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Abstract—The surge of artificial intelligence, specifically large
language models, has led to a rapid advent towards the de-
velopment of large-scale machine learning training clusters.
Collective communications within these clusters tend to be heavily
bandwidth-bound, necessitating techniques to optimally utilize
the available network bandwidth. This puts the routing algorithm
for the collective at the forefront of determining the performance.
Unfortunately, communication libraries used in distributed ma-
chine learning today are limited by a fixed set of routing
algorithms. This constraints collective performance within the
domain of next-generation training clusters that employ intricate,
heterogeneous, and asymmetric, large-scale topologies. Further,
the emergence of irregular topologies attributed to runtime
phenomena such as device failures serves to compound the
complexity of the challenge. To this end, this paper introduces
TACOS, an automated synthesizer that generates topology-aware
collective algorithms for common distributed machine learning
collectives across arbitrary input network topologies. TACOS was
able to synthesize All-Reduce algorithm for a heterogeneous 512-
NPU system in just 6.09 minutes while achieving performance im-
provement up to 4.27× over state-of-the-art prior work. TACOS
exhibits high scalability, with synthesis time scaling quadratically
with the number of NPUs. In contrast to prior works’ NP-hard
approaches, TACOS with 40K NPUs completes in 2.52 hours.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Artificial Intelligence (AI) boom has led to a surge
in the design of specialized distributed High-performance
Computing (HPC) platforms tailored for AI (often called AI
supercomputers). Examples of such systems include Google’s
Cloud TPU [1], NVIDIA’s HGX [2], Intel’s Habana [3],
Cerebras’ Andromeda [4], Tesla Dojo [5], and many more.
From a bird’s eye view, all these platforms include Neural
Processing Units (NPUs), such as GPUs, TPUs, or ASICs,
at the endpoints coupled with custom high-speed fabrics to
scale the system to thousands of NPUs [6]. The need to
scale is driven by enormous compute and memory demands,
specifically for Large Language Models (LLMs) that cannot
be provided by a single server node [7]. It is important to
note, however, that different AI clusters have adopted different
topologies (and technologies) to scale. Examples include hier-
archical switches in NVIDIA DGX/HGX systems [8], point-
to-point in Google TPU [1] and Intel Habana [3], meshes
in Dojo [5], Cerebras [4], and Tensorrent [9] systems. Fur-
thermore, almost all these systems use a mixture of different
link technologies to scale (e.g., NVLink [10], XeLink [11],
Infiniti Fabric [12], InfiniBand [13], or optical networks [1]).
In summary, topologies in Machine Learning (ML) clusters

TABLE I
ALL-REDUCE ALGORITHMS AND THEIR PREFERRED TOPOLOGIES.

ABBREVIATIONS DENOTE RI (RING), FC (FULLYCONNECTED),
SW (SWITCH). HO (HOMOGENEOUS), AND HT (HETEROGENEOUS).

HIERARCHICAL AND C-CUBE ARE MARKED WITH △ AS THEIR
PERFORMANCE IS CLOSELY TIED TO TOPOLOGY CONFIGURATIONS.

Algo. Basic MultiDim Asym-
metric Any

RI FC SW Ho. Ht. Ho. Ht. Any
Ring [19] ✓

Direct [20] ✓
RHD [21] ✓
DBT [22] ✓
Hierarch-
ical [23] ✓ ✓ ✓ △ △

Themis [16] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
C-Cube [24] △ △ △ △

Multi-
Tree [25] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

TACOS
(this work) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

TABLE II
COMPARING THE CAPABILITIES OF COLLECTIVE ALGORITHM

SYNTHESIZERS. TACCL IS MARKED WITH △ AS IT REQUIRES A PRIORI
HUMAN GUIDANCE AND MAKES SEVERAL ASSUMPTIONS TO MODEL

NETWORK HETEROGENEITY AND CONGESTION.

Framework
Without
Human
Guide

Link
Hetero
-geneity

Model
Conge
-stion

Node
Asymm

-etry

Scale to
Large
Nodes

Blink [26] ✓
SCCL [18] ✓

TACCL [17] △ △ △
TACOS

(this work) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

utilize multiple dimensions/hierarchies, may have asymmet-
ric1 shapes and heterogeneous link bandwidths. Efficiently or-
chestrating communication within these AI platforms remains
an open and active research problem [14]–[18].

Communication within AI workloads exhibits some unique
characteristics compared to traditional cloud workloads. In the
latter, there can be heavy variability in the traffic pattern,2

traffic volumes, and latency vs. bandwidth sensitivity. This
has naturally led to a plethora of past work on dynamically
managing network congestion in datacenter fabrics [27]. In
contrast, both the traffic pattern and traffic volume for AI
are deterministic once the workload has been partitioned

1For e.g., NPUs at the center vs. edge of a 2D Mesh have different degrees.
2Traffic Pattern is defined in this paper to mean the set of all pairs of server

nodes that communicate while the application is running.
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Fig. 1. Heat map of total size of messages transferred over each link when running various All-Reduce algorithms (Direct, Recursive
Halving-Doubling, (unidirectional) Ring, and TACOS-synthesized) over different network topologies (FullyConnected (FC), Ring, Mesh, and
Hypercube (HC)). Each cell at (src, dest) denotes a link connecting from NPU src to NPU dest. If there is no such link in the topology,
the cell is marked black. All values are normalized across topologies by the largest message size serviced by a link. For every topology,
scenarios running topology-aware collective algorithms is marked with a box, resulting in the lowest overall loads (i.e., a cooler heat map).
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Fig. 2. Normalized All-Reduce algorithm bandwidth (i.e., collective
size ÷ collective time) on 64-NPU Ring, FullyConnected (FC), Mesh,
and Hypercube topologies (using link α=0.5µs and 1/β=50GB/s,
explained in Sec. IV-A). (Bidirectional) Ring, Recursive Halving-
Doubling, and Direct algorithms are run on every topology. For
Mesh and Hypercube, we also run the topology-aware collective
algorithm synthesized by TACOS (Sec. IV), denoted as T. All results
are normalized across topology by the lowest algorithm bandwidth.
The methodology for retrieving the data is explained in Sec. V.

and mapped via sharding and replication of weights and
activations [28]. However, the pattern is collective in nature
(i.e., one-to-many and many-to-one), which introduces addi-
tional complexity of bandwidth amplification and reduction as
messages traverse through the network. Message sizes in AI
also tend to be extremely large, making network bandwidth
the crucial metric to optimize for during AI training [29].

