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Abstract

Deep learning is experiencing a rise in foundation models that are expected to
lead in various fields. The massive number of parameters necessitates the use of
tensor model parallelism (TMP) in foundation model training. However, TMP
requires frequent communication operations which significantly reduces the train-
ing efficiency. In this paper, we present Oases, an automated TMP method with
overlapped communication to accelerate foundation model training. Oases pro-
poses a fine-grained training schedule to maximize overlapping communication
and computation operations that have data dependence. Additionally, we design the
Oases planner that searches for the best model parallel strategy to achieve further
accelerations. Unlike existing methods, Oases planner is specifically tailored to
model the cost of overlapped communication-computation operations. We evaluate
Oases on various model settings and train environments, and compare Oases to
four stat-of-the-art implementations. Experimental results demonstrate that Oases
achieves speedups of 1.01–1.48× over the fastest baseline, and speedups of up to
1.95× over Megatron-LM.

1 Introduction

Recent works have demonstrated the success of transformer-based foundation models [3] in various
downstream tasks. For example, large generative models [4] have enabled fundamentally new
capabilities on copilot applications. The accuracy of transformer-based models increases with its
model size [17], but these giant models are frequently well beyond the memory capacity of a single
device. Training such models consumes a significant amount of time and resources [41], so improving
the overall performance of end-to-end training matters for foundation models.

Model-parallel training is necessary to accommodate large models in device memories. Designed
for the transformer-based models, the widely-used tensor model parallelism [43] (TMP) partitions
the computation of specific operators into parallel devices. However, TMP involves an extensive
amount of exclusive communication operations, which becomes the main performance bottleneck,
particularly in commercial GPU servers. For example, when training a large model on 3090 GPUs
with NVLink, the communication overhead of TMP can reach to 64.6% (Figure 2).

Communication-computation overlap is a common technique to reduce communication overhead.
However, communication and computation are data-dependent in TMP training, making it challenging
to exploit the full potential of overlapping. Existing approaches from the literature apply sub-optimal
training schedules since they only overlap communication with computation within operators or single
propagation pass. Wang et al. [53] and AccTFM [55] propose intra-op overlapping methods where
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they decouple and overlap the communication and computation operations of matrix productions.
Merak [20] suggests an inter-op overlapping schedule by splitting batches within forward and
backward passes, but they fail to incorporate the recomputation technique [5], which is also necessary
for giant model training. Therefore, the first core problem this paper tries to answer is how to optimize
the TMP training schedule that maximizes overlapping communication and computation.

Automated parallelization for large-scale models can leverage unutilized device resources to accelerate
TMP training. However, finding an appropriate distributed training scheme for communication-
computation overlapping schedules is non-trivial, because it is difficult to estimate the cost of
overlapped operations. Previous studies can hardly give consideration to both overlapping and model
parallel strategy searching, overlooking the potential of further training acceleration. Communication-
computation overlap works lack modeling of their methods, while auto-parallelism approaches [59,
21, 49] do not optimize communication overlapping. Hence, another primary objective of this paper
is to automatically find the optimal model parallel strategies for overlapping training schedules.

In this paper we propose Oases, an operation overlapping and automated model partitioning approach
to accelerate TMP training of foundation models. Oases features two novel modules to address the
above issues, respectively. The first module is a fine-grained overlapping TMP training schedule,
which overlaps communication with computation whenever feasible, thereby accelerating TMP
training. In this module, we develop a cross-pass overlapping schedule to break the barriers between
recomputation and backward passes, which allows us to schedule operations in both the recomputation
and backward. We also propose a fine-grained recomputation strategy to arrange the tensors saved for
recomputation during forward, enabling the communication reduction in the recomputation and more
computation operations for overlapping. The second module is an automatic model parallel strategy
planner named Oases planner, to attain further accelerations. In this module, we propose a new
cost model which can estimate the performance of models considering the training schedules with
overlapped communications. Then, we formulate the parallel strategy optimization process under the
memory footprint constraint as an integer linear programming (ILP) problem, which can be solved
with existing solvers efficiently. We summarize the contributions of Oases as follows:

• We present a fine-grained overlapping schedule of Oases, which jointly schedules the forward,
recomputation, and backward passes of TMP training. Additionally, Oases can avoid communica-
tion in recomputation by utilizing its redundancy. The communication operations of TMP can be
overlapped with a maximum number of computation operations.

• We design the Oases planner which can model the performance of communication overlapping
schedules and efficiently search for a parallel strategy with the best performance. To the best of
our knowledge, Oases is the first work to model communication-computation overlap for TMP
parallel strategy searching.

