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[57] ABSTRACT

A method of performing a parallel join operation on a pair
of relations R1 and R2 in a system containing P processors
organized into Q clusters of P/Q processors each. The
system contains disk storage for each cluster, shared by the
processors of that cluster. together with a shared intermedi-
ate memory (SIM) accessible by all processors. The rela-
tions R1 and R2 to be joined are first sorted on the join
column. The underlying domain of the join column is then
partitioned into P ranges of equal size. Each range is further
divided into M subranges of progressively decreasing size to
create MP tasks T, .. the subranges of a given range being
so sized relative to one another that the estimated comple-
tion time for task T,,, , is a predetermined fraction that of task
Tm-1~ Tasks T,,, with larger time estimates are assigned
(and the corresponding tuples shipped) to the cluster to
which processor p belongs. while tasks with smaller time
estimates are assigned to the SIM. which is regarded as a
universal cluster (cluster 0). The actual task-to-processor
assignments are determined dynamically during the join
phase in accordance with the dynamic longest processing
time first (DLPT) algorithm. Each processor within a cluster
picks its next task at any given decision point to be the one
with the largest time estimate which is owned by that cluster
or by cluster 0.

18 Claims, S Drawing Sheets
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METHOD OF PERFORMING A PARALLEL
RELATIONAL DATABASE QUERY IN A
MULTIPROCESSOR ENVIRONMENT

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATIONS

This application is a division of application Ser. No.
08/148.769 filed Nov. 4. 1993, pending.

This application is related to the following commonly
owned. concurrently filed applications, the specifications of
which are incorporated herein by reference:

T. Borden. I. 8. Narang, D. B. Rathi and D. J. Wisneski.
“System and Method for Parallel Processing of Complex
Read-Only Database Queries”. Ser. No. 08/148.091, now
U.S. Pat. No. 5.495.606.

J. L. Wolf, P. 8. Yu. and J. J. Turek. “Task Scheduler for
a Multiprocessor System”. Ser. No. 08/148.108. now aban-
doned in favor of continuation application Ser. No. 08/293.
257. filed Aug. 19, 1994, now U.S. Pat. No. 5.437.032.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

1. Field of the Invention

This invention relates generally to a method of perform-
ing a parallel query in a multiprocessor environment and.
more particularly, to a method for performing such a query
with load balancing in an environment with shared disk
clusters. shared intermediate memory or both.

2. Description of the Related Art

A common operation in relational database systems is the
join of two relations on respective columns defined over a
common domain. See. for example, the description of joins
in C. J. Date. An Introduction to Database Systems, vol. 1
(4th ed. 1986). at pp. 132-136. 266-268. 341-343 and
348-349. The result of the join is a new relation in which
each row is the concatenation of two rows, one from each of
the original relations. such that both rows have the same
value in their respective join columns.

One popular algorithm for computing the join of two
relations is the sort merge technique as described by M. W.
Blasgen et al. in ‘““Storage and Access in Relational
Databases”. IBM Systems Journal, vol. 16, no. 4, pp.
363-377 (1977). It can be summarized briefly as follows:
First, each of the relations is sorted (if necessary) according
to the join column. Second, thé two sorted relations are
scanned in the obvious interlocked sequence and merged for
rows which have equal values. In a multiprocessor system.
this algorithm may be implemented by partitioning the join
into independent tasks which are performed in parallel by
the processors.

Another popular algorithm for computing the join of two
relations is the hash join technique described by D. J. DeWitt
et al. in “Multiprocessor Hash-Based Join Algorithms”,
Proceedings of the 11th International Conference on Very
Large Databases, pp. 151-164 (1985). For a multiprocessor
system. it can be summarized briefly as follows: First. both
relations are hashed (if necessary) into hash partitions
according to the join columns. The number of hash partitions
generally is set equal to the number of processors. Then the
hash partitions are distributed among the processors. so that
the corresponding partitions of the two relations reside on
the same processor. The comresponding hash partitions of the
two relations are then joined together.

Although the execution of a join query using either of
these methods may be sped up by the use of multiple
processors. the speedup can be very limited in the presence

3/6/2023 16:57:36
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of data skew. as may be appreciated from the following

example of a parallel system architecture.

Referring to FIG. 1. consider a database architecture 100
consisting of P processors 104 in which there is sharing of
5 either or both of the following types:

1. The processors 104 are divided into Q=P equal-size
clusters 102, with P/Q processors per cluster. Within
each cluster 102, all disks 106 are shared by all of the
processors 104. (The case Q=1 corresponds to a data-
sharing architecture. and the case P=Q would corre-
spond to a shared-nothing architecture. When 1<Q<P
the architecture can be characterized as hybrid.)

2. There is a single shared intermediate memory (SIM)
108 accessible by all of the processors.

FIG. 1 depicts an architecture in which both of the above
types of sharing are present. Suppose it is desired to perform
a parallel join or other parallel query in this environment.
Without knowing the underlying distribution of tuples in the
two relations being joined. it is impossible to partition the
underlying domain into tasks in such a way that the load in
the final (join) phase is guaranteed to be balanced. Even if
the actual amount of work for each task happens to be equal.
there may be stochastic variations in individual processor
speeds due to external events. and this nonhomogeneity will
also lead to load imbalances.

