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Program Restructuring for Promotion Parallelism
of the Uniform & Non-uniform Loop

Worl-Bong Song’

ABSTRACT

The general methods for the extracting parallelism in order to parallel processing effectively are unimodular transformation which
restructure a nested loop and non-unimodular transformation for using effectively hierarchy memory device. This paper compare and
analyze this two algorithm. And also propose mixed method in order to raising the parallelism. From now on, this result will be applied
to the bench mark program like a perfect benchmark program and introduced in the real problem and I plan to propose a general

parallel compiler.
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DOI=2,N1
DOJ=4,N2
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ENDDO
ENDDO
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