• We comprehensively evaluate the performance of Oases with seven models of varying sizes on two
GPU clusters. Compared to four popular model-parallel training methods including the state-of-
the-art libraries, Oases accelerates the overall training process with up to 1.48× speedup over the
best baseline, and up to 1.95× speedup and 2.18× device efficiency over Megatron-LM.

2 Background and motivation
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Figure 1: The process of training a L
transformer layer model with TMP.

Foundation model architecture. Most recent foundation
models [4, 48, 57, 39] are based on Transformer [51] ar-
chitecture. Researchers scale models to various sizes by
stacking transformer layers with different hidden sizes.
An example computation schedule of transformer decoder
layers is shown in Figure 1. Each transformer layer con-
sists of an attention block and a two-layer feed-forward
network (FFN). The heavy computational loads of trans-
former blocks are matrix multiplications, and their paral-
lelization has been well studied [11, 50].

Data parallelism (DP). DP [10, 22, 16] is the most common method of distributed model training. In
DP, each device holds an entire model replica and trains on a data partition. Gradients are aggregated
through collective communications, such as AllReduce [32], before updating parameters to maintain
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Table 1: Major notations and their meanings in the training schedule
Notation Meaning

Fi Forward computation of the ith operator
Ri Recomputation of the ith operator
Bi Backward computation of the ith operator

Ci(·) Communication operation in forward (F), recomputation (R), or backward (B)

synchronization between models. However, DP may not be adequate for foundation models that
could surpass the device’s capacity, the usage of other parallelization is inevitable.

Tensor model parallelism (TMP). TMP is a model-parallel approach proposed by Megatron-LM
[43] and is well-known for large-scale transformer model training [14, 20, 2]. TMP is an expert-
optimized strategy for transformer-based models, it partitions weight matrices across row or column
dimensions, and adds AllReduce operations as shown in Figure 1, to ensure correctness. Although
TMP can reduce memory usage in foundation model training, the default TMP schedule introduces a
large number of blocked AllReduce communication operations during both forward and backward
passes, which can significantly slow down the model training.

Recomputation. The intermediate outputs of the forward pass are called activations, which are
used by the backward pass for gradients calculation. The recomputation technique [13, 5, 19]
evicts activation values and recomputes them when necessary, incurring a computation overhead
increase of approximately 1/3. However, this approach can significantly reduce memory requirements,
allowing larger batches to be processed and preserving more model parameters on single devices.
Recomputation is widely adopted [25, 37, 14, 44] in foundation model training, but its default
implementation [31] simply runs the forward function again before backpropagation.

2.1 Motivational study

0 1 2
Iteration time breakdown (ms) 1e3

H=2048
 L=24

H=3072
 L=24 

Megatron-
LM

Megatron-
LM

Oases

Oases
Communication
Forward
Recomputation
Backward
Update

Figure 2: TMP training iteration breakdown of
two transformer-based models. H represents the
model hidden size and L represents the number
of transformer layers.

Figure 2 shows breakdowns of TMP training it-
erations in two transformer-based models using
the popular Megatron-LM [43] framework on four
3090 GPUs. Communication comes from TMP
accounts for 64.7% and 59.2% of overall training
time in Megatron-LM, which becomes a signifi-
cant factor in degrading training performance and
wasting resources. As shown by the ‘Oases’ bar,
communication in Oases contributes much less to
each iteration. A large amount of communication
is overlapped through simultaneous scheduling of forward, recomputation, and backward operations,
with the help of Oases fine-gained training schedule (Section 3). And the overall iteration time of
Oases is less than the communication time of Megatron-LM, as Oases estimates the redundant com-
munication (Section 3.2) during recomputation and reduces the communication volume by searching
for the best model partitioning scheme with Oases planner (Section 4).

3 Overlapping TMP training schedule

We introduce the fine-grained overlapping training schedule of Oases in this section, which schedules
the forward, recomputation, and backward together. We first design the cross-pass schedule which
breaks the barrier passes during backward, thereby scheduling both recomputation and backward.
Next we schedule the operations in forward to drop the redundant communication, with the proposed
fine-grained recomputation strategy. Table 1 lists common notations used in this work.

3.1 Cross-pass scheduling

In TMP training, take the forward operator sequence (Fi, Ci(F ), Fj) as an example, which is consis-
tent with the FFN and attention layers in transformer-based models. And its recomputation enabled
backward pass will be (Ri, Ci(R), Rj),(Bj , Bi, Ci(B)). Figure 3a illustrates the default backward
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(b) Scheduling the recomputation (inherited from forward) and backward pass individually.
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(c) Cross-pass overlapping schedule, which jointly schedules the recomputation and backward pass.
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(d) Oases schedule. Recomputation communication is reduced with a fine-grained recomputation strategy.