D. M. Dias et al., in U.S. Pat. No. 5.121.494 entitled
“Joining Two Database Relations on a Common Field in a
Parallel Relational Database Field” (Jun. 9. 1992), disclose
a method of parallelizing a join operation in a shared-
nothing architecture in which additional subtasks are created
by partitioning existing tasks and assigned to less busy
processors if a load imbalance is sensed. Similar methods
are described in the following references:

J. L. Wolf et al., “*An Effective Algorithm for Parallelizing
Sort Merge Joins in the Presence of Data Skew”.
Proceedings of the Second International Symposium on
Databases in Parallel and Distributed Systems, pp.
103-115 (1990);

D. M. Dias et al.. “Methods for Improving the Efficiency
of Parallel Sort Merge Joins in the Presence of Data
Skew”, IBM Technical Disclosure Bulletin, vol. 33. no.
10A. pp. 166-170 (March 1991);

J. Wolf et al.. “An Effective Algorithm for Parallelizing
Hash Joins in the Presence of Data Skew”. Proceedings
of the Seventh International Conference on Data
Engineering, pp. 200209 (1991);

J. L. Wolf et al.. “AParallel Sort Merge Join Algorithm for
Managing Data Skew”, IEEE Transactions on Parallel
and Distributed Systems, vol. 4. no. 1. pp. 70-86
(January 1993).

While the techniques described in these references do
ameliorate the problem of data skew, it would be desirable
to have a parallelization method which does not require the
creation of new tasks.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

The invention described here relates to a parallel query
method which has a high likelihood of balancing the load
well in the face of either initial load imbalance due to data
skew or later load imbalance due to stochastic process
variations. The invention is described in the context of a sort
merge join. However, the same basic method can also be
applied to hash joins. sorts. or other queries in a natural
manner.

In a parallel sort merge join. the relations to be joined are
first sorted. in parallel. within their clusters 102 (FIG. 1). In
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a naive parallel sort merge join. the underlying join column
domain might be partitioned into P ranges of equal size, and
the tuples transferred accordingly among the clusters 102.
However. given a nonuniform distribution of tuples across
the underlying domain. there is no guarantee that the amount
of join phase work will be equal.

In accordance with the present invention. each of the P
ranges is further divided into a relatively small number M of
components. creating MP tasks T, , in all. These compo-
nents intentionally have nonequal task time estimates. For
example. a reasonable approach would be to partition the
tasks so that the estimated completion time of a task T,,, ,, is
half that of the previous task T,,_, ,. Assuming that the
quadratic output term dominates the task time estimates. this
can be done by partitioning the tasks in such a manner that
the extent of the range of a given task T,,,, (to which the
number of tuples in the task is roughly proportional) is 1/v2
times the number of tuples in task T, , . FIGS. 10A and
10B show an example of such a partitioning. FIG. 10A
shows estimated task times as a function of m and p. and
FIG. 10B shows actual task times. also as a function of m
and p. The latter may be different from the former. and will
not be known until the join phase. when the tasks are
actually performed.

Cluster ownership of these tasks is assigned as follows:
The tasks with larger time estimates (that is, those tasks T, ,
with small values of m) are assigned to the cluster 102 to
which processor p belongs. Thus. tasks T,,,, with small m
satisfying p=1 will be assigned to cluster 1. while tasks with
small m satisfying p=P will be assigned to cluster Q. The
tasks with smaller time estimates (large values of m) are
assigned to SIM 108, which constitutes a universal cluster
which is labeled cluster 0. The rule for determining which
tasks are small and which are large depends on whether or
not they fit into the SIM 108. Specifically, 1/P of the SIM
108 is allotted to each processor 108, and during the transfer
phase the tuples are shipped to the SIM in order of increas-
ing task time estimates until the allotted portion of the SIM
is filled. Remaining tuples are shipped to a disk 106 within
the cluster 102 that owns them. All tasks which fit com-
pletely within the SIM 108 are regarded as small, and the
remainder are regarded as large.

In FIGS. 10A and 10B. the “dotted” tasks are owned by
cluster 0. while the “shaded” tasks are owned by their
respective clusters. Note again that the high values of m
correspond to cluster 0. while the low values correspond to
the other clusters.

The actual task-to-processor assignments are determined
dynamically during the join phase. according to the follow-
ing rule, which is a generalization of the standard dynamic
longest processing first (DLPT) algorithm as described. for
example, in T. Hu, Combinatorial Algorithms (1982). Each
processor 104 within a cluster 102 picks its next task at any
given decision point to be the one with the largest time
estimate which is owned by that cluster or by the universal
cluster 108. (A decision point occurs at initiation time or
whenever a current task completes.) Thus it can be assumed
that each task T,, is performed by the corresponding
processor p. After those tasks complete. the next tasks are
picked dynamically. Although the task times may not be
estimated with perfect precision and the speeds of the
processors 104 may not be entirely homogeneous. the inven-
tion coupled with the flexibility inherent in the sharing
provides a mechanism for limiting the join phase load
imbalance.

Any database system supporting complex queries and
employing clustered disk sharing and/or a shared interme-
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diate memory can make use of this invention. There are no
special implementation requirements other than the ability to
create tasks and assign them dynamically.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 is a schematic block diagram of a multiprocessor
system incorporating the present invention.

FIGS. 2 and 3 illustrate a pair of relations which may be
joined using the present invention.

FIG. 4 illustrates the partitioning of a relation into a
plurality of ranges comprising subranges of progressively
decreasing extent.

FIG. S is a flowchart of the overall sequence of operations
of the system shown in FIG. 1.

FIG. 6 is a flowchart of the sorting phase of the sequence
shown in FIG. 5.

FIG. 7 is a flowchart of the partition phase of the sequence
shown in FIG. 5.