Given these characteristics, AI workload communication
today is often routed statically via Collective Communication
Libraries (CCLs) [30]–[33]. These libraries include a set of
pre-defined routing algorithms called topology-aware collec-
tives. As the name suggests, they are optimized for running on
specific topologies [34]. For instance, Ring [19], Direct [35],
and Recursive Halving-Doubling [21], are common baseline
topology-aware collective algorithms for All-Reduce collective
and guarantee congestion-free operation over a Ring, Fully-
Connected and Switch-based topology, respectively. For more
intricate topologies, a number of custom-designed proposals
such as Hierarchical and Themis (for multi-dimensional sym-
metric networks) [16], [23], C-Cube (for NVIDIA DGX-1
system) [24], and MultiTree (for homogeneous networks) [25],

are introduced. Table I summarizes collective algorithms and
their preferred target network topologies.

Fig. 1 presents a heat map of the overall traffic flow over
each link of different physical topologies when running the
suite of baseline collective algorithms. We see that except
for the topology they were designed for, the basic collective
algorithms introduce substantial link oversubscriptions (i.e.,
congestion) and undersubscriptions. This translates to subop-
timal performance as Fig. 2 quantifies. Unfortunately, beyond
this handful of collective routing algorithms, there are no
known algorithms for arbitrary topologies. While further opti-
mizations like Themis, C-Cube, or MultiTree may offer assis-
tance, they are closely tied to specific topologies, making them
less directly applicable to arbitrary networks and demanding
significant design efforts from human experts. In practice
today, CCLs typically resort to using a Ring-based collective
algorithm for unknown topologies. This effectively embeds a
logical ring snaking through the topology, which may lead to
the underutilization of certain links in high radix topologies.
Therefore, the goal of this work is to autonomously synthesize
routing algorithms for collective patterns on arbitrary network
topologies without human guidance or intervention.

To this end, we introduce TACOS — Topology-Aware
Collective Algorithm Synthesizer. The architecture of
TACOS is outlined in Fig. 3. When provided with a network
topology and collective pattern (derived from workload and
parallelization strategies), TACOS autonomously synthesizes
a high-quality collective algorithm by iteratively maximizing
network bandwidth utilization within each time span using a
novel Greedy-based matching heuristic. This capability is real-
ized by our novel approach of casting the collective algorithm
synthesis into a link-chunk matching problem over a Time-
expanded Network (TEN) representation, an acyclic directed
graph that seamlessly integrates both spatial and temporal
dimensions [36]–[38] and solving it using our novel greedy-
based algorithm. Some recent efforts [17], [18], [26] have tried
to solve a similar problem of collective algorithm synthesis,



(b) TACOS: Autonomously synthesize a topology-aware collective algorithm by 
repeatedly executing Greedy-based matching algorithm, which can maximize 

network BW utilization for a given target time period t.

(a) Current CCLs: Among predefined collective algorithms, select the 
best-performing algorithm by estimating collective performance by using 

the underlying network topology and collective pattern information.
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Fig. 3. (a) Current CCLs execute collectives by selecting an algorithm from a set of predefined baseline collective algorithms. (b) High-level
overview of the TACOS framework. Target network topology and collective pattern (derived from the AI workload and parallelization strategy)
are provided as inputs. TACOS expands the network into a TEN and evaluates the collective precondition (i.e., which chunks are currently
held by each NPU) for time t=0. Based on this information, TACOS employs a Greedy-based chunk-link matching heuristic to maximize
network bandwidth utilization for the target time t = 0. TACOS iteratively runs this matching process for successive time spans until the
postcondition is satisfied (i.e., all NPUs have received every desired chunk). This procedure yields a topology-aware collective algorithm
(i.e., path of each chunk) that can be utilized by CCLs.
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Fig. 4. Common collective patterns used in distributed ML.

but unfortunately, they are limited in scope to a very specific
set of symmetric topologies (specifically, those of NVIDIA or
Microsoft systems), do not model congestion effects, and do
not scale beyond modest-scale systems (with approximately
8–80 NPUs) since they approach collective synthesis as a
global optimization problem, solving which has an NP-hard
complexity to the search space [39]. In contrast, TACOS can
handle diverse asymmetric and heterogeneous topologies, and
we demonstrate its scalability up to 40K NPUs. We compare
TACOS against prior works in Table II.

Here is a summary of our contributions:
• TACOS is the first work to introduce the notion of TEN into

the space of distributed ML, enabling an elegant represen-
tation of the problem and solution.

• TACOS supports a comprehensive array of arbitrary, hetero-
geneous and asymmetric topologies. This includes scenarios
such as NPU failures or multi-tenant collectives.

• TACOS incorporates network contention effects during
the synthesis process, yielding quality search results. We
see 4.27× speedup over the result from state-of-the-art
TACCL [17] for a 64-NPU system.

• TACOS enables collective synthesis for large-scale topolo-
gies with manageable synthesis time by approaching it as
a greedy-based matching problem rather than optimization.
TACOS synthesized collective algorithms for a heteroge-
neous, multi-dimensional 512-NPU system in just 6.09
minutes. For a 40K Mesh topology, the synthesis took

2.52 hours. Notably, the synthesis time exhibits a quadratic
relationship with the number of NPUs, in contrast to the
NP-hard nature of previous works.

• When applied to the end-to-end training on a 256-NPU
system leveraging heterogeneous 3D topology, workloads
running the TACOS-synthesized algorithm shows 1.44×
average speedup across workloads over the baseline.

• TACOS is completely automated, without the need for any
expert knowledge or human intervention.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Collective Communication Patterns
Communication has become an inevitable overhead for

distributed ML systems due to the dispersion of model (and
training data for training tasks) across accelerator devices,
thereby necessitating synchronization of such information
among NPUs [16]. Such communications can be represented
in the form of collectives [20]. An illustrative representation
of collective patterns commonly employed in distributed ML
is provided in Fig. 4. In this context, the term chunk denotes
the atomic unit for scheduling collectives across the network.
Each circle depicted in Fig. 4 represents a chunk whereas
each box denotes an NPU. In order to optimize network
utilization, it is possible to decompose a collective into several
smaller chunks [16]. Notably, in scenarios involving a syn-
chronous NPU-to-NPU approach, the All-Reduce collective
pattern emerges as the most prevalent [40].3 Logically, the
All-Reduce collective can be conceptualized as two sequential
stages: a Reduce-Scatter, followed by an All-Gather operation.
Table III shows some of the parallelism schemes used in
practice today and the corresponding collectives.

B. Topology-aware Collective Algorithms
Collective algorithms are used to route collective patterns.

The network’s physical characteristics, including factors such

3The autonomous synthesis of collectives is an actively evolving domain of
research. This work introduces a novel approach aimed at the synthesis of one-
to-all or all-to-one collectives, including Reduce-Scatter, All-Gather, and All-
Reduce. Extending TACOS to All-to-All which presents intricate challenges
due to its expansive and complex search space, is a key objective of our future
work.



TABLE III
COMMON MODEL AND DATA PARALLELIZATION STRATEGIES AND THEIR

REQUIRED COLLECTIVE COMMUNICATION PATTERNS.