Figure 3: Execution timelines of computation and communication streams during TMP backward.

schedule, the exclusive operators results in low device utilization. The default implementation of
recomputation involves dividing the continuous backward process into interleaved recomputation and
backward passes, resulting in barriers between passes, and the recomputation pass directly aligns
with the forward pass.

The computation and communication streams can work independently in most deep-learning systems.
A straightforward solution is to partition the data batch into two sub-batches. We can use superscripts,
such as (R0

i , R
1
i ), to represent the related operators of sub-batches. Data dependency only relies on

the operators with identical superscripts, the operations with different superscripts can be pipelined.
As shown in Figure 3b, this basic pipelined backward schedule can speed up the recomputation and
backward passes individually, making it practical in non-recomputation scenarios [20]. However, the
consistency of operations is restricted due to the pass barriers.

To jointly optimize the recomputation and backward, we design a cross-pass overlapping schedule.
In our implementation, we break the barriers between passes in the backward to overlap commu-
nications with a maximal number of computation operators. As shown in Figure 3c, we merge
the operator sequence of each sub-batch and schedule them simultaneously, (R1

j , B
1
j , B

1
i ) can be

executed continuously and the communication of recomputation C0
i (R) can be properly hidden.

Generally the granularity of recomputation is the transformer layer [29], and each of them will cause
a pass barrier. Thus breaking these barriers will bring a remarkable acceleration.

3.2 Redundant communication in recomputation

As described in Section 3.1, an FFN or attention layer will involve three communication operators in
a TMP training iteration. The communication primitive is AllReduce, we can formulate the output y
of an AllReduce operation for given inputs x among w devices as y =

∑w
i=0 xi, where we can get

∂y
∂xi

= 1. Denoting the loss function as ϕ, we have:

∂ϕ

∂xi
=

∂ϕ

∂y

∂y

∂xi
=

∂ϕ

∂y
. (1)

Equation (1) implies that the gradients of AllReduce’s inputs coincide with the gradients of its outputs.
In other words, when the AllReduce serves as the output of the recomputation sequence, it can be
omitted during the recomputation. Thus we can propose a fine-grained recomputation strategy,
which initializes recomputation after communication operators in forward. Consider the example
forward operators (F 1

i , C
1
i (F ), F 1

j ), we can apply recomputation on both (F 1
i , C

1
i (F )) and (F 1

j ),
its backward will become (R1

j , B
1
j , R

1
i , B

1
i , C

1
i (B)), the communication in recomputation C1

i (R) is
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Algorithm 1: TMP forward schedule with
overlapped communication.
Input: Model operator sequence O
Output: Operator sequence array A

1 (o00, o
1
0, ..., o

0
k, o

1
k)← Split(O)

2 x, i, j ← 0, A← [ ], handler ← null
3 while i ≤ k do
4 if oxi is a computation operation then
5 Forward(oxi ), i← i+ 1
6 else

/* Sync previous communication and
start async communication */

7 Sync(handler)
8 handler ←StartAsync(oxi )

/* Save for recomputation */
9 A.append((oxj , ..., o

x
i−1))

10 if x = 1 then j ← i+ 1;
11 x← x XOR 1, i← j

Algorithm 2: TMP backward schedule with
overlapped communication.
Input: Saved operator sequence array A

1 handler ← null, O′
b ← [ ]

2 while A is not empty do
3 O ← A.PopLast

/* Get backward operations by recomputing */
4 Ob ←Recompute(O)
5 while o← Ob.PopLast ̸= null do
6 if o is a computation operation then
7 Backward(o)
8 else
9 Sync(handler)

10 handler ←StartAsync(o)
11 while o′ ← O′

b.PopLast ̸= null do
12 Backward(o′)
13 O′

b ← Ob

14 Break

eliminated. Figure 3d shows the backward schedule with fine-grained recomputation, the number
of communication is reduced, and the communication of backward can be overlapped with more
recomputation operations.

When training with multiple FFN and attention layers, our backward schedule can run across layers
and the speedup can be more significant. The number of recomputation sequences is not increased
since we only change the start positions. We summarize our training schedule in Algorithm 1– 2.
DNN training can be presented by a directed acyclic graph. We flatten the model graph to an operator
sequence O. During the forward schedule, we split the data batch into two sub-batches and execute
their related operators in a pipeline: when one sub-batch is computing, another sub-batch will
communicate. Specifically, whenever meeting a communication operator, we start it asynchronously
and switch the sub-batch. And we save the operator sequence after each communication operator
for recomputing and drop the forward communications in recomputation. Some operations in the
warm-up and cool-down phases are omitted for simplification. In the backward schedule, we can
simply follow the saved operator sequence from the forward in a reversed order. We recompute the
saved operators to get the corresponding backward operator sequences and overlap communication
and computation with a sub-batch pipeline as well.