FIG. 8 is a flowchart of the transfer phase of the sequence
shown in FIG. 5.

FIG. 9 is a flowchart of the join phase of the sequence
shown in FIG. 5.

FIG. 10A is a three-dimensional (3D) graph of the esti-
mated task completion time as it varies among tasks.

FIG. 10B is a 3D graph of the actual task completion time
as it varies among tasks.

FIG. 11 is a Venn diagram of the K most frequent tuples
in each of a pair of relations R1 and R2.

FIG. 12 is a flowchart of the operation of a particular
partitioning mechanism for partitioning an original query
into sets of independent tasks of decreasing estimated execu-
tion time.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED
EMBODIMENT

General System Architecture

Referring to FIG. 1. a multiprocessor system 100 incor-
porating the present invention includes P processors 104
organized into Q equal-size clusters 102. each cluster con-
taining P/Q processors. Each processor 104 may be either a
uniprocessor or a complex of tightly coupled processors (not
separately shown) that. for the purposes of task assignment.
are regarded as a single processor. Each cluster 102 also
includes one or more direct access storage devices (DASD)
106. which are magnetic disk drives in the system 100
shown. Each processor 104 within a cluster 102 can access
any storage device 106 in the same cluster, but cannot access
any storage device in any other cluster 102. Processors 104
are interconnected to one another as well as to a single
intermediate memory (SIM) 108, to which each processor
has access. SIM 108 is also referred to herein as the
universal cluster, or cluster 0. In addition to the memory 108
and storage devices 106 shown. each processor 104 also has
its own main memory (not separately shown). In the case of
a processor 104 comprising a tightly coupled processor
complex, such main memory would be shared by the pro-
cessors of the complex. The elements shown in FIG. 1 are
conventional in the art. as are the interconnections between
these elements.

Processors 104 are used for the concurrent parallel execu-
tion of tasks making up database queries. as described
below. A query may originate cither from one of the pro-
cessors 104 or from a separate front-end query processor as
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described in the concurrently filed application of T. Borden
et al.. Ser. No. 08/148.091. now U.S. Pat. No. 5.495.606. As
further described in that application. within each cluster 102
the query splitting and scheduling steps described below
may be performed by an additional processor or processors
(not shown) similar to processors 104; such additional
processors would not be counted among the P/Q processors
104 per complex 102 to which tasks are assigned.
Query Elements

Referring to FIGS. 2 and 3. a typical query may comprise
a join operation performed on two database tables (or
relations. in relational database terminology) such as tables
200 (EMPLOYEE) and 300 (DEPT). Table 200
(EMPLOYEE) lists for each employee of an organization

10

6

Line 2 specifies that these columns are taken from the set
of all tuples formed by concatenating a tuple from table 200
(EMPLOYEE) with a tuple from table 300 (DEPT). This set
of tuples is known as the Cartesian product of tables 200 and
300.

Line 3 of the query, which is referred to as the predicate
(the join predicate in this instance. since the query is a join).
specifies that only those tuples of the Cartesian product for
which the NAME column of the EMPLOYEE component is
equal to the MGR column of the DEPT component are
selected. Since in this case the join predicate specifies an
equality. this type of query is known as an equijoin.

Finally. line 4 specifies that the output listing is to be
sorted by the NAME column of the output listing.

the employee’s name (NAME). the employee’s department 1 In general. Query 1 may be partitioned into concurrently
(DEPT) and the employee’s salary (SALARY). Table 300 executed tasks by having each processor 104 process only
lists for each department of the organization the department that part of the query corresponding to particular values of
name (DEPT) and the name of the manager of that depart- one of the columns of a table. for example. table 200
ment (MGR). Each table comprises a plurality of rows. also ,, (EMPLOYEE). More specifically. Query 1 may be parti-
referred to as records or tuples. Each row in turn comprises tioned into tasks corresponding to a particular range of one
one or more columns, also referred to as fields or atiributes. of the columns of table 200. Thus. if the underlying domain
Whereas the number of columns in a relation remains fixed, of the NAME column of table 200 (EMPLOYEE) extends
the number of rows (known as the cardinality of the relation) from A from ZZZ . . . ZZZ. the original query may be split
may vary as particular tuples are added or deleted. In the ,g into 26 independent tasks for concurrent execution. so that
system 100, the tuples making up the database tables such as the first task. for example. might be as follows:
tables 200 and 300 are distributed among the storage devices
106 of the various clusters 102, so that different parts of each TABLE 2
table generally reside on different clusters.
Each column of relations 200 and 300 has an underlying 39 Task 1
domain. which consists of the set of possible values for that 1 SELECT NAME, EMPLOYEE.DEPT, SALARY
column. irrespective of whether any tuples of the relation 2 FROM EMPLOYEE, DEPT
actually have that value in the column. For the relations 200 ia mﬁgﬁ fg R
and 300 shown. the domains of each column would extend 4 ORDER BY NAME
from A (one letter) to ZZZ . . . ZZZ (n letters, where n is the 35
field size). Similarly, a pumerical column (not shown in
FIGS. 2 and 3) might have a domain extending between two Lines 1-3 and 4 of task 1 are similar to lines 14 of query
numerical values. In either case, since the value are ordered 1. Line 3a adds another condition to the predicate. namely.,
(alphabetically or numerically). it is possible to partition the that only those tuples of the EMPLOYEE table for which
domain (as described below) into ranges of contiguous 4 NAME begins with A are considered.
values. such that each value (and hence the tuple containing The two conditions on lines 3-3a taken together imply
that value) may be assigned to one and only one range. that MGR is subject to the same range condition as NAME.
In this particular example. it will be assumed that the Therefore. instead of having to consider the entire DEPT
query requests a listing by departments of department man- table. only those tuples for which ASMGR<B need be
ager name. department and department manager’s salary, 45 considered in this particular task. Task 1 might be restated.
ordered by department manager name. Expressed in Struc- therefore. as follows:
tured Query Language (SQL). a language widely used for
database queries, this query takes the form:
1 SELECT NAME, EMPLOYEE.DEPT, SALARY
TABLE 1 0 1 Doummowm o
3a AND A = NAME <B
Query 1 3b AND A = MGR <B
1 SELECT NAME, EMPLOYEE.DEFPT, SALARY 4 ORDER BY NAME
2 FROM EMPLOYEE, DEPT
3 gk}ggf gmMGR 55 Task 1 is equivalent to the original query as performed on
subsets (or partitions) of the EMPLOYEE and DEPT tables
200 and 300 in which NAME and MGR begin with the letter
Line 1 of this query specifies the columns requested as A.
output: in this case, the NAME. DEPT and SALARY . . T
columns of table 200 (EMPLOYEE). The notation 60 . 0.‘“‘”. tasks into Wh_mh Query 1 is dlYl.(ied Woul":l .be
EMPLOYEE.DEPT means that the DEPT column is to be similar in form to tas]§ 1; except that the additional condition
N A . would reference a different part of the EMPLOYEE and
taken from the EMPLOYEE table; otherwise, since DEPT DEPT tables. Thus. task 2 might be:
appears in both tables, the specification would be ambigu- . ) 2 :
ous. The particular table from which the NAME and SAL-
ARY columns are taken need not be specified (although it 65 1 SELECT NAME, EMPLOYEE.DEPT, SALARY

