y (b)

i,j,k ← τ(Y
(b)
i,j,k)

the communication event (from steps 10 and 11) and the local update can also
be executed in parallel. At the end of the computation phase, the block tensor
Y

(b)
i,j,k located in each PE contains the block result of the desired product.
The procedure for the multiplication of the second stage, given by equa-

tion (6), is outlined in algorithm 4. It is very similar to that of the first stage,
albeit with minor changes in the pattern of communication. The procedure for
the third stage needs to incorporate the transpose operations represented by τ
in equation (7). Although these data transpositions are unavoidable and involve
communication, we can eliminate the majority of this overhead by transposing
the mesh of the PEs instead of the data itself. All the same, a local (i.e., not
involving communication) data transpose function is required to perform the
transposition of the operand and result block tensors. The procedure of the
adapted Cannon’s algorithm for the third stage is provided in algorithm 5.

4 Details of the Implementation and Computer

The 3D-DFT by BTMM algorithm was implemented as a C++ library named
S3DFT, which offers a distributed memory Application Programming Interface
(API). The library was built and run using the Intel compiler and the Intel MPI
library, which are part of the Intel OneAPI v2021.4.0 toolkit suite. S3DFT is
open-source software available for use under the GNU Lesser General Public
License v3 (LGPL) [19].

Benchmarks and tests have been executed on the JUWELS Cluster [1]. The
standard compute node has two cache-coherent NUMA domains. The salient
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specifications are listed in table 1, and the peak bandwidths as obtained with the
Intelr Advisor tool [13], in table 2. These numbers were used as reference values
while analysing the performance of the core functions of the implementation.

Since Intel did not explicitly provide information on peak performance in
terms of FLOP/s at the time of writing of this article [6], the peak performance
of the compute node had to be estimated using the published specifications. The
base frequency of the Intelr Xeonr Platinum 8168 processor is 2.7 GHz [12].
However, when all cores are active and the use of AVX-512 instructions is maxi-
mized, the clock frequency drops to 2.5 GHz [12]. The processor is equipped with
2 AVX-512 Fused Multiply-Add (FMA) units per core, which yields a theoreti-
cal peak performance of 3840 GFLOP/s. Corroborating this estimation, Intelr
Advisor’s roof-line chart includes information about the double-precision FMA
peak performance [13], which in this case is 3812 GFLOP/s. Henceforth, we refer
to this value when we speak about the peak performance of the node.

S3DFT uses both shared and distributed memory parallelism to minimize
the number of communication events, while simultaneously maximising the uti-
lization of hardware resources. Keeping this in mind, an OpenMP/MPI hybrid
approach was selected such that the implementation can use OpenMP-based
shared memory parallelism across multiple NUMA domains within a single com-
pute node, if and when such is the case.

For the matrix-matrix multiplication within the shared memory tensor-matrix
multiplication, as represented by algorithms 1 and 2, we used the CBLAS imple-
mentation provided by the Intelr Math Kernel Library (MKL) v2021.4.0. We
see from the strong scaling of the shared memory tensor-matrix multiplication
(right panel of figure 4) that the difference in performance when all 48 cores
are used and when 47 cores are used is small, with the performance decreasing
slightly from 88% to 85% of the single node peak performance. Hence, we decided
to dedicate one thread to communication, which we implemented by means of a
custom work-sharing function for OpenMP parallel regions. This was done in an
effort to hide the latency of communication, by overlapping the communication
event and the local update in the implementations of algorithms 3, 4 and 5.

Table 1: Specifications of the standard compute node of the JUWELS cluster
Processor Intelr Xeonr Platinum 8168 (Skylake)
CPU count 2 (sockets)
Core count 48 cores (24 cores per CPU)
SMT/HT Available, 96 threads (48 threads per CPU)

Clock frequency [1.2 - 3.7 GHz], base @ 2.7 GHz
Cache L1 - 32 kB, L2 - 1 MB, L3 - 33 MB
DRAM 96 GB DDR4 @ 2666 MHz
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Table 2: Cache and memory bandwidths according to Intelr Advisor.
Bandwidth

1x NUMA 2x NUMA
L1 11.6 TB/s 23.2 TB/s
L2 5.5 TB/s 11.0 TB/s
L3 649 GB/s 1299 GB/s

DRAM 115 GB/s 230 GB/s

5 Micro-benchmarking Analysis

In this section, we present the performance analysis of the core functions of the
S3DFT implementation. The open-source library TiXL, which is available under
the LGPL v3, was used for this purpose [20].