4 Parallel strategy planner

With our fine-grained overlapping schedule, the communication is overlapped by computation as
much as possible. We observe that: i) the parallel strategy is uniform across layers in TMP training,
but there is a considerable memory consumption gap between different TMP settings. We can model
the communication volume of an AllReduce [32] as 2K(N − 1)/N , where K is the message size
and N is the TMP degree. This indicates a TMP module can trade extra memories for smaller N
and thus less communication volume. And ii) in our schedule, the communication overhead during
forward is equal to backward, while the computation overhead in the forward is approximately 1/3 of
it in the backward (includes recomputation overhead). The communication in the forward may be
exposed and cause performance bottlenecks.

Based on the above observations, finding a proper parallel strategy for foundation models has potential
performance benefits. But it is challenging to model the complicated overlapping training schedule.
To address the problem, we propose the Oases planner, which can automatically generate a high
throughput parallel training strategy.

4.1 Problem formulation

Given an model graph G, global batch size b, device memory capacity m, and possible parallel
strategies p of a training cluster, the goal of Oases planner is to maximize the training throughput.
We assume the model runs with a uniform TMP strategy to initialize communication operators. The
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parallel training strategy s, inspired by Alpa [59], can be represented by a collection of one-hot
decision vectors si ∈ {0, 1}p ⊆ Rp for each graph node i. sij = 1 means node i is using the j-th
partitioning scheme. Let S denotes the entire space of strategies and f(·) estimates per iteration
execution time for strategy s. We can formulate the optimization problem of Oases planner as follows:

s∗ = argmin
s∈S

f(s;G, b,m, p). (2)

To simplify the model graph under our fine-grained overlapping TMP training schedule, we merge
computation operators between adjacent communication operators into computation sequences. The
resulting forward and backward model graphs are composed of alternating computation sequences
and communication operators. Model graphs typically start with a computation sequence, we can
further group each computation sequence with its subsequent communication operator, forming a
block that comprises a computation sequence and a communication operator. Consequently, we can
update the model graph as G(V,E), where each node v ∈ V is an aforementioned block and E is the
set of edges that connect pairs of nodes.

4.2 Cost model

We can estimate the f(·) in (2) by summing the costs of all nodes and edges, conditioned on the
user-specified model, global batch size, and training cluster. For each node i, it has computation cost
vectors di ∈ Rp and communication cost vectors ci ∈ Rp. The operation costs of a given parallel
strategy can be presented by the dot production, e.g., s⊤i ci. Additionally, we denote d(F ), d(B)
and c(F ), c(B) as the corresponding forward and backward cost vectors, and (·)⊤ denotes the
transpose of a vector. For the forward graph nodes, as described in Algorithm 1, each block is
executed with two sub-batches. Computation and communication can be aligned by right-shifting the
communication operation of sub-batches. Specifically, the computation of a sub-batch will overlap
the last communication of another sub-batch, and the cost after overlapping can be estimated using
the max function. Therefore, we can present the cost of node i by summing the computation costs of
two sub-batches, i.e., max{s⊤i d0i , s⊤i−1c

1
i−1}+max{s⊤i d1i , s⊤i c0i }. The node costs in backward can

be estimated in the same method with different cost vectors. When considering the first and last node,
the node cost TV of k nodes is formulated as follows:

TV (d, c) = s⊤0 d
0
0 +

k∑
i=1

max{s⊤i d0i , s⊤i−1c
1
i−1}+

k∑
i=0

max{s⊤i d1i , s⊤i c0i }+ s⊤k c
1
k. (3)

When using different parallel strategies between adjacent nodes, an exclusive AllGather communica-
tion is required for data resharding, converting the tensor layouts between nodes. These additional
costs can be treated as the graph edge costs, which include two aspects: i) the communication
overhead of the AllGather, and ii) the costs of adjacent nodes that can no longer overlap because of
the blocked AllGather operation. Let Rvu ∈ Rp×p denotes the edge cost matrix, where the element
Rvuij is the edge cost from the output of i-th strategy of node v to the input of j-th strategy of node
u. The AllGather happens during the forward when i < j, and during the backward when i > j. We
can formulate each edge cost as follows:

Rvuij =


Tallgather(F, i, j) + min{s⊤v c1v(F ), s⊤u d

0
u(F )}, i < j

Tallgather(B, i, j) + min{s⊤v c1v(B), s⊤u d
0
u(B)}, i > j

0, i = j

(4)