Parallelization Reduce-Scatter All-Gather All-Reduce
Data Parallelism [20] ✓

FSDP [41] ✓ ✓
ZeRO [7] ✓ ✓

Hybrid [20] ✓ ✓ ✓

1 2 3 4
Step 1

(a) (unidirectional) Ring

1 2 3 4

Step 1

(b) Direct

Step 2
Step 3
Step 4
Step 5
Step 6

Step 2

1 2 3 4

(c) Recursive Halving-Doubling

Step 1

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

Reduce-
Scatter

All-Gather

Fig. 5. Baseline All-Reduce algorithms and their traffic patterns.
In Reduce-Scatter, each arrow represents sending a chunk, which
is then added to local chunks. For All-Gather, each arrow signifies
forwarding a chunk to execute a multicast operation. Depending on
the physical topology, each step may or may not encounter network
congestion. The three algorithms operate contention-free over Ring,
FullyConnected, and Switch networks, respectively.

as topology shape or link bandwidths, play a pivotal role
in influencing the behavior of each network transmission.
Therefore, the network topology serves as a defining factor
for determining the optimal routing algorithm for a given
collective pattern [21]. For instance, Ring [19], Direct [20],
and Recursive Halving-Doubling [21], are different collective
algorithms to run All-Reduce. The traffic patterns of baseline
collective algorithms are illustrated in Fig. 5. Concurrent com-
munications within the same communication step may experi-
ence network contentions, contingent on the physical network
connectivity. For instance, executing Direct All-Reduce over
a FullyConnected topology results in no network congestion.
In contrast, employing the same Direct All-Reduce on a
Ring topology introduces significant contention. We define
a topology-aware collective algorithm as one that is intri-
cately optimized alongside the underlying network topology,
to achieve the highest possible collective performance [42].
CCLs [30], [31], [33] today implement a set of such collective
algorithms. When executing a collective pattern, they select a
collective algorithm either statically or dynamically, based on
various network features such as collective chunk sizes or the
underlying network topology.

III. MOTIVATION AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

A. Heterogeneity and Asymmetry in ML Systems

In order to harness maximum networking performance,
state-of-the-art distributed ML platforms are capitalizing on a
range of network technologies, which introduce heterogeneity
and asymmetry into the network topologies employed within
these systems. Notable instances include wafer-scale technolo-
gies as implemented by Cerebras CS-2 [4] and Tesla Dojo [5],
multi-dimensional scale-up and scale-out switches in NVIDIA
DGX clusters [10], [13], and the incorporation of scale-up and
Photonics technologies by Google Cloud TPU [1], [43].

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12
(a) NPU failure (b) Collectives on a subset of NPUs

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12

All-Reduce: {1, 2, 3,
                      5, 6, 7}
All-Reduce: {4, 8, 12}
All-Reduce: {9, 10, 11}

Fig. 6. Network heterogeneity and asymmetry arising from homoge-
neous, symmetric 2D Torus topology due to (a) an NPU failure and
(b) collectives running across a subset of NPUs.

Even in the context of homogeneous and symmetric net-
works, heterogeneity and asymmetry can arise. Example in-
stances are visualized in Fig. 6. As demonstrated in Fig. 6(a),
a single NPU failure within a given homogeneous 2D Torus
topology can profoundly alter the dynamics of the underlying
network, leading to network asymmetry. Device failures are
reported periodically, constituting 0.25-0.5% of NPUs per
week in real large-scale deployments [44]. These failures can
persist in a sub-healthy state for up to several days [45],
leading to a healthy state lasting only a few consecutive days
at most [46].4 Fig. 6(b) illustrates a scenario where multiple
collectives are concurrently executed over a subset of NPUs,
a circumstance not uncommon due to the intricate hybrid
parallelization strategies adopted by large-scale models [28],
[50], [51]. Each collective operation can leverage only a subset
of the available network resources, not the entire 2D Torus.

B. Importance of Topology-aware Collectives

Implementing and executing a topology-aware collective
algorithm on a target system can lead to a substantial en-
hancement in communication performance. We conducted
experiments involving Ring, Recursive Halving-Doubling, and
Direct All-Reduce algorithms on Ring, FullyConnected, 2D
Mesh, and 3D Hypercube configurations, each composed of
64 NPUs. For Mesh and Hypercube, we also synthesized
a topology-aware collective algorithm through TACOS (ex-
plained in Sec. IV) to allude the benefit. The normalized
message sizes transferred by each link is shown in Fig. 1.
It is shown that topology-unaware collective algorithms create
huge link oversubscriptions for some links, making most links
underutilized. Topology-aware collective algorithms were able
to balance the loads across links, yielding the best network
resource utilization and thereby the shortest collective time.
Therefore, on the Ring network, the topology-aware Ring
algorithm exhibited a 16.71× higher All-Reduce bandwidth
than the Direct algorithm, as presented in Fig. 2. This can
be attributed to the congestion experienced when executing
the Direct algorithm on a Ring due to its absence of all-
to-all connectivity. In contrast, on the FullyConnected topol-
ogy, the Direct algorithm suffered a significant performance
improvement of 31.40× over the Ring algorithm. This is
because the Ring algorithm breaks the All-Reduce collective
into 63 phases, where each phase leverages only the Ring

4Various fault-tolerance techniques for distributed ML have been proposed
to stabilize numerical instability and improve convergence in diverse deploy-
ment scenarios [47]–[49]. While their implications are beyond the scope of
this work, TACOS can be concurrently applied with these techniques.
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Fig. 7. (a) α-β model of heterogeneous, asymmetric network
topology. (b) the network topology captured in TACOS representation.
For example, 10.27 µs is derived by 0.5 µs + (1 MB / (100 GB/s)).

connectivity. This significantly wastes 96.88% of the available
link resources since each NPU is only communicating with 2
neighboring NPUs, even though the FullyConnected topology
offers all-to-all connectivity. Lastly, with respect to the Mesh
and Hypercube All-Reduce algorithm synthesized by TACOS,
the topology-aware approach delivered substantial average
speedup of 1.98× and 2.97×, respectively, over the Ring
algorithm. This effect is also being observed in real-world
deployment scenarios. TACCL, an Integer Linear Program-
ming (ILP) based synthesizer proposed previously, exhibited a
speedup of up to 6.7× over the baseline NCCL setup using the
real system measurements [17]. All such compelling outcomes
from these speedups underscore the imperative nature of
exploring topology-aware collectives.

C. Challenge: Designing Topology-aware Collective
Algorithm for Arbitrary Network Configuration

Given the importance of topology-aware collectives, design-
ing topology-aware collective algorithms for commonly used
network configurations is an active research field. This can be
seen from recent proposals that have devised All-Reduce algo-
rithms on Mesh-based [52] and DragonFly-based [53] topolo-
gies. However, there exists a multitude of popular network
topologies for which no topology-aware collective algorithms
exist today. Even for existing algorithms, they are often tuned
today assuming homogeneous bandwidths, and thus suscepti-
ble to performance degradation from the emergence of diverse
networking technologies. Furthermore, they can suffer from
considerable performance degradation due to effects such as
device failures or executing collectives over a subset of cluster
NPUs, as illustrated in Fig. 6. In order to address such issues,
fault-tolerant collective algorithms have also been proposed
for certain topologies [52], [54]. Nonetheless, imposing the
requirement of creating fault-resilient versions of individual
collective algorithms would excessively complicate the design
landscape of these algorithms.