The micro-benchmark programs consisted of (i) an initialization phase, in
which operand/result data were allocated afresh, and each thread (excepting
the communication thread) accessed the first word of each memory page of its
associated data —thereby ruling out the possibility of measuring page-faults,
(ii) an experiment phase, in which the function of interest was run, and (iii) a
clean-up phase in which all data were freed. Each benchmark test was concluded
by performing 20 warm-up and 100 timed runs. Only the latter were used to
measure durations in the experiment phase. The result was calculated as the
arithmetic mean of these measurements.

5.1 Transpose Function

Here, we take a closer look at the performance of our implementation of the
transpose function, τ of equation (7). The transpose function can be viewed as a
streaming function because in a perfect implementation it would closely resemble
a copy operation. Thus, one way to asses the performance of our implementa-
tion is to compare it to that of a suitably similar streaming function having an
excellent memory bandwidth utilization. As a reference, we decided to use the
DAXPY loop, by measuring the performance of the operation Y = Y + aX on
the target computer system, where Y,X ∈ IRn are double-precision arrays and
a ∈ IR is a double-precision scalar. We chose n = 950, 700 for the dual and single
NUMA configurations, respectively, which are sizes at which the performance of
the loop was found to saturate. The black lines in figure 3 illustrate the increase
of the effective bandwidth9 of this reference loop as a function of the number
of cores, for the single as well as dual NUMA configurations. The corresponding
recorded peak performances are 103 GB/s and 202 GB/s, respectively. We used
these values as reference to measure the efficiency of our implementation of the
transpose function.

9 The effective bandwidth is calculated using the run-time duration and the data-
traffic estimation.
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Fig. 3: Comparison of the effective bandwidths achieved by the DAXPY kernel
and the naïve and optimized versions of the transpose function. Left and right
panels report results obtained in single and dual NUMA domains configurations,
respectively.

The performance of the naïve implementation of the transpose function is
shown by the red curves in figure 3 for sizes N = 1300, 700 for the single and
dual NUMA configurations, respectively. Building on it, we improved the cache
utilization by applying loop-blocking with the help of an intermediate array
so small as to fit into the cache. The optimal blocking size was experimentally
found to be 16 kiB. Upon optimization, only a small improvement in performance
could be observed, as shown by the blue curves in figure 3. Indeed, we found the
performance of the näive implementation to be quite high, which we attributed
to the size of the processor’s L3-cache, by virtue of which good cache-line reuse
can be achieved even for relatively large matrix sizes.

In the single NUMA domain configuration, the optimized transpose func-
tion attained a peak efficiency of 91% as compared to that of 89% of the naive
function. However, we note that the efficiencies drop to 63% and 61% respec-
tively, when the dual NUMA configuration is applied. This can be attributed to
unavoidable non-local memory accesses arising from the fact that the functions
make use of a different multithreading work-sharing plan as compared to the
other core functions in the implementation. Although an adaptation of the algo-
rithm to minimize these non-local memory accesses is conceivable, the expected
performance gain did not justify its design and implementation within the scope
of this study.

5.2 Shared Memory Tensor-Matrix Multiplication

This function performs the local update operation of the distributed memory
tensor-matrix multiplication as indicated by step 8, step 6 and step 7 of algo-
rithms 3, 4 and 5, respectively.

We began the analysis by running problem scaling tests to identify the prob-
lem sizes at which peak performances of the function can be expected. Next, we
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Fig. 4: The left panel shows the performance of the shared memory tensor-matrix
multiplication as a function of block size and the right panel, its strong scaling
behaviour. Grey and blue curves are for single (24 cores) and dual (48 cores)
NUMA confgurations, respectively. The corresponding problem sizes are N =
900, 1100. The red line in the right panel indicates the peak performance of the
single node. The grey dashed line indicates the ideal linear scaling.

conducted strong scaling tests for these problem sizes. The results are reported
in figure 4. We observed a peak performance of 1670 GFLOP/s at N ∼ 900 and
of 3371 GFLOP/s at N ∼ 1100 for the single and dual NUMA configuration,
respectively, corresponding to 88% of the peak performance of the single node.
As shown in the right panel of figure 4, the function scales well.

To estimate the corresponding effective bandwidth, let us first model the traf-
fic and computation requirements of algorithm 1. For a tensor of side N , a com-
puter could perform 8N4 floating point operations10 after 2N3(N +1) transfers.
Assuming double-precision, we have the code balance given by Bc =

4(N+1)
N ≈ 4

B/FLOP. Using the roof-line model, we can calculate the effective bandwidth as
bs = BcP , where P is the attained performance [10, p. 66]. Following this, we
can estimate peak effective bandwidths bs = 6.7 TB/s and bs = 13.5 TB/s for
the single and dual NUMA configurations, respectively, which are greater than
the corresponding L2-cache bandwidths as listed in table 2. This can be taken
to conclude that the function makes excellent use of caching.