Combining the (3)- (4), we can express f(·) by summing the node costs in forward, node costs in
backward, and edge costs. And the cost minimization problem in (2) can be formulated as an ILP
problem with the following objective:

min
s

{
TV (d(F ), c(F )) + TV (d(B), c(B)) +

∑
(v,u)∈E

s⊤v Rvusu

}
. (5)

Similarly, we denote the memory cost vectors of model parameter state, saved input tensors, and
backward runtime with ms,mt,mr ∈ Rp, respectively. We can estimate the memory consumption
and derive the following ILP constraint of device memory:

s⊤k mr +
∑
v∈V

s⊤v ms + s⊤v mt < m. (6)
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Most foundation models share the same and repeating architecture, we run an offline profiling to get
the accurate costs for d(·), c(·), and mr. We limit the possible partitioning schemes to the power of
two, model the overhead of AllGather [47] with message sizes, and count ms and mt according to
model config and our training schedule. Now we can solve (5)- (6) optimally with an open source
solver [9]. The planner optimization performances are reported in Appendix.

5 Evaluations

5.1 Experiment setup

Cluster configurations. We evaluate Oases on two 8-node clusters with two types of commodity
GPUs. The first cluster, referred as the "NVLink 3090", where each node features four NVIDIA
RTX3090 GPUs and two four-slot NVLink 3.0 connections, providing a total bandwidth of 900
Gbps between GPU 0 and 1, and between GPU 2 and 3. And nodes in the second cluster "3090" are
equipped with four NVIDIA RTX3090 GPUs. All nodes are interconnected via 100 Gbps InfiniBand,
and each GPU connects to CPU via PCIe 4.0. A detailed environmental setup is shown in Appendix.

Models. Many popular models of various tasks such as BERT [6], LLaMA [48], and ViT [7] are
based on transformer layers. We evaluate the performance of Oases using the transformer decoder-
based model, as its effective representative for large-scale pretraining. The hidden size and number
of transformer layers are adjusted to vary model sizes, guided by parameters used in previous
studies [29, 43]. It is worth noting that limited by device numbers, the numbers of transformer layers
used in experiments are much smaller than general foundation models. We believe evaluating a
wider model is more substantial for foundation models, since TMP is usually used accompanied by
pipeline model parallelism [21, 12], which is responsible to deepen models. We denote the evaluated
transformer models with the hidden size and number of transformer layers.

Baselines. We compare Oases with four approaches in experiments: (i) Megatron-LM [29, 43]
proposes the expert-designed TMP for training homogeneous transformer-based LMs on GPUs. To
ensure a fair comparison, we grid-search the TMP and DP degree settings on a given model and
global batch size, and report the best results. (ii) Alpa [59] is the current state-of-the-art system
for auto-parallelism training, which is able to automatically generate an execution plan for given
models, but without overlapping communication with computation. (iii) Merak [20] is the state-
of-the-art 3D parallelism library for transformer-based models training. To train the same models,
we apply recomputation on Merak to avoid out-of-memory. And (iv) Wang et al. [53] decouples
communication and computation thus overlapping them in Einsum operators of models. Unfortunately
it is close-sourced, we implement it based on Megatron-LM to the best of our abilities. We disable
the pipeline model parallelism as it is orthogonal to our work, unless otherwise stated.

Metrics. Oases is a synchronous method that can maintain the convergence of models, therefore we
focus on comparing training throughputs. Reported values are taken from an average of the latest 20
iterations [21], out of a total of 100 training steps. And all experiments use 32 GPUs simultaneously.

5.2 End-to-end performance

We compare the end-to-end performance of Oases with baselines on seven models and two clusters.
We report the normalized training throughputs in Figure 4 and the detailed model settings in Appendix.

Oases attains exceptional results for both NVLink 3090 and 3090 cluster, achieving speedups of
1.01–1.31× and 1.20–1.48× over the best baseline, and up to 1.63× and 1.95× over Megatron-LM,
respectively. The smallest speedup is observed for the model with hidden size 1024 on NVLink 3090,
where the TMP degree is 2 and communications occur only through NVLink. The communication
performance bottleneck is not obvious under this high bandwidth scenario, as all methods exhibit
similar results. Alpa slightly outperforms Megatraon-LM in some cases with auto-searched parallel
strategies, but Megatron-LM and Alpa present unsatisfactory speeds as they are unable to overlap
communications of TMP. Though Merak partially overlaps communications and is the best baseline in
most cases, Oases can offer more speedups through our fine-grained training schedule and optimized
parallel strategy. Wang et al. [53] performs well on smaller models (H ≤ 4096). But for larger
models with TMP degree 8, which requires inter-node communications, its decoupling increases
the number of operations and slows down the training process. Oases provides more remarkable
speedups on cluster 3090, where communication is a more substantial performance bottleneck. Oases
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Figure 4: End-to-end training performance on different transformer models. Throughput are normal-
ized by Megatron-LM. H refers to the model hidden size and L is the number of transformer layers.

