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A Study on Effects of Sequential Workloads on Parallel
Workloads in Workstation Clusters

Young-Min Chang' - Young-Chul Shim''

ABSTRACT

In order that NOW(Network of Workstations) which is a cluster of workstations connected by a network can provide
an efficient environment for both sequential programs and parallel programs, we should understand how these two kinds
of programs affect the performance of each other. In this paper, we examine how the change in the sequential
workloads affect the performance of parallel programs. With this purpose we implemented and experimented with a
NOW simulator. In the implementation, we used synthetic workloads for sequential programs and parallel programs and
we assumed coscheduling and process migration for the execution envirenment of parallel programs. In the
experimentation we collected and analvzed data on how the number of idle workstations which is controlled by
sequential programs affects the performance of parallel programs and how the performance of a parallel program is
affected if several parallel programs are executed simultanecusly.
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