D. Solution: Topology-aware Collective Synthesizer

To surmount the challenges inherent in manual topology-
aware collective algorithm design, the development of an
autonomous synthesis framework capable of generating
topology-aware collective algorithms is imperative. Such a
toolchain can alleviate the burden on human experts to man-
ually configure the routing of each chunk, alleviate network
congestions, balance latency-bandwidth trade-offs, or account
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Fig. 8. (a) A topology featuring heterogeneous link cost and
asymmetric shape. (b) TEN4 expansion of the network.
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Fig. 9. Ring-based All-Gather collective algorithm represented on
a TEN3 of uni-directional Ring topology of size 4. Each square
represents an NPU, whereas each circle denotes the chunk.

for faulty scenarios. This becomes especially crucial as net-
work topologies continue to be more intricate, thereby further
complicating the task of optimizing collective performance.
We discuss prior efforts in collective synthesis in Sec. VII.

IV. TACOS

In this section, we demonstrate our methodology to rep-
resent an arbitrary collective algorithm using a TEN and
introduce the concept of link-chunk matching as a means to
approach synthesizing topology-aware collectives.

A. Network Topology Representation

A network topology can be effectively described by depict-
ing the interconnectivity among NPUs (i.e., links), along with
the corresponding costs attributed to each of these connections.
An illustrative exemplar of a network topology representation
is presented in Fig. 7(a). To delineate link costs, we adopt
the α–β model [55]. Within this model, α characterizes the
latency of the link, representing the fixed cost that each
communication should pay irrespective of the size of the trans-
mitted data payload. Meanwhile, β represents the reciprocal
of link bandwidth, signifying the serialization overhead per
unit message size in each communication. Consequently, when
transmitting a message of size n, the link communication delay
is computed as α + β · n. We assume α is a constant value
for each link, since communication delay in distributed ML is
primarily influenced by β, given the typically large collective
sizes [29]. NPU performance and memory bandwidth are also
disregarded as collective computation requirement is marginal
and multiple threads can be allocated to match the needs.5

5Such latency still be incorporated into α of each link and TACOS will
reflect the affect during synthesis. Also, TACOS-synthesized collective algo-
rithms can still benefit from collective acceleration engines or techniques [56].
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These assumptions align with those in related works of the
topology-aware collective algorithm domain [16]–[18], [23].

The network configuration depicted in Fig. 7(a) represents
a heterogeneous topology, featuring diverse α and β cost
values associated with its links. Additionally, it qualifies as
an asymmetric topology, given that NPUs may exhibit distinct
degrees and shapes of connectivity. In the context of TACOS,
the atomic unit of transmission is chunk. Therefore, such a
network configuration is effectively captured by representing
the communication cost assigned to each link, considering
a given unit chunk size. This mode of representation is
elucidated in Fig. 7(b), assuming a target chunk size of 1 MB.

B. Background on Time-expanded Network

We introduce the notion of Time-expanded Network (TEN)
in our problem domain, which requires judicial considerations
of both network topology and timing dimensions. We begin
by considering a base topology graph, denoted as G = (V,E),
where vertices in set V correspond to NPUs, and edges in set
E denote the links between these NPUs. Mathematically, a
TEN’s vertices are constructed by replicating the base vertices
V for each time t, denoted as Vt. An edge (ut, vt+k) is
established between vertex ut ∈ Vt and vertex vt+k ∈ Vt+k if
and only if a packet has the capability to traverse from vertex
u to vertex v within a span of time k in the base topology,
i.e., if there’s a link of communication cost k from NPU u
to NPU v. We provide a visual example in Fig. 8. Fig. 8(a)
is a three NPU topology. The three NPUs are condensed into
a single vertical column within the TEN, shown in Fig. 8(b).
This column is subsequently replicated over a range of time,
commencing from time 0 and extending up to t, denoted as
TENt. For instance, the depiction of Fig. 8(b) unrolls the
topology up to t = 4, which corresponds to TEN4 for the given
network. Now moving on to the edges, note that the topology
in Fig. 8(a) has three connections: 1 → 2, 1 ↔ 3, and 3 → 2,
distinguished by colors (red, green, and blue, respectively)
and distinct arrow shapes. These connections are translated
into directed edges flowing from left to right within the TEN,
consequently interconnecting distinct timesteps, as illustrated
in Fig. 8(b). A TEN facilitates an intuitive comprehension
of intricate temporal and connectivity dynamics, in a single
data structure, as it can be alluded in Fig. 8(b). Consider the

scenario where a chunk is dispatched from NPU 1 to NPU
2 at t = 1. It is intuitive from the TEN that this chunk will
successfully reach its destination after 3 time steps at t = 4.
Similarly, the TEN illustrates the absence of a direct link
from NPU 2 to NPU 3, illustrating that such a transmission is
impossible due to the lack of the connectivity.

C. Representing Collective Algorithms using TEN

TEN encapsulates both network topology and temporal in-
formation within a singular acyclic directed graph. As a result,
TEN offers a streamlined and intuitive means of representing
arbitrary collective algorithms. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first work to bring the notion of TEN into the realm
of distributed ML and represents collective algorithm on top
of it. This is shown in Fig. 9, where the (unidirectional) Ring-
based All-Gather algorithm on a homogenous Ring topology
is depicted using the TEN-based representation. The leftmost
segment of the TEN depicts the precondition at t = 0 (i.e.,
initial chunks resident in each NPU), with the rightmost
segment showing the postcondition at t = 3 (i.e., the chunks
held by each NPU). Intermediate postconditions are omitted
for space considerations. In the TEN visualization, any chunk
communication occurring between two NPUs is symbolized
by a chunk occupying a TEN link. We denote this a link-
chunk match has been made. For the scenario depicted in
Fig. 9, each link in the TEN structure corresponds to a matched
chunk. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work
to demonstrate the use of TEN to represent ML collectives,
and we believe this formulation has value beyond the specific
synthesis algorithm presented in this paper.