Table 2: Averaged device efficiency during TMP training of models in end-to-end experiments.

Cluster Methods Model hidden size

1024 2048 3072 4096 6144 8192 12288

NVLink
3090

Megatron-LM 83.9% 47.2% 53.7% 57.5% 32.9% 37.4% 44.4%
Oases 97.8% 88.5% 90.1% 93.2% 62.7% 70.4% 77.9%

3090 Megatron-LM 56.2% 36.4% 43.2% 47.4% 28.6% 32.5% 39.7%
Oases 96.4% 78.9% 87.0% 90.0% 62.3% 70.0% 77.9%

can find a more efficient partitioning scheme and effectively support overlapping communication
with computation, especially during backpropagation, where the communication volume is reduced
and communication could be overlapped with more computation.

5.3 Device efficiency

To study the reasons behind Oases’ acceleration, we can consider the device efficiency. Exposed
communications can idle devices, thereby reducing efficiency. We apply stream multiprocessor
efficiency [38] of GPUs to represent the device efficiency during training, and the results are shown
in Table 2. The device efficiency of Megatron-LM decreases obviously when communications of
TMP across NVLink only (H = 1024), intra-node only, and inter-node (H ≥ 6144). Compared
to Megatron-LM, Oases achieves 1.17–2.18× higher device efficiency, and its performance is less
affected by bandwidth. And these improved efficiencies will result in overall training speedups.

5.4 Combining with pipeline model parallelism

In large-scale model training, pipeline model parallelism (PMP) is often combined with TMP to
accommodate a complete model. We integrate Oases into Megatron-LM PMP and test it on GPT [4]
models with parameter sizes of 18.4B and 39.1B. Model details along with additional scalability
experiments are shown in Appendix. To ensure an unbiased evaluation, we adopt the 1F1B PMP
schedule [29], and use the same PMP parallelism degree and micro batch size. The transformer
layers are evenly divided into PMP groups. Figure 5 shows the throughput results of different global
batch sizes. Oases integrated training improves speed by 1.10–1.35× over the best baseline and
1.25–1.72× over Megatron-LM. For the GPT-18.4B model, Oases gets a modest improvement on
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Figure 5: Performance of training complete models with pipeline model parallelism and Oases.

Table 3: Ablation study. Throughput (k tokens/s) and speedups over Megatron-LM.

Cluster
Model
hidden

size

Methods

Megatron-
LM Merak Cross-pass

schedule
+ Fine-grained
recomputation

+ Planner
(Oases)

NVLink
3090

2048 31.4 37.3 (1.19×) 41.2 (1.31×) 43.9 (1.40×) 50.9 (1.62×)
4096 18.1 21.5 (1.18×) 22.6 (1.25×) 23.8 (1.31×) 25.2 (1.39×)
8192 5.6 6.9 (1.25×) 7.7 (1.39×) 8.9 (1.60×) 9.1 (1.63×)

3090
2048 23.0 29.2 (1.27×) 32.6 (1.42×) 42.5 (1.85×) 44.7 (1.95×)
4096 14.0 17.9 (1.28×) 22.4 (1.60×) 23.8 (1.69×) 24.3 (1.73×)
8192 5.3 6.2 (1.18×) 7.7 (1.46×) 8.9 (1.68×) 9.0 (1.71×)

cluster NVLink 3090. This is because the fewer TMP degrees and fewer layers per device results
in less communication in TMP, and improvements of TMP thus contributing less to the throughput.
When communication becomes a more apparent bottleneck on cluster 3090, the performance decline
of Oases is more minor. And Oases achieves good acceleration on the GPT-39.1B model.

5.5 Ablation study

We conduct an ablation study on diverse models and clusters to investigate the contributions of
Oases’s optimizations, and the results are shown in Table 3. Our cross-pass schedule provides
stable accelerations, as the joint scheduling efficiently hides TMP communications. The fine-grained
recomputation provides additional acceleration in models with more communication constraints,
such as the H = 2048 model on the 3090 cluster and the H = 8192 model on both clusters, which
also exhibit lower device efficiency in Megatron-LM. Our planner performs better in models with
more layers, specifically on the NVLink 3090 cluster. More model blocks bring a larger optimization
space, and the optimized parallel strategy will let TMP communication of some model blocks use
only NVLink, bringing a more obvious acceleration. The detailed parallel strategies are shown in the
Appendix. The planner provides minor speedups on the model with H = 8192 due to its larger data
resharding overhead, which is covered marginally by performance gains from shrunk TMP degrees.

