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Abstract

Generally, In a application program the core part for parallel processing is a loop. therefore exist data
dependencies between the array index variables of a loop. The data dependence relations between
statements which from variable or constant dependence distance are specially complex. Therefore
extracting parallelism for those statements at compile time is very difficult. in this paper, among the
proposed methods of extracting parallelism, analysis the unimodular method and non-unimodular method
and grasping the merits and demerits of them. hereafter, this method will go far toward solving the
effectively extracting parallelism of the loop.
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for I =1 to N step 1
for J =1 to N step 1

endfor
endfor
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[Fig. 1] Nested loop program and iteration
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(a) Non-unimodular transformations

(b) Unimodular transformations
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[Fig.4] Communication of unimodular and
non—unimodular transformations
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