D. TACOS’ Approach to Collective Algorithm Synthesis

The TEN-based representation of a collective algorithm
enables TACOS to approach and frame the problem as a link-
chunk match-making challenge, rather than viewing it as a
global optimization problem that previous approaches have
adopted. This approach holds a significant advantage over ILP-
based synthesizers, as solving ILP poses an NP-hard problem
within the search space. Given a TEN representation of a
network topology, TACOS endeavors to establish mappings
for individual chunks onto the TEN links. Throughout the
process of synthesizing collective algorithms, TACOS strives
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Fig. 11. End-to-end TACOS All-Gather synthesis for a homogeneous, asymmetric 4-NPU topology: (a) Target network topology (b) TEN
expansion (shown to t = 3) (c) Precondition and postcondition evaluation for t = 0 (d)-(f) Greedy-based link-chunk matching for t = 0,
t = 1, and t = 2, maximizing network resource utilization at each time t (g) Resulting synthesized All-Gather algorithm by TACOS, laid
out over the actual topology in series of execution.

to maximize the number of successful link-chunk matches
while adhering to defined constraints. This approach ensures
the resultant algorithm to optimally exploit network resources,
ultimately fulfilling the goal of reducing collective time and
maximizing communication performance. The framework in-
herently addresses the impact of network congestion, as each
TEN link accommodates just one chunk at any given time.
It’s worth noting that even though network heterogeneity and
asymmetry might lead to diverse TEN configurations, the core
challenge of mapping chunks onto TEN links remains consis-
tent. This eliminates the necessity for having homogeneity or
symmetry assumptions other synthesis frameworks rely on.

E. Greedy-based Matching Heuristic

TACOS resolves the link-chunk matching problem through
the application of a swift yet robust and effective greedy-based
matching heuristic. The utilization process of this heuristic is
demonstrated in Fig. 10. The link-chunk matching problem
starts with the scenario akin to the case depicted in Fig. 10(a),
where the precondition and unsatisfied postcondition of each
NPU at time t are initially evaluated. This allows TACOS to
determine which chunks each NPU is requesting to receive.
Subsequently, TACOS iterates randomly (but exhaustively)
over the unsatisfied postcondition, selecting an NPU and the
chunk it requires to receive. To illustrate, in Fig. 10(b), NPU 1
and chunk 3 are chosen. Subsequently, the heuristic backtracks
through the TEN graph by one step, identifying a set of
potential source NPUs capable of supplying the requested
chunk, represented by the bold arrows in the figure. The
heuristic then assesses which of the candidate source NPUs
currently possess and can provide the desired chunk. In the

exemplified scenario, NPU 2 and 3 fulfill these criteria. From
the pool of such candidates, a random selection is made,
resulting in a successful match, as showcased in Fig. 10(c).
In this instance, NPU 2 is selected to cater to chunk 3,
and the corresponding TEN link (NPU 2 → 3) becomes
occupied by the established match. This sequence repeats for
all unsatisfied postcondition, resulting in the outcome shown
in Fig. 10(d). Through greedy matching, TACOS maximizes
the number of link-chunk matchings, ensuring nearly full
utilization of network resources without contentions at a given
time t. The process is iteratively run, incrementing time t until
the postcondition is fully satisfied. By maximizing resource
utilization at each processed time t, TACOS produces high-
quality collective algorithms.

The end-to-end TACOS synthesis procedure for an All-
Gather collective over an asymmetric 4-NPU example is
illustrated in Fig. 11. Starting with a given network topology
(Fig. 11(a)), TACOS expands the network into a corresponding
TEN(Fig. 11(b)) and evaluates the precondition and postcon-
dition for the initial time t = 0 (Fig. 11(c)). Greedy-based
matching is iteratively executed over the constructed TEN until
the postcondition is fully satisfied. Fig. 11(d)-(f) illustrate how
the Greedy-based matching heuristics are applied for different
times t = 0, t = 1, and t = 2, respectively. Note that for
each time t, TACOS maximizes network resource utilization
by making as many link-chunk matches as possible. Fig. 11(f)
especially shows the postcondition is satisfied, indicating the
completion of TACOS synthesis. The resulting synthesized All-
Gather algorithm is presented in Fig. 11(g).
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2 (matched at t = 1). In this scenario, the original matching from
NPU 3 to 2 can be repurposed to handle other meaningful chunks
that have not arrived yet (e.g., Chunk 3) instead.

F. Supporting Heterogeneous and Asymmetric Networks

The fundamentals of performing link-chunk matching over
TEN remain unchanged even for networks that are hetero-
geneous and asymmetric, thus allowing the utilization of the
greedy-based matching heuristic for such scenarios. Specif-
ically, a slight modification is introduced to the greedy-
based matching heuristic to enhance the effectiveness of the
synthesized collective algorithm.
Lower-link-cost-first Matching. When conducting link-
chunk matching, there can arise situations in which multiple
NPUs could serve as the source for the requested chunk. Due
to the heterogeneity of the network, the associated transmis-
sion costs may differ. In such instances, the TACOS employs
the greedy-based matching heuristic with a priority assigned
to the link with the lowest cost. This ensures that the resulting
collective algorithm minimizes the overall collective time.
Chunk Replacement. On account of the network’s hetero-
geneity, a chunk may reach its destination through an alternate
shorter path even after a link-chunk match has been estab-
lished. An illustrative scenario is depicted in Figure 12(b). In
this instance, a match has been established for transmitting
chunk 2 from NPU 3 to NPU 2 at t = 0. However, during
subsequent matching procedures at t = 1, NPU 2 received
chunk 1 from NPU 1. To optimize performance, TACOS
eliminates duplicated transfer and seeks alternative chunks to
substitute chunk 2. In this scenario, NPU 3 sends chunk 3
instead to NPU 2 at t = 0, enabling NPU 2 to receive chunks
1–3 by t = 2. TACOS, being a design-time framework, makes
all such replacement decisions during synthesis.

G. Unwinding Switch Network

A Switch topology offers versatile NPU connectivity. How-
ever, unregulated use may lead to sub-optimal performance
due to network contentions or even deadlocks. To address this,
we introduce a mechanism to unfold Switch networks into
point-to-point connections. With fixed connectivity, TACOS
can automatically synthesize high-quality collective algo-
rithms, autonomously averting network congestion and max-
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Fig. 13. (a) A Switch fabric with 4 NPUs interconnected. (b)-
(d) Unwinding (a) with degrees 1 through 3.
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imizing resource utilization during the synthesis process.6

By adopting a degree d unwinding approach for an N -NPU
Switch, we establish d outgoing links originating from each
NPU i, connecting to NPUs (i + 1), (i + 2), · · · , (n + d).
During this transition, the α cost associated with each point-
to-point link remains consistent. However, due to the shared
outgoing bandwidth, the bandwidth of each link diminishes by
a factor of d. Fig. 13(b) illustrates a d = 1 unwinding of a 4-
NPU Switch. In this scenario, the Switch effectively becomes
a unidirectional Ring topology. Since d is set to 1, each link
retains its full 120 GB/s link bandwidth. For the d = 1 case, an
alternative configuration is offered to construct a bidirectional
Ring. Scenarios encompassing d = 2 and d = 3 unwinding
are depicted in Fig. 13(c) and Fig. 13(d), respectively.