5.6 Limitations and discussion

Oases only searches parallel strategy on communication and computation blocks of models. Modeling
in a finer granularity is possible, but will exponentially expand the search space. Besides, our training
schedule requires batch splitting, which potentially reduces arithmetic density. Therefore, some
accelerations of the end-to-end throughput may not match the improvement of device efficiency. We
think the resulting loss of arithmetic density is acceptable when compared to the gained performances.
And the arithmetic density is guaranteed in larger models. Additionally, we currently implement
and evaluate Oases only on transformer-based models. The ideas behind this work could be easily
extended to other model-parallel powered training, which will be our future work.
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6 Conclusion

We present Oases in this paper, a training approach that can overlap communication and computation
of TMP training and search the best model parallel strategy upon overlapping training schedule.
Oases can accelerate model-parallel training by 1.01–1.63× in a NVLink cluster, and by 1.20–1.95×
in 3090 servers. Additionally, Oases sees an acceleration in complete foundation model training of
up to 1.72× when combined with PMP. We hope Oases will be used with other distributed methods
to democratize the foundation model training, especially in commodity hardware.
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Summary of appendix

Appendix A provides relevant related works and the difference between them and ours.

Appendix B includes a more detailed description of our experimental environment and model settings.

Appendix C presents the accuracy evaluation of the cost model used in the Oases planner.

Appendix D covers detailed parallel strategies found by Oases planner along with optimization time.

Appendix E provides additional scalability experiments of Oases on two model settings.
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A Related works

Large-scale model training. Researchers use a variety of parallel methods for foundation model
training. Data parallelism is commonly achieved using Horovod [40] and PyTorch-DDP [22].
Restricted by the massive number of parameters, a single device cannot hold an entire foundation
model. Recent works rematerialize runtime memories [5, 13, 45], reduce the redundant memory
across data-parallel devices [34, 58, 60], and employ extensional memories [36, 35]. While model
parallelism scatters models into device groups. Pipeline model parallelism [12, 26] divides model
layers into stages and executes them in a pipeline, but may still encounter memory limitations with
giant models. Tensor model parallelism (TMP) [43, 52, 18] partitions model operators and drastically
reduces the memory usage but results in high communication overhead. A combination of these
methods is often necessary for foundation model training [14, 59, 49, 20] and can complement our
work since Oases focus on the communication-computation overlap of TMP.

Automatic model partitioning. Recent studies have proposed automated methods for optimiz-
ing model partitioning. For pipeline model parallelism, works use algorithms including heuristic
algorithm [26] and dynamic programming [8, 28, 24] to balance the overhead between pipeline
stages. For model-parallel training, researchers search for partition schemes with methods such as
randomized Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [15] and reinforcement learning [1]. Finding an
optimal parallel strategy for multiple parallel methods together will greatly enlarge the optimization
space. Prior works [21, 46, 14, 49, 59] mainly focus on how to simplify and solve this problem. The
training schedule of Oases can be applied to the model-parallel methods to achieve efficient training.
And existing automatic model partition methods cannot apply to overlapped TMP training, which is
the core problem Oases planner tries to answer.

Communication-computation overlap. Overlapping is an effective technique to reduce communi-
cation overhead. To reduce the gradient aggregation overhead in data-parallel training, communication
scheduling is intensively studied. The communication of gradients can be overlapped with backprop-
agation [56, 42] and forward propagation of the subsequent iteration [33, 23, 27]. In pipeline model
parallelism, peer-to-peer communications happen between pipeline stages, and methods [30, 54, 61]
focus on overlapping this communication with computation. Works on data parallelism and pipeline
model parallelism are orthogonal to Oases since TMP is generally combined with them. The com-
munication of TMP holds a larger proportion in foundation model training, approaches [53, 55, 20]
overlap the communications with decoupled operations or data. And Oases propose a more exhaustive
overlapped training schedule for TMP in this paper.

B Experiment setup

B.1 Environment

We conduct experiments of Oases on two 8-node commodity GPU clusters. The clusters differed
based on whether they were equipped with NVLink. The hardware of each node includes four
NVIDIA GeForce RTX3090 GPUs each with 24GB memory, two Intel Xeon 4214R@2.40GHz
CPUs, and 128GB DDR4 RAM. Nodes within each cluster are connected via a 100Gbps InfiniBand,
and intra-node GPUs interconnect via 16-lane PCIe 4.0. All servers run 64-bit Ubuntu 18.04, CUDA
11.3, cuDNN 8.2.1, NCCL 2.10.3, GPU driver 510.68.02, and PyTorch 1.10.0.