may be specified). since these column names appear only in
the EMPLOYEE table and hence there is no ambiguity.

2 FROM EMPLOYEE, DEPT
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—continued In the event that additional tuple cardinality information
is available. the creation of these tasks can be slightly
3 WHERE NAME = MGR

AND B £ NAME <C
AND B = MGR < C
4 ORDER BY NAME

while task 26 might be:

modified. For example. some database catalogs keep track of
the cardinalities of the K most frequently occurring tuples
for some small value of K. Thus. referring to FIG. 11. such
a catalog may keep track of the K most frequently occurring
tuples 1102 in a first relation R1. as well as the K most
frequently occurring tuples 1104 in a second relation R2. If
this information is available. there will be K' frequently

1 SELECT NAME, EMPLOYEE.DEPT, SALARY 10 occurring values 1108 (where 0=K'=K) for which the tuple
2 FROM EMPLOYEE, DEPT cardinalities of both relations are known. and 2(K-K')
3 WHERE NAME = MGR values 1106, 1110 for which the tuple cardinality of one
g: m ﬁgﬁﬁézzz relation is known and the other is bounded from above.
4 ORDER BY NAME These latter values can either be estimated or determined

15 explicitly during the sort phase. and those values with large

It may be readily verificd that these tasks are mutuall enough task'.u.rr.les turned.mto separate tasks. These tasks can
exclusivye and that t};leir results, when merged. replicate thz even be split 1nto'mult.1p le S“bta.Sks to l.ac p(?rformed on
results that would be obtained by performing the original several processors if necessary. as is descnb?d in J. L. Wolf
unpartitioned query. et al. (1990) and J. L. Wolf et al. (1991). cited above.

As can be inferred from the above example. the tasks into 20  Processors 104 are initially assigned those tasks having
which tables 200 and 300 are partitioned. using a partition- the largest estimated completion times. Upon the completion
ing scheme of one task per processor. can vary widely in the of a task by a processor. it is assigned an awaiting task
number of tuples. For example. relatively few if any names having the largest estimated completion time, so that the
start with X, whereas a great many may start with other tasks having the smallest estimated completion times are the
letters such as E. Similar skew patterns may exist for other 25 last to be assigned. This allows the smaller tasks to be
types of data (e.g.. zip codes). Since the query completion assigned in such a manner as to smooth out load imbalances
time is determined by the time required to complete the that may develop among the processors 104. At the same.
longest task. such data skew can greatly prolong the query having the initially performed tasks relatively large mini-
time, nullifying the benefits of parallelization. mizes scheduling overhead.

L 30
l:}aruuomng Procedure Overall Query Procedure

Referring to FIG. 4. in accordance with the present . .
invention. iach table or relation 400 forming pa.rtpof the R.eferrmg. to FIG 5. the overall query p rocedure is con-
query is first partitioned into P ranges p (402) of equal size. veniently d'u'ndcd into four successive phases: a sort p§a§e
where P is the total number of processors 104 in the system 35 510. a partition phase 520. a transf.er phase 530. _and a join
100 and 1=p=P. This partitioning is preferably performed pl}as? 540. Each of these phases 18 pesformed in parallel
on the basis of the underlying domain of a particular column ?Vlth.m the .:;lusters 102 .(FIG' ). with ?aCh cluster perform-
of the relation (preferably the join column), not the actual ing 1!5 portion of a particular phase as it relates to the tuples
number of tuples in a particular range. Thus. if NAME and within the cluster.