5.3 Distributed Memory Tensor-Matrix Multiplication

In this analysis, we consider the implementations of algorithms 3, 4 and 5.
First, we identify the configurations of block size and node count for which

the highest efficiency of the algorithm can be reached. For this purpose, we de-
signed micro-benchmark programs which exactly imitate step 8 (local update),
and steps 10 and 11 (communication event) in algorithm 3, and ran them for
10 Each complex number addition and multiplication involves at least 2 and 6 FLOPs

respectively.
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block sizes in the interval [100, 1300]. We then fitted the results with cubic poly-
nomials to model the run-time duration of the communication event for various
node counts (continuous curves in figure 5), and a quartic polynomial for that of
the local update (dotted curves). The points of intersection identify those con-
figurations at which theoretical peak efficiencies can be expected because they
represent the conditions under which the algorithms do not incur communica-
tion overhead. Using this technique, the optimal block sizes were found to be
b ∼ 100,∼ 800 and b ∼ 110,∼ 630 for the 2 MPI tasks/node (single NUMA)
and 1 MPI task/node (dual NUMA) configurations, respectively.

Fig. 5: Fitted curves showing the duration of the communication event (contin-
uous lines, different node counts) and that of the local update (dotted line) as
functions of block size. The black dots indicate the intersections at which perfect
overlapping can be expected. Left and right panels report results obtained in 2
MPI tasks/node and 1 MPI task/node configurations, respectively.

Fig. 6: The panels from left to right show the strong scaling performance of the
implementations of algorithm 3, algorithm 4 and algorithm 5, respectively, at
problem size N = 4200, in the 1 MPI task/node configuration. The grey dashed
lines indicate the ideal linear scaling.

Next, we conducted strong scaling tests for all three variants in the 1 MPI
task/node configuration for the problem size N = 4200 and p = 4, 5, 6, 7, corre-
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sponding to block sizes b = 1050, 840, 700, 600, at which the latency of commu-
nication is expected to be hidden by the overlapping, as shown in the right panel
of figure 5. The results are reported in figure 6, showing parallel efficiencies11 in
the ranges of 81%− 95%, 58%− 77% and 51%− 68% for algorithms 3, 4 and 5,
respectively. Further investigations indicated that the poor scaling behaviour
of algorithms 4 and 5 can be attributed to their communication patterns. More
precisely, we found that although the communication always takes place between
neighbours that are equidistant along each direction in the 3D mesh of PEs, the
latency of communication varies strongly depending on the direction along which
these neighbours are identified. This is because they are not equidistant in the
topology of the hardware allocation. Specifically, our experiments indicated that
communication was fastest for neighbouring PEs along direction 3 and slowest
for those along direction 1.

In an effort to improve the scalability of algorithms 4 and 5, we designed
and tested variants in which the majority of the communication occurs between
neighbours along direction 3. This is made possible by replacing the transposition
of the PE-mesh by global data transpositions, with an additional communication
event. Although this improved the strong scaling parallel efficiency of stage 2
and 3 to ∼ 80% and ∼ 95%, respectively, the overall performance was found to
be similar, owing to a worsening of the performance at lower node counts. We
eventually decided to retain the original algorithms for the final implementation.

On a different note, we observe that the performance of the local update re-
duces with reducing block size (see the left panel of figure 4), which warns us that
the performance of the above-mentioned algorithms could be strongly reduced
when the node count is increased while keeping the problem size constant.

6 Results

We have tested S3DFT against two competitive 3D-FFT implementations: the
FFTW3 v3.3.10 and Intelr MKL v2021.4.012. The benchmarking procedure is
identical to that outlined in section 5, with the exception that 70 warm-up
runs and 50 timed experiments were conducted. In the plots, we report the
range between the minimum value recorded and the arithmetic mean. In the
programs which recorded the performance of the cluster-based FFTW3/iMKL
libraries, multithreading was initialized as per the manual [8]. The FFTW-
plan [7] was created in the initialization phase of the program using the flag
FFTW_MEASURE. To be able to benchmark under reproducible conditions,
contiguous node allocation was requested. Within a single compute node, a
thread-placement policy of 1 thread/core was applied. Further, each thread was
pinned to avoid being migrated by the operating system during run-time. This
11 Here, the parallel efficiency has been evaluated relative to p = 4 case i.e. with 64

nodes, which is the minimum number of nodes we could use for the given problem
size due to memory limitations.