H. Combining Collectives

As demonstrated in Sec. II-A, certain collectives such
as Reduce-Scatter or All-Reduce fall under the category of
combining collectives, where there’s a need for reduction op-
erations among individual chunks. The synthesis of combining
collectives is facilitated by their inherent relationship with the
corresponding non-combining collective algorithms, operating
in reverse [18], [26]. This concept is illustrated in Fig. 14. For
instance, Broadcast, which represents a non-combining col-
lective, can be synthesized by TACOS as shown in Fig. 14(a).
Conversely, the Reduce algorithm, classified as a combining
collective, is formulated by applying an inversion to the
Broadcast algorithm, as depicted in Fig. 14(b). Analogously,
the synthesis of Reduce-Scatter involves a straightforward in-
version of the topology-aware All-Gather collective algorithm.

6It’s important to note that this Switch unwinding scheme does not entirely
cover potential configurations and has room for further enhancement to
offer increased flexibility. For instance, Switch connectivity could change
dynamically during the TEN generation process. The development of a flexible
Switch unwinding framework is a subject for future investigation.



TABLE IV
TOPOLOGIES EVALUATED IN THIS PAPER.

Topology Heterogenous Asymmetric
Ring (RI)

FullyConnected (FC)
2D Torus (2D-TR)
3D Torus (3D-TR)
2D Mesh (Mesh) ✓

3D Hypercube (HC) ✓
2D Switch (2D-SW) ✓

3D Ring-FC-Switch (3D-RFS) ✓
DragonFly (DF) ✓ ✓

Lastly, the All-Reduce collective is composed by sequentially
executing Reduce-Scatter followed by All-Gather.

V. METHODOLOGY

A. Baseline Collective Algorithms

TACOS synthesis time is measured by using the Intel Xeon
E5-2699v3 CPU. For performance evaluations, we compare
TACOS against the following baseline All-Reduce algorithms.
• Ring. This is the default collective algorithm explained

earlier in Sec. II and the default today across almost all
CCLs [30], [33]. For an N -node Ring, the algorithm requires
2N steps (N for Reduce-Scatter and N for All-Gather).
For non-Ring physical topologies, the Ring algorithm is
deployed by mapping a logical Ring over the physical
topology.

• Direct. The Direct algorithm first performs the Reduce-
Scatter and then All-Gather in one step. For a FullyCon-
nected topology, it runs in a congestion-free manner. In other
topologies, it leads to congestion due to link oversubscrip-
tion (as exemplified in Fig. 1).

• Recursive Halving-Doubling/Double Binary Tree. We
have also shown Recursive Halving-Doubling (RHD) [21]
and Double Binary Tree (DBT) [22] for some scenarios, as
these algorithms only runs optimally for network topologies
with power-of-two number of NPUs.

• TACCL. TACCL [17] is a recent ILP-based approach
for collective synthesis with an open-source implementa-
tion [57]. Since TACCL’s codebase provides very limited
topology options, we took its ILP formulation and integrated
it with our TEN representation to enable an apples-to-apples
comparison against the TACOS algorithm.

B. Target Topologies

We evaluate the effectiveness of TACOS across a suite of
point-to-point and Switch-based topologies. Table IV lists the
topologies studied in this work to demonstrate the robustness
of TACOS, covering both homogeneous and heterogeneous
networks, and also both symmetric and asymmetric topologies.

C. Simulation Infrastructure

We use the ASTRA-sim2.0 distributed ML simulator [20],
[35] to study the performance of the different synthe-
sized baseline collective algorithms and corresponding impact
on full workloads. ASTRA-sim2.0 already includes NCCL-
validated implementations of the basic collective algorithms
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Fig. 15. An All-Gather collective algorithm synthesized by TACOS
over a homogeneous, 3× 3 Mesh topology. Each circle represents a
chunk, with its number indicating the NPU where it originated. At
the end of the All-Gather, all NPUs will have a copy of all chunks.

(Ring, Direct, Recursive Halving-Doubling). It also models
effects due to chunking (i.e., breaking the large collective
messages into smaller chunks) and related scheduling effects
in hierarchical topologies [16]. ASTRA-sim2.0 also includes
a network model with support for specifying arbitrary hierar-
chical topologies [35] with heterogenous link bandwidths.
Validation and Enhancements. For this work, a simulator
was necessary to be able to study performance across a diverse
spectrum of topologies that we studied (Table IV). We first
validated ASTRA-sim’s native All-Reduce implementations
over two real systems in the public cloud: 8-node NVLink
based V100 GPU server on AWS and 32-node (8×4) TPU-v3
instance on Google Cloud.7 We observed ASTRA-sim to be
6-8% off on average, with the number getting close to 1% at
large message sizes. We then extended ASTRA-sim’s system
layer to simulate the custom collective routing algorithms
synthesized by TACOS and TACCL, along with MultiTree and
C-Cube collective algorithms. The native network model in
ASTRA-sim2.0 does not model congestion as it was built to
target congestion-free collectives running on their correspond-
ing topologies. For our evaluations, we enhanced the network
model with congestion support as minimizing which is the
primary goal of this work.

VI. EVALUATIONS

In this section, we run various case studies to evaluate the
collective performance of TACOS across diverse topologies.

7We plugged in link bandwidths for NVLink (25 GB/s) and TPU-v3 (80
GB/s) into ASTRA-sim. We also added a fixed delay per-hop (based on
measurement) to account for link serialization and message launch overheads.
These two systems use older NPU architectures, but our purpose was to
validate communication, not compute.
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1GB All-Reduce. Results measured by running Ring, Direct, and
TACOS-synthesized algorithms on DragonFly (DF) of size 7 × 8
and 3D Ring-FullyConnected-Switch (3D-RFC) of size 2×4×8 are
shown.

A. TACOS Synthesis Result

Synthesis Result. In order to offer a visual representation
of the synthesis outcomes, we commence with a small-scale
application of TACOS on a homogeneous 3×3 Mesh network.
The resultant synthesized algorithm is visualized in Fig. 15.
Due to TACOS’ intrinsic ability to automatically model and
circumvent network congestion during the synthesis process,
the resulting algorithm exhibits an absence of network con-
gestion across all links.
Link Utilization. Then, we present small-scale evaluations
encompassing a variety of both homogeneous and heteroge-
neous networks. We synthesize topology-aware All-Reduce
algorithms for three distinct systems: a Mesh network (5× 5,
25 NPUs) featuring 100 GB/s links, a DragonFly network
(4×5, 20 NPUs) with link bandwidths of [400, 200] GB/s (per
dimension), and a 2D Switch network (8× 4, 32 NPUs) with
link bandwidth of [300, 25] GB/s. Displayed in Fig. 16 are
the TACOS-synthesized All-Reduce bandwidth (i.e., collective
size ÷ collective time) as well as corresponding baseline
performances including the TACCL configuration. Remark-
ably, TACOS effectively synthesizes collective algorithms for

TABLE V
NORMALIZED ALL-REDUCE COLLECTIVE TIME (AND SYNTHESIS TIME IN

BRACKETS FOR TACOS AND TACCL) FOR MULTI-NODE 3D-RFS FOR
2–16 NODES (16–128 NPUS), NORMALIZED OVER TACOS.