MGR are the respective join columns for joining the 49  Referring to FIG. 6, in the sort phase 510. the tuples of
EMPLOYEE table 200 (FIG. 2) and the DEPT table 300 each relation forming part of the query that are locally stored
(FIG. 3). as in the above example. the EMPLOYEE table on a particular cluster 102 are sorted (if necessary) in
may be divided into a first range consisting of those tuples accordance with the value in the column forming the basis
for which NAME begins with the letter “A”, a second range for partitioning (step §12); in most instances. this column is
consisting of those tuples for which NAME begins with the 45 preferably the join column. This sorting facilitates the par-
letter “B”. and so on. as already described. Correspondingly. titioning of the relations in the next phase as well as their
the DEPT table 300 would be divided into a first range subsequent transfer, since the tuples of each partition are
consisting of those tuples for which MGR begins with the consecutively accessible.

letter “A”, a second range consisting of those tuples for Referring to FIGS. 4 and 7. in the partition phase 520. the
which MGR begins with the letter “B”. and s0 on. as already so join request is partitioned into P sets of M tasks T,,,, of
described. progressively decreasing estimated task time. for a total of

Next, each range p (402) into which a relation 400 MP tasks overall. In the case of an equijoin query (as in the
forming part of the query has been partitioned is further above example). this may be accomplished by partitioning
divided into M subranges 404 to form tasks T,,, of pro- the join column domain of each relation 400 forming part of
gressively decreasing estimated task time. where 1=Sm=M. 55 the query into P ranges p of equal size. as described above
This division into subranges 404, like the original division (step 522). and then further dividing each such range p into
into ranges 402. is preferably performed on the basis of the M subranges 404. also as described above (step 524). In
underlying column domain. not the actual number of tuples general. however. any of a number of mechanisms may be
in a particular range. As a particular example. the ranges 402 used to partition the original query into sets of independent
nﬁght be divided in such a manner that each subrange m 60 tasks of decreasing estimated task time for concurrent
(404) has an extent in the underlying column domain that is execution. A particular mechanism is described further
1/v2 that of the preceding subrange m—1. Since the comple- below.
tion time for a join of two relations is roughly proportional Referring now to FIG. 8. in the transfer phase 530. the
to the product of the number of tuples in each relation. such portions of the tasks T,,,, resident on a given cluster 102
a partitioning results in an estimated completion time for a 65 (i.e.. the actual tuples forming the corresponding partitions

'txz}sk T,,,, that is approximately half that of the preceding task

m-1.p>*

of the relations to be joined) are transferred to the clusters
that will actually be processing them. or to the universal
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cluster (SIM) 108 (FIG. 1). depending on the relative task
size. In general. as described more fully below. “smaller”
tasks are transferred to the universal cluster 108, while
“larger™ tasks are transferred to a particular processor cluster
102.

Each processor 104 of the system 100 is allotted an equal
portion 1/P of the memory capacity of universal cluster 108.
In the initial portion of the transfer phase. for each processor
p (104) of the system 100. the tasks T,, , corresponding to
that processor and residing on a particular cluster 102 are
transferred from that cluster to the universal cluster 108,
beginning with the task T,, , having the smallest estimated
completion time and progressing in order of increasing task
size (i.e.. decreasing m). until the allotted portion 1/P is filled
(step 532). The remaining tasks T,, , for each processor p
(104) are transferred to the cluster 102 owning the processor,
unless they are already resident there (step 534).

Referring to FIG. 9. in the join phase 540. cach processor
p (104) within a particular cluster is initially assigned task
T,, (step 542). The processors 104 perform the tasks
assigned to them in a conventional manner that does not
form part of the present invention. Subsequent tasks T,, .
where m>1. are assigned dynamically as the initially
assigned tasks are completed. Thus. upon the completion of
a task (step 544). a determination is made of whether there
are any remaining tasks in that cluster 102 that have not been
assigned (step 546). If so. then an available processor 104 in
the cluster 102 (e.g.. the processor that was executing the
just-completed task) is assigned the task T,,, from the
cluster with the longest estimated completion time (step
548). In these subsequent assignments. the task T, ,
assigned a processor 104 need not have the same index p as
the processor; the task need only be one of the tasks that was
transferred to the cluster 102 in the transfer phase. The task
assignments are in this sense dynamic. since only the cluster
102, not the processor 104, is predetermined (in the transfer
phase).

If there are no remaining tasks in the cluster 102 that have
not been assigned, a determination is made of whether there
are any remaining tasks in the universal cluster 108 that have
not been assigned (step 550). If so. then an available
processor 104 in the cluster 102 is assigned the task T, ,
from the universal cluster 108 with the longest estimated
completion time (step 552).

If there are no remaining tasks in either the processor
cluster 102 or the universal cluster 108. then scheduling is
complete for that query. and the only remaining item in this
phase is the actual completion of task processing by the
various processors 104, together with any required post-
processing steps such as merging the results of the individual
tasks and reporting the query results to the user.

The invention has been described with particular refer-
ence to a sort merge join. However. as noted above the same
principles can also be applied to other query types such as
a hash join. Thus, in a hash join. each relation might be
correspondingly hashed into P partitions. each of which is in
turn further divided into M subpartitions of decreasing size
to create MP independent tasks which are transferred to the
various clusters 102 and 108.

Particular Partitioning Mechanism

As noted above, any of a number of mechanisms may be
used to partition an original query R into sets of independent
tasks of decreasing estimated task time for concurrent
execution. A particular mechanism in the form of a query
processor (QP) is described below.