12 We made use of the convenient FFTW3 wrapper interface provided by Intelr MKL,
which makes use of its implementation of cluster FFT functions.



Scalability of 3D-DFT by BTMM on the JUWELS Cluster 15

was done since allowing the free migration of threads across NUMA domains
within the node would have caused poor performance owing to excessive non-
local data accesses.

Initial testing showed that both FFTW3 and iMKL performed significantly
better when launched with 2 MPI tasks/node, which corresponds to 1 NUMA
domain/MPI task. S3DFT was found to perform similarly in the 1 MPI task/n-
ode and 2 MPI tasks/node configurations. Therefore, here we present results
obtained using 2 MPI tasks/node for FFTW3 and iMKL. For S3DFT, in the
small problem scale, we used the 1 MPI task/node configuration, and in the
large problem scale, the 2 MPI tasks/node configuration.

In what we call small problem scale, strong scaling comparisons were con-
ducted for problem sizes N = 120, 240, 480, 600, 840. Similarly, in the large prob-
lem scale, we ran strong scaling tests for problem sizes N = 2520, 3360, 4200.
The results for sizes N = 840, 3360 are provided in figures 7 and 8. In both
the small and large problem scales, we observed similar scaling behaviours and
performances for all investigated problem sizes.

Fig. 7: Strong scaling performance comparison of S3DFT, FFTW3 and iMKL
for problem size N = 840. Left and right panels show the time-to-solution and
speed-up, respectively. The grey dashed line indicates the ideal linear scaling.

Results show that iMKL was consistently the fastest across all problem sizes
and node counts, followed by FFTW3. In the small problem scale, on an average,
iMKL was 1.8 times faster than S3DFT, while FFTW3 was found to be 1.2 times
faster than S3DFT. Here, we also observed that S3DFT was frequently slightly
faster than FFTW3 for node counts < 32. In the large problem scale, on an
average, iMKL was 3.2 times faster than S3DFT, and FFTW3 was 2.0 faster
than S3DFT. Interestingly, for large sizes and node counts, S3DFT was found
to scale less efficiently than its competitors, which can be attributed to the poor
scaling of algorithms 4 and 5, as discussed in subsection 5.3.
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Fig. 8: Strong scaling performance comparison of S3DFT, FFTW3 and iMKL
for problem size N = 3360. Left and right panels show the time-to-solution and
speed-up, respectively. The grey dashed line indicates the ideal linear scaling.

7 Conclusion

We have presented a new parallel algorithm called 3D-DFT by BTMM that
exploits block tensor-matrix multiplication to compute the 3D-DFT of a cu-
bic domain using point-to-point communication. The algorithm is implemented
as a C++ library called S3DFT capable of utilizing shared memory paral-
lelism across multiple NUMA domains within a single compute node. In the
process, we designed, developed and tested three adapted variants of Cannon’s
algorithm. These adaptations enable the use of tensor operands, realize multi-
level parallelism, make efficient use of the technique of overlapping computa-
tion and communication with the help of a custom work-sharing function for
OpenMP threads, and eliminate additional communication overheads of a com-
bined transpose-multiply-transpose operation by remapping the mesh of PEs
instead of transposing the data. Its implementation has been optimized for the
JUWELS Cluster, and its core functions analyzed to show its efficiency, and
acknowledge its shortcomings. The performance of S3DFT was compared with
those of competitive, well-known libraries for a wide range of problem sizes.

Our analysis by micro-benchmarking has shown that our shared memory
tensor-matrix multiplication reaches 88% of the single node peak performance.
Of the three variants of the distributed memory tensor-matrix multiplication
algorithms, one scales excellently while the others scale poorly. We identified the
origin of this behaviour in their intrinsic communication patterns. This is the
main cause for the observed poor scaling performance of S3DFT when compared
to FFTW3 and iMKL. Further efforts to improve S3DFT should therefore focus
on the scalability and performance of algorithms 4 and 5.

At the current stage, the 3D-DFT by BTMM algorithm is not a viable al-
ternative to modern FFT-based approaches on computer clusters with fast node
interconnects. Different results might be expected on different computer clus-
ters. For example, it is very possible that S3DFT shows superior performance
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compared to FFTW3 and iMKL when run on a computer cluster using a net-
work with higher latency than the Mellanox InfiniBand network of the JUWELS
Cluster. This is an interesting question that could inspire further investigations.
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