B.2 Model settings

Model configurations used for end-to-end performance experiments. Table 4 lists the model
settings used in end-to-end performance (Section 5.2), device efficiency (Section 5.3), and ablation
study (Section 5.5) experiments. The sequence length is set to 1024, and each experiment uses 32
GPUs. The TMP and DP degrees are the best strategies used in baselines and might be changed with
Oases planner. In the experiment result analysis, we represent these models with their hidden size
and number of transformer layers. The model settings are derived from previous studies [29, 43], and
are consistent with popular foundation models. For instance, the model with a hidden size of 1024
corresponds to the BERT model [6]. The model layers with hidden sizes of 4096 and 8192 are in line
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Table 4: The model configurations of end-to-end performance experiments in Figure 4, and Table 2- 3.
Model hidden

size (H)
Number of
layers (L)

Attention
heads TMP degree DP degree Global

batch size

1024 24 16 2 16 256
2048 24 32 4 8 128
3072 24 48 4 8 32
4096 16 64 4 8 32
6144 16 96 8 4 8
8192 8 128 8 4 8

12288 4 192 8 4 8

Table 5: The model configurations of complete model experiments in Figure 5.

Model name Hidden
size

Number of
layers

Attention
heads

PMP
degree

TMP
degree

DP
degree

Micro
batch size

GPT-18.4B 6144 40 48 4 4 2 2
GPT-39.1B 8192 48 64 4 8 1 2

with the layers used in LLaMA models [48]. The model layer with a hidden size of 12288 aligns
with the GPT3 [4] and OPT [57] model layers.

Model configurations used for complete model experiments. Table 5 lists the model settings
used in training complete models with pipeline model parallelism (PMP) (Section 5.4). The model
settings follow those of Megatron-LM [29]. Due to GPU memory limitations, employing more GPUs
is necessary to accommodate each model in our experiments.

C Cost model accuracy

To evaluate the accuracy of Oases planner cost model in Section 4.2, we compare the estimated
iteration time from the cost model to the actual iteration time, and the results are shown in Figure 6.
Since the objective of Oases planner is to provide a strategy with the best performance, we evaluate
the precision of the cost model based on its efficiency to rank different parallel strategies, with less
emphasis on the absolute value of its prediction. The Spearman correlation results of 0.844 and 0.876
show a strong positive correlation between the outcome of cost model and the real situation.
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Figure 6: Iteration time comparisons between the cost model estimate and actual cost. The Spearman
correlation ranges from -1 to 1, with a value of 0.5 regarded as a relatively strong positive correlation.
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Table 6: The parallel strategies of Table 3 and the optimization time of Oases planner.

Cluster Model
hidden size

# of
layers Algorithm Parallel

strategy
Optim.

time (ms)
Throughput
(k tokens/s)

NVLink
3090

2048 24 w/o Planner [[4] * 24] - 43.9
w/ Planner [[2] * 8 + [4] * 16] 451.6 50.9

4096 16 w/o Planner [[4] * 16] - 23.8
w/ Planner [[2] * 10 + [4] * 6] 380.4 25.2

8192 8 w/o Planner [[8] * 8] - 8.9
w/ Planner [[4] * 2 + [8] * 6] 157.7 9.1

3090

2048 24 w/o Planner [[4] * 24] - 42.5
w/ Planner [[2] * 8 + [4] * 16] 495.4 44.7

4096 16 w/o Planner [[4] * 16] - 23.8
w/ Planner [[2] * 10 + [4] * 6] 410.0 24.3

8192 8 w/o Planner [[8] * 8] - 8.9
w/ Planner [[4] * 2 + [8] * 6] 162.7 9.0
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Figure 7: Scaling performance compared to the Megatron-LM and corresponding ideal linear results.

D Parallel strategy

Table 6 presents parallel strategies (TMP degrees) for each layer and the time taken for Planner
optimization of the experiments conducted in Section 5.5. A decreasing TMP degree of some layers
will accelerate the model training. Although the Planner overhead increased with the number of
model layers, all optimization processes are completed within only half a second in our experiments.

E Scalability experiment

We can evaluate the scalability of Oases by analyzing the weak scaling results, where we increase
the global batch size along with the number of GPUs. As shown in Figure 7, we compare the
training throughputs with the Megatron-LM and corresponding ideal linear scaling results. Both
Megatron-LM and Oases demonstrate good scalability. Due to the limited scope of our cluster, we
cannot conduct tests on more GPUs. Nevertheless, given the good scalability of Oases, we expect it
to have a continuous advantage on more devices.
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