10
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The problem domain assumes a requester which issues
requests for data. in a language such as SQL and one or more
data management instances such as a relational database
which store data. such as relational tables and provide a
language such as SQL—see D. Chamberlin et al.. “SEQUEL
2: A Unified Approach to Data Definition. Manipulation. and
Control™. IBM Journal of Research and Development, vol.
20. no. 6. pp. 560-575 (November 1976). for a further
discussion of SQL—for issuing requests to retrieve such
data. For the purposes of explanation. in the description
below the SQL language will be used for examples and
relational database terminology will be used; however. the
procedure is not limited to the relational database scope. The
SQL request is denoted as R. and the relational database
instances as DB,. DB,. and so on. The request R may
involve data stored at any subset or all of DB, . . . DB, for
any number N. Each database provides. upon request, cata-
log information about the data that it stores. All tables are
accessible from any of the DB, instances. either through
multiple processing unit access to the same data—one
example is shared data mechanisms such as described in C.
Mohan. “Parallelism in Relational Data Base Systems:
Architectural Issues and Design Approaches”™. /EEE Pro-
ceedings of Distributed and Parallel systems conference,
Dublin. Ireland (July 1990)—or through replicated copies as
described in Proceedings of the Second International Con-
ference on Parallel and Distributed Information Systems,
San Diego. IEEE Computer Society Press (January 1993)
(hereinafter Proceedings 1993).

The join request R for data stored in multiple tables is
assumed to have the following form or to be transformable
through various means to such a form:

SELECT (expressions)

FROM (list of tables)

(rest of query)
where (expressions) are any computation supported by the
request language and (rest of query) is an optional phrase.
which. if present describes any qualifications about the data
or any other computations permitted by the request lan-
guage. FROM (list of tables) provides in the list of tables the
names of two or more tables whose data is being requested.
These tables are denoted as T,.T,, T; . . . T,. These tables
are expected to be among those stored by DB,. . . . DB,,.

An example of such a join request is the following:

SELECT NAME. SALARY. DEPTNO

FROM EMPLOYEE. DEPT

WHERE EMPLOYEE.ENO=DEPT.MGRENO

ORDER BY 3

Referring to FIG. 12. upon receipt of the original data
request R. the QP performs the following steps:

1. The QP examines the FROM (list of tables) contents of
the request and estimates the cost of providing the answer to
this query (step 1202). Such an estimate could be provided
from many mechanisms that are not part of this invention.
One alternative is to execute the query and measure elapsed
time, or CPU time, or /O time. or any combination. Another
alternative is to measure or estimate any quantity of impor-
tance to the system designer or the requester. such as
response time; such a measurement could differ by type of
data or requester or time of day. etc. Still another alternative
would be to analyze the request using known mechanisms
such as those in P. Selinger et al.. “Access Path Selection in
a Relational Database Management System”. Proceedings
of ACM SIGMOD Conference, pp. 23-34 (June 1979). or P.
G. Selinger et al.. “Access Path Selection in Distributed
Database Management Systems”. Proceedings International
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Conference on Data Bases, Deen and Hammersly (eds.).
University of Aberdeen. pp. 204-215 (July 1980). also
available as IBM Research Report RJ2883 (August 1980).
resulting in an estimated total cost in terms of an arithmetic
combination of CPU and IO and possibly message costs.
2. The QP determines the contribution of each table in the
FROM list of tables to the overall cost obtained in step 1.
using any one of a variety of techniques (step 1204). One
such technique is to use database tools. such as the
EXPLAIN mechanism of the IBM DATABASE 2™

12

9. QP then makes M, copies of the original request R (step
1216) and attaches to the ith copy a WHERE clause with the
conjunction of the original predicates if any plus the P;;
associated with the ith partition scope of T (step 1218). The
result of this attachment is denoted the modified request R,.

Using as an example the query given in the background
section. the resulting R, request will have the form:

SELECT NAME. SALARY. DEPTNO

FROM EMPLOYEE. DEPT

(DB2®) 3.1 relational database manager. described in the ' WHERE EMPLOYEE.ENO=DEPT.MGRENO

IBM manual DATABASE 2 Version 3.1 General Information YEE ETWE

(GC26-4886-00). which provides a description of the execu- AND EMPLO -DEPTNO B EN 1 AND 10
tion of the request plus the costs associated with each table. ORDER BY 3 . . .
(DATABASE 2 is a trademark. and IBM and DB2 are Requests R, through R,,, will have a similar form. with
registered trademarks. of IBM Corporation.) An alternative !5 different values for the scope of the partition (e.g.. 11
technique would be to construct in the QP a cost analyzer through 20).

that formulates its own estimates of cost and to calculate and The above steps 1-9 are performed in the partition phase
record the contribution of each table T; to the overall cost. 520 (FIGS. 5§ and 7) of query processing.

3. The QP constructs a list L,. L,.. ... L, of the tables 10. Each of the M, modified requests is sent to a process-
in the request in order of their cost contribution to the overall 20 ing unit 104 for execution using mechanisms that do not
cost of the request. with the most costly as L, (step 1206). form part of this invention (step 1220). This step is per-