#NPUs
(#Nodes)

TACOS
(ms)

TACCL
(ms) Ring RHD Direct DBT

16
(2)

1
(0.63)

2.89
(790) 7.14 5.27 4.04 47.13

32
(4)

1
(8.90)

4.10
(2001) 5.10 4.42 7.86 58.35

64
(8)

1
(97.92)

4.27
(7016) 4.80 5.83 16.84 121.31

128
(16)

1
(1080) - 4.82 9.85 36.02 294.15

both homogeneous and heterogeneous networks exhibiting
distinct connectivities, yielding 2.56× average speedup over
baseline methodologies. It is noteworthy that even within the
scope of this small-scale search space, spanning up to 32
NPUs, TACOS already matches or surpasses the capabilities
of prior optimization-based solutions. Fig. 17 represents the
bandwidth utilization of all links when running 1 GB All-
Reduce over a DragonFly network with 56 NPUs (7×8)
and 3D Ring-FullyConnected-Switch topology with 64 NPUs
(2×4×8). Topology-unaware baseline algorithms create huge
link oversubscription over a few links, leaving all other links
underutilized. TACOS-synthesized topology-aware collective
successfully increased the overall link utilization across all
links, yielding the best end-to-end collective performance.
Heterogeneous Networks. In order to show TACOS’ ap-
plicability for complex heterogeneous networks that resem-
ble real-world training HPC clusters, we synthesized All-
Reduce collective algorithm for a node adhering to the Ring-
FullyConnected topology (2 × 4, 8 NPUs) with link band-
widths of [200, 100] GB/s. Further scaling out the system, we
extended it to encompass up to 16 nodes interconnected via
switches leveraging link bandwidths of 50 GB/s, totaling up to
128 NPUs. Table V offers a comprehensive summary of these
evaluations (TACCL took non-tractable synthesis time for 128
NPUs due to its inefficiency, thus not shown in the table).
On average, the collective algorithm generated by TACOS
showcased 5.39×, 6.05×, 11.78×, and 99.53× speedup over
the Ring, Recursive Halving-Doubling, Direct, and Double
Binary Tree baselines across all configurations, respectively.
Direct and Double Binary Tree baselines specifically suffered
huge network underutilization since the Direct algorithm cre-
ates network congestions across the topology and the Double
Binary Tree algorithm inherently experiences oversubscription
over very few links near the root of the binary tree.

B. TACOS vs. Topology-aware Collectives

To assess TACOS’ effectiveness against manually-designed
topology-aware collectives, we compared TACOS results with
baseline Hierarchical [58] and Themis [16] algorithms over 3D
Torus and 3D Hypercube with 25 GB/s links. The Hierarchical
collective algorithm performs an All-Reduce operation over a
multi-dimensional network by first applying Reduce-Scatter
consecutively across each network dimension in sequence,
followed by executing All-Gather in reverse order. Themis
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enhances the efficiency of this Hierarchical algorithm by
allowing different chunks to execute Reduce-Scatter and All-
Gather in an arbitrary manner, thereby balancing the load
across each network dimension. The All-Reduce bandwidth
measured are shown in Fig. 18. For Themis-preferred 3D Torus
topology, TACOS synthesized a collective algorithm matching
Themis performance. TACOS can synthesize the entire path
each chunk takes. However, for Themis, the path each chunk is
taking is fixed to specific collective algorithms and it can only
decide which network dimension to traverse first. Therefore,
Themis requires to split a collective into many small chunks to
properly balance the loads across network dimensions and get
optimized performance. Subsequently, TACOS showed better
performance over Themis when both are using 4 chunks per
collective, and showed equal performance when Themis is
using 64 chunks per each All-Reduce. For Themis-unaware
topologies (3D Hypercube), TACOS outperformed Themis
(with 4 chunks per collective) by an average of 2.01×. Themis
cannot alter the path each chunk is taking, thereby not able to
mitigate link congestions when the topology-aware collective
of the network dimension is not known. However, TACOS
effectively mitigated network contentions by synthesizing the
optimal routing and achieved the highest resource utilization,
as can be seen from the link bandwidth utilization heat map
in Fig. 19.

We also compared TACOS against MultiTree and C-Cube
algorithms against TACOS. MultiTree synthesizes the routing
algorithm by creating spanning trees growing from each NPUs.
C-Cube, on the other hand, manually lays out two binary
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Fig. 20. All-Reduce bandwidth of TACOS compared to MultiTree
and C-Cube over their corresponding preferred and unoptimized
topologies.

trees over a target topology and overlaps the reduction and
broadcast phases to execute an All-Reduce. The results are
summarized in Fig. 20. When compared to MultiTree over its
preferred networks (2D Torus and 2D Mesh), TACOS achieved
comparable performance, exhibiting an average speedup of
1.32×. However, since MultiTree does not account for dif-
ferent link costs when constructing a spanning tree, for
MultiTree-unaware networks (heterogeneous 3D-RFS), TACOS
achieved 3.85× speedup. For C-Cube, even on its preferred
network, TACOS achieved a 2.86× better performance. This
is attributed to the fact that C-Cube completely disables 2
out of 6 available links per each NPU to manually map two
physical binary trees. However, TACOS-synthesized algorithm
successfully exploits all network resources during the course of
the collective. Because C-Cube requires two binary trees to be
manually mapped over a given topology to function properly,
naively running C-Cube over 3D Torus and 3D Hypercube,
TACOS yielded 12.18× speedup. In all scenarios, TACOS
synthesized algorithms that either matched or outperformed
existing algorithms without any human intervention or guid-
ance, irrespective of underlying topologies. This underscores
the capability of TACOS to significantly alleviate manual
design efforts while maintaining comparable collective quality

C. Evaluating Scalability of TACOS

We further extended the scale of the heterogeneos 3D
Ring-FullyConnected-Switch network to encompass up to 128
nodes, totaling up to 1,024 NPUs. TACOS synthesis for 256,
512, and 1K NPU clusters took 16.50 sec, 6.09 min, and
2.78 hours, respectively. Such scale of the target system
significantly surpasses the previously assessed 80-NPU cluster
in the TACCL evaluation [17]. Further, TACOS scales to
this extent even without necessitating any a priori human
expert knowledge, while encompassing network contentions
and heterogeneity effects, in contrast to TACCL’s approach.

Additionally, we synthesized All-Reduce algorithms for
homogeneous 2D Mesh and 3D Hypercube with a scale of
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Fig. 21. Synthesis time for various-sized homogeneous 2D Mesh and
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The target network is 10× 10 Mesh topology (100 NPUs).

up to 40K NPUs, using 64 parallel threads, and measured
the synthesis time. The evaluation is summarized in Fig. 21.
TACOS efficiently synthesized an All-Reduce algorithm for a
Mesh network (40K NPUs) within just 2.52 hours and for a
3D Hypercube (27K NPUs) in 51.54 minutes. The synthesis
time is measured to be O(n2), where n is the number of
NPUs. This indicates that TACOS synthesis time is linear
to the search space, which is the combination of links and
chunks, where the number of chunks is O(n) and links is
Θ(n). Therefore, TACOS exhibits better scalability compared
to ILP-based synthesizers, given that their optimization is NP-
hard.

D. Synthesizing Large Multi-chunk Collective

As the message size of the target collective increases, each
collective might be divided into multiple smaller chunks rather
than a single large chunk. In an effort to spotlight such ability,
we run a synthesis of an All-Reduce algorithm within a homo-
geneous 10×10 Mesh topology. In order to gauge the impact of
collective size, we varied the number of initial chunks (each
sized at 128 KB) across 1 to 64, thus effectively covering
All-Reduce collectives of 25 MB to 1600 MB. The outcomes
of this investigation are illustrated in Fig. 22, which depicts
the normalized collective time of Ring and Direct baselines
normalized over the synthesized algorithm. Notably, TACOS
was able to synthesize the 1600 MB All-Reduce algorithm in
57.87 seconds. When contrasted against the baseline Ring and
Direct algorithms, TACOS synthesized All-Reduce collective
was 2.26× and 11.00× faster on average, respectively.

E. Synthesis with Asymmetry

To effectively highlight TACOS’ competency in accommo-
dating asymmetric networks, we delve into the evaluation of
two synthetic scenarios elucidated in Fig. 23. The synthesis
outcomes for these asymmetric scenarios are documented in
Table VI. For such instances of network asymmetry, TACOS
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Fig. 23. (a) 4× 4 Mesh with two failures at NPU 7 and 9. (b) 6×
6 Mesh running 3 sub-collectives concurrently. Broadcast source is
NPU 2 and Reduce destination is NPU 17. The collective runtimes
for both these scenarios are shown in Table VI.

TABLE VI
NORMALIZED COLLECTIVE RUNTIME AND SYNTHESIS TIME FOR TWO
SYNTHETIC ASYMMETRIC SCENARIOS AS REPRESENTED IN FIG. 23.

Normalized Time TACOS Ring Direct
NPU Failure 1.00 2.69 5.08

Sub-collectives 1.00 - 2.90

executed its synthesis process in just 3.53 ms and 3.67
ms, respectively. In addition, TACOS-synthesized algorithm
achieved up to 5.08× speedup.

F. Application to End-to-end ML Model Training

Lastly, in order to elucidate TACOS’ implications in the
context of distributed ML, we conducted an evaluation of
the end-to-end training performance of GNMT [59], ResNet-
50 [60] and Turing-NLG [61] models, chosen as the repre-
sentative models of vision and large language models. For
evaluated models which leverage data parallelism, communi-
cation becomes exposed at the end of each training iteration.
This assumption aligns with the modeling of data parallel
communication in a previous work in the domain [16]. We
evaluate the training process of GNMT on a small, 8-node (64
NPU) heterogeneous cluster using 3D Ring-FullyConnected-
Switch topology, in order to demonstrate the search quality.
The normalized training time over TACOS is shown in Fig. 24.
TACOS achieved 2.38× speedup on average over baselines.
Then, the training of ResNet-50 and Turing-NLG models was
executed on a heterogeneous cluster housing 256 NPUs (across
32 nodes). Remarkably, across both ResNet-50 and Turing-
NLG workloads, harnessing TACOS’ synthesized collective
algorithms resulted in 6.50× and 1.17× enhancement in end-
to-end training performance over the baseline Direct and Ring
collective algorithms, respectively.

VII. RELATED WORK

Collective Algorithm Representation. Some works pro-
posed domain-specific languages for depicting collective al-
gorithms [62], [63]. However, they are oriented towards the
manual design of human-crafted collective algorithms. Other
works [17], [18] use custom representations. The concept
of a TEN has been leveraged in various domains related to
communication or flow-based optimization. Instances include
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Fig. 24. End-to-end training time of GNMT, ResNet-50, and
Turing-NLG. GNMT was trained on a 64-NPU system. ResNet-50
and Turing-NLG is trained on a 256-NPU cluster. All results are
normalized over the corresponding TACOS result.

vehicular traffic management [64], logistics [37], and traffic
signal optimization [65]. To the best of our knowledge, this
work first introduces TEN into the space of distributed ML
and collectives with adequate link-chunk matching heuristics.
Collective Algorithm Design. Various works have touched
the design space of collective algorithms tailored to spe-
cific network topologies. Examples include Mesh-based [52]
and DragonFly-based [53] algorithms. Themis, MultiTree,
and C-Cube are also examples tailored for specific target
networks [16], [24], [25]. Additionally, investigations have
extended into fault-tolerant collective algorithms [54]. In con-
trast, this study advocates for the necessity of an autonomous
collective algorithm synthesizer, mitigating manual design
efforts while maintaining or surpassing collective quality.
Collective Algorithm Synthesis. Table II contrasts TACOS
against prior collective algorithm synthesizers. Blink [26] tack-
les the synthesis challenge as an optimal spanning tree con-
struction problem. SCCL [18] employs SMT-based optimiza-
tion, although its search output is confined to k-synchronous
algorithms. Their evaluations only encompass up to 8 NPUs.
TACCL [17] synthesizes topology-aware collective algorithms
through ILP-based modeling, albeit without accounting for
network congestion in pathfinding, thereby yielding sub-
optimal results. Furthermore, due to the NP-hard nature of ILP,
TACCL’s reach is limited to 80 NPUs and this is after being
tailored to a very specific 2D topology and using user-guided
synthesis hints such as network symmetricity. Through link-
chunk matching, TACOS achieves polynomial synthesis time
while synthesizing high-quality algorithms.
Co-optimization of Collective and Network. Previous efforts
have touched topology optimization for specific collective
algorithms [66], [67]. Additionally, co-optimization of col-
lectives and network topology remains an active research
domain [25], [68]. Given TACOS’ ability to perform synthesis
on arbitrary topologies, it can harmonize with such endeavors.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we emphasize the necessity for an autonomous
synthesizer of topology-aware collective algorithms in the
realm of distributed ML, capable of adapting to diverse
heterogeneous and asymmetric network topologies at scale.
We introduce TACOS, an innovative framework that harnesses
the TEN representation and employs a greedy-based matching

heuristic to orchestrate the synthesis of topology-aware col-
lective algorithms. TACOS accomplished the synthesis of an
All-Reduce algorithm for a 40K NPU system in 2.52 hours.
Furthermore, when applied to end-to-end ML model training,
TACOS showcased 1.17× average speedup in comparison to
leveraging basic Ring collective algorithm.
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