4. Next the QP identifies the tables which permit parti- formed in the transfer phase 530 (FIGS. 5 and 8) of query
tioned access (step 1208). This determination can be done processing.
with various mechanisms such as using the catalogs of DB,. 11. Following the join phase 540 (FIGS. § and 9). as each
. . . DBy. or any extract of those catalogs which QP itself 25 of the M, modified requests returns its result to the QP. the
may keep. In some implementations, all tables may be QP performs further activities to merge the results back into
partitioned. while in others only certain tables may be a form expected by the requester (step 1222). Such further
partitioned. By partitioned access is meant being able to activities could involve sorting. aggregation. and other
access only a portion of the entire table using database processing. for example.
mechanisms. Such mechanisms include indexes or scans on 30 Further modifications can be made to the above procedure
subsets of the table. such as the partitions of DB2® 3.1 to adjust for the choice of access path or overall execution
described in the above-identified manual or the ROWID plan for accessing the requested data. For example, an
predicates of the Oracle relational database manager as examination after step 9 of the resulting plans for each of the
described in Proceedings 1993. cited above. M, requests may indicate that an unfavorable access path

5. The QP chooses as the table to be split the first table in 35 was selected. Or an analysis of the overall costs of each R,
the list L, L,, . . . Ly that also permits partitioned access may indicate that T; was not a suitable candidate table for
(step 1210). This table is called T,. splitting; for example. a heuristic that the sum of the overall

6. Each such T; will have a means of expressing the costs of R,. R,. - . . R,,; is more than 2 times the overall cost
partitioned access request. A preferred means is to capture of the original request R could be used. In these cases, T,
this partitioned access request by use of a predicate or 40 may be rejected as the table to use for partitioning. and list
predicates. denoted by P, that can be attached to the original L may be modified to include only those L;’s that follow the
request in order to narrow that request to a single partition L, that represented T,. Then the process of selecting another
of T, table for splitting is begun. starting at step 3 above.

7. The QP determines, using mechanisms that do not form Unlike other possible mechanisms. the procedure
part of this invention. how many partitions T; should be split 45 described above exploits cost-based knowledge about the
into. and how to describe the partition scope (step 1212). request. Furthermore. the procedure allows for the possibil-
Such mechanisms might include a predetermined number ity of using the database itself in calculating the costs of the
from the QP or database instance catalogs. the number of alternative tables in the original request, which will gener-
working processing units, the number of database instances ally provide a better choice of table for splitting than such
available. or a computation based on current system load 50 other mechanisms which are independent of the database
across all of the processing units or database instances. Once engine.
selected. the number of partitions for T, is denoted as M. (M; The procedure is capable of using a variety of partitioning
corresponds to MP in the discussion further above.) access mechanisms. such as indexes or storage partitions,

8. Given T, and M, the QP determines the scope of each not simply row IDs. Because the procedure allows value-
partition. using mechanisms that do not form part of this 55 based partition ranges. which may include values in multiple
invention (step 1214). One such mechanism might be a list attributes, it is more fiexible. allowing more opportunity for
of value ranges for a partitioning index on table T, in the optimization and therefore potentially better performance.
database or QP catalog; another might be ranges of row IDs Because the procedure expresses the split requests in terms
defined by an equal number of rows per M, partitions. The of possibly complex predicates that are more nonprocedural
M, instances of partition scope will be denoted as P, ;. i=1 . 60 than row IDs and less dependent on the physical storage of
. . M, Using as an example the query given in the back- data by the underlying database instances. the procedure will
ground section, the EMPLOYEE table might have parti- allow for further transformations and processing. including
tioned access using the DEPTNO attribute, with every 10 but not limited to further partitioning and parallelizing
values in a different partition scope. In this example, then, and/or distributing the processing of each R; modified
the partitioned access request P, would be EMPLOYEE.DE- 65 request instance.

PTNO BETWEEN 1 AND 10. and EMPLOYEE.DEPTNO
BETWEEN 11 and 20. etc.

Furthermore. using value-based predicates has an inherent
advantage over physical addressing schemes such as those
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that split requests based on row IDs. This is because the use
of value-based predicates can be combined with language
processors that perform transitive closure on predicates to
result in splitting requests on possibly more than one table

14

5. The method of claim 1 wherein said step of partitioning
the selected table comprises the step of:

determining a partition scope for each of said subsets.

6. The method of claim 5 wherein said step of dividing

at a time without an exponential number of resulting 5 said query into a plurality of subqueries restricted to respec-
fﬁqUBStS- For c;cample. in 31J0”l ;cqucs:’thzat hn’i{s 4 ta:lc’: on tive subsets of the selected table comprises the steps of:
the same attribute (e.g.. t1.x=t2.x and t2.x=t3.x and t3.x= ti lurality of : f said - and
t4.X) the work on all four tables will be split if the request gendeira fng a P}:l flty d cophxes;) sat ql:wr) -an di
is split on the x attribute of any of the tables. mo f){mg cach ot sald copies by attaching a pre icate
10 portion restricting the query to the corresponding par-
Conclusion tition scope.

Various modifications may be made to the system 7. In a database systcm having a plurality of processing
described above. as described. for example. in the concur- units, apparatus for performing a parallel query on a plural-
rently filed application entitled “Task Scheduler for a Mul- ity of tables of a database. each of said tables comprising a
tiprocessor System”. now U.S. Pat. No. 5.437.032. Thus, as ;5 S¢t of one or more tuples. at least some of said tables
already noted. each of the elements denominated as a pcrm.lttmg'partmoncd access, said query havxng an overall
“processor” may be a tightly coupled processor complex cost associated therewith. said apparatus comprising:
rather than a uniprocessor. Further, each processor means for determining the estimated contribution of each
(uniprocessor or processor complex) may support a plurality of said tables to the overall cost of said query:
of concurrently executing tasks rather than only a single task >0 means for selecting the table with the greatest estimated
?5_:!;51‘-‘1'1136‘? ab(;ve. Ilﬂ s:]fth a :at::it:a'(‘h PTOC‘;?OI Wofltildtge contribution to the overall cost of said query that also
initially assigned a plurality ol . in accordance wi e permits partitioned access;
desired multiprogramming level. rather than only a single means for partitioning the selected table into a plurality of
task as described above, and would be assigned new tasks as subsets of one or more tuples;
necessary to maintain such desired multiprogramming level. ;s means for dividing said query m;o a plurality of subque
a ItII; :d‘;“;'i"nfty‘" g;S;gt:isIll{g f‘c”:":iﬁ“git:slﬁ' ;’:222 sf:g?;lsa;“g'; ries restricted to respective subsets of the selected table:

part d
taken into account. Also, in a system in which multiple an £ s id . .
queries are being processed concurrently. tasks from differ- means for tran sr;uttlng sat .SquucneS to respective pro-
ent queries might be prioritized and executed concurrently in 30 8 ;,hessmg umits orfp rlo?css;n%“mh e
accordance with a desired scheme for ensuring “fairness” - The apparatus of claum /. & F comprising: .
and avoiding undue starvation of low-priority tasks. Still means for determining the estimated overall cost of said
other modifications will be apparent to those skilled in the query.
art. 9. The apparatus of claim 7 wherein said means for

What is claimed is: 35 selecting said table comprises:

1. In a database system having a plurality of processing means for constructing a list of said tables in order of their
units, a method of performing a parallel query on a plurality estimated contribution to the overall cost of said query;
of tables of a database. each of said tables comprising a set means for identifying the tables in said list that permit
of one or more tuples. at least some of said tables permitting partitioned access; and
g?gﬁo;iﬂeﬁﬁsséggl?ng;ﬂ (l:ltz)‘r‘t{xl{:r:rgis?:got;;r z:ile;;)s; fasso— 40 means for choosing as the table to be split the first table

it : ) it o in said list that also permits partitioned access.
dettell;rlmmtngthme esﬁﬁatedt c‘;n“{t’l“"‘m of each of said 10. The apparatus of claim 7 wherein said means for
ables to the overall cost of said query; partitioning the selected table comprises:

selecting the table with the greatest estimated contribution 45  mmeans for determining the number of subsets into which

tc;ntptziz ovdera.llec;)st of said query that also permits the selected table is to be partitioned.

partiioned access; 11. The apparatus of claim 7 wherein said means for
partitioning the :Slelcted table into a plurality of subsets of partitioning the selected table comprises:

one or more tuples; means for determining a partition scope for each of said
dividing said query into a plurality of subqueries subsets. gap P

restricted to respective subsets of the selected table; and 50 12. The apparatus of claim 11 wherein said means for
transmitting S?id subqueries to respective processing units dividing said query into a plurality of subqueries restricted

2 fTolll. Pfoc::lss(liﬂg% laim 1 . nitial ‘. to respective subsets of the selected table comprises:

- I’he method of claim 1. comprising the initial step of: means for generating a plurality of copies of said query;
determining the estur}ated overal_l cost of said query. . 55 and
sai?i. t’la:i:e r:zthoczs?:fs ct‘}xaemslt ;p;wggrem said step of selecting means for modifying each of said copies by attaching a
mpr ) redicate portion restricting the query to the corre-
constructing a list of said tables in order of their estimated ls)ponding ;I:a.rtition scope. & duery
) cor}tr%bution to the (?vcra!l cost of said query; 13. A program storage device readable by a machine.
identifying tgc tables in said list that permit partitioned g tangibly embodying a program of instructions executable by
access; an the machine to perforrn method steps for performing a

choosing as the table to be split the first table in said list parallel query on a plurality of tables of a database in a

that also permits Partitioned access. o database system having a plurality of processing units. each

4. The method of claim 1 wherein said step of partitioning of said tables comprising a set of one or more tuples, at least
the selected table comprises the step of: 65 some of said tables permitting partitioned access. said query

determining the number of subsets into which the selected
table is to be partitioned.

having an overall cost associated therewith. said method
comprising the steps of:
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determining the estimated contribution of each of said
tables to the overall cost of said query:;
selecting the table with the greatest estimated contribution
to the overall cost of said query that also permits

16
choosing as the table to be split the first table in said list
that also permits partitioned access.
16. The program storage device of claim 13 wherein said
step of partitioning the selected table comprises the step of:

partitioned access; . determining the number of subsets into which the selected
partitioning the selected table into a plurality of subsets of table is to be partitioned.
R o'net or mo.r e tuples; . X . 17. The program storage device of claim 13 wherein said
dl:lcc;gli%teilatlgreqsuez )t/ivlcnégbsi tf(l)‘;rt:lc:tsyelcocftccsllg)gll:fl:s; step of partitioning the selected table comprises the step of:
o itti. d peb est i . it 10 determining a partition scope for each of said subsets.
at'.’;:n;rogfs?:lg Subquerices 10 respective processing units 18. The program storage device of claim 17 wherein said
14. The program storage device of claim 13. said method step of dividing said query into a plurality of subqueries
comprising the initial step of: restricted to respective subsets of the selected table com-
determining the estimated overall cost of said query. 15 Prises the steps of: X .
15. The program storage device of claim 13 wherein said generating a plurality of copies of said query: and
step of selecting said table comprises the steps of: modifying each of said copies by attaching a predicate
constructing a list of said tables in order of their estimated portion restricting the query to the corresponding par-
contribution to the overall cost of said query: 20 tition scope.

identifying the tables in said list that permit partitioned
access; and
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