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Abstract

As part of the Uniform Kernel project at Sandia National Labs, we developed pro-
cess migration mechanisms for the Intel Paragon and Teraflop (ASCI Red) machines.
The computing paradigm on these massively parallel processors divides the nodes into
multiple logical partitions which run differing operating systems. This provides a unique
environment for process migration, with homogeneous hardware and heterogeneous sys-
tems software. In this paper, we describe mechanisms that allow processes to (1) run
on multiple operating systems, and (2) migrate between partitions on demand. The res-
ult is the first step towards a system which will allow partition boundaries to change
dynamically, thus responding to changes in load mix and resource usage on the machine.
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Figure 1: Node partitioning for an MPP

1 Introduction

Process migration for homogeneous machines has been implemented in several systems, in-
cluding Condor [?], V [?], and Linux [?]. With the advent of heterogeneous computing,
interest has increased in providing migration for systems with differing hardware or oper-
ating system software. Various motivations have been identified for including a migration
mechanism in an operating system [1, 2, 18, 26]. In our case, we are primarily interested
in two benefits: the utilization of operating system capabilities not available on the current
node, and supporting fault resilience by migrating processes away from nodes that may have
suffered a partial failure.

The Intel Paragon and Teraflop supercomputers are massively parallel multiprocessors
(MPP) which divide their nodes into logical partitions: a service partition providing tra-
ditional operating system services such as file systems and internetworking, and a compute
partition with an operating system tuned for performance at the expense of such functionality.
On the original systems, these partitions were staticly created at boot time, and processes
would execute on a single partition for their entire lifetimes. The Uniform Kernel project at
Sandia National Labs investigated mechanisms to remove these restrictions, so that the nodes
could change their partition membership and processes could migrate between partitions at
run-time. As noted in Tritscher and Bemmerl [3, 4], an MPP can benefit from the presence of
a process migration mechanism by using it to address issues like repartitioning of the nodes
and fault resilience and to exploit its own special capabilities.

As part of our work on the Uniform Kernel project, we have developed mechanisms that
allow a program to migrate between the partitions of the Intel Teraflop (ASCI Red) machine,
located at Sandia National Labs in Albuquerque (see figure 1. The compute partition of the
Teraflop machine runs Cougar, Intel’s version of the Puma operating system developed in the
Massively Parallel Computing Research Lab at Sandia. The service partition runs a version
of OSF/1 AD called TOS, as well as a port of Linux performed at the MPCRL. In this paper,
we will describe mechanisms supporting migration of processes from Puma to Linux.

Section 7?7 describes the salient features of the two operating systems. We outline the
mechanisms and their implementations in section 77, and describe related work in section
?7?. Section ?? contains concluding remarks and description of future work.
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2 The Unified Library

If we are to migrate a process from one partition to another, it must be able to execute on
either partition. However, the operating systems on the separate partitions do not support the
same API. Therefore, we developed a Unified Library which could be linked with a proram
to produce an executable that can run on either partition.

The unified library contains both OSF library code and Puma library code. It is build
by a special utility program which resolves name conflicts and inserts special code portion,
called a call wedge, in each call included in the library. The call wedge directs a call to either
the OSF routine or the Puma routine according to the value of a global flag included in the
executable image, showing which operating system the image executes under (see figure 77).

Upon entry in a procedure—even in the case of main()—the contents of a flag are checked.
The flag indicates whether the process is running over Linux, OSF/1 AD, or Puma. The call
wedge uses the flag value to select a branch of a switch for execution. If the current operating
system supports the call, then its local implementation is used. If the call is unsupported,
then a deficiency routine is called, which by default prints an error message and aborts the
process. For our purposes, instead of aborting, the deficiency routine will invoke the migration
operation. The call wedge is written is such a manner that it does not disturb the stack while
choosing which routine to branch to. Therefore it does not affect the calling arguments.

3 Overview of the Operating Systems

3.1 The Puma Operating System

Puma is a message-passing multi-processor operating system developed by Sandia National
Laboratories and the University of New Mexico. It is the successor to SUNMOS (Sandia
/ UNM Operating System). Like many of the operating systems developed for distributed
processing, such as Amoeba, Chorus, Mach, and V, the Puma architecture is based on a
message passing kernel. However, Puma has been developed for an environment in which
the communication network is trusted and controlled by the kernel. In such an environment
there is no need to authenticate messages and therefore many of the functions that the kernel
or an application process needs to perform are simplified [15].
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The Puma architecture is based on three levels (see figure 2). The quintessential kernel
(QK), which provides basic communication facilities and address space protection, is the
lowest level. The process control thread (PCT) occupies the next level. The PCT provides
process management facilities and group level protection. The server and application pro-
cesses comprise the third level in the architecture. Kernels trust only the underlying hardware
and the kernels on other nodes. Each PCT trusts only the hardware, kernels, and other PCTs.
User-level processes trust everyone except other user-level processes. Thus, a malfunctioning
process cannot corrupt the PCT’s or the kernel’s structures.

The QK supports the minimal set of functionality that requires execution in supervisor
mode, such as handling interrupts and hardware faults. Additionally, the QK performs super-
visor mode services on behalf of the PCT (and user processes), such as message dispatch and
reception, context switching, virtual address manipulation, and running a process. It does
not, however, perform management functions; that is the role of the PCT. It has read/write
access to all memory in user space and is in charge of managing all operating system re-
sources, including process loading, job scheduling, and memory management. In addition,
the PCT may initiate contact with an available server on behalf of a user process. The QK
and the PCT work together to provide a complete operating system [16].

Some attractive features result by splitting operating system functionality between the
QK and the PCT. These include fault tolerance and multiple resource management policies.
Software fault tolerance is realizable due to the small size and well defined functionality of
the QK. Even if the PCT of a node faults the QK can remain running and the node can
be reactivated by reloading the PCT. Multiple resource management policies are possible
because, although there can be only one PCT per node, one may have several PCTs to
choose from, each one having a different management policy.

Puma message passing is based on a new concept known as a portal [15, 16], which
avoid delays due to buffer copying and switches between user and kernel modes. A portal
is essentially an opening in a process’s address space from which data can be directly read
or to which data can be directly written using message passing. On an Intel Paragon, inter-
node communication rates in excess of 160MB/sec have been achieved in contrast to just
55MB/sec when memory copies are required [15].

Another interesting feature of Puma is that it maintains various data structures about
a process—including message passing structures— in user space. This gives a process the
flexibility to manipulate these structures without having to pay the cost of trapping to the
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Figure 4: Puma process representation

kernel. As it is intended to be lightweight and fast, Puma does not have support for demand
paging. Instead, Puma loads the whole executable image in memory.

Puma runs in the compute partition and is not stand-alone. Nodes are booted with Puma
kernels via a special utility. Also, the PCTs and applications are loaded on the nodes with
the help of another special utility, yod. Yod performs mesh allocation, and program load and
execution, and additionally provides file I/O including stdin, stdout, and stderr. Puma does
not have direct access to a filesystem nor does it support all operating system services found
in a general-purpose operating system.

More information and publications about Puma and SUNMOS can be found at Sandia’s
web server: http://www.cs.sandia.gov.

3.2 Puma Process State

Puma supports the classic process concept, i.e. an address space with a single thread of
execution. Because Puma does not have support for demand paging, the entire executable
image of an active process resides in the physical memory of the node. This feature is
advantageous during the desired migration because the process image is readily available. The
Process Control Block (PCB) containing the process state is kept in the process’s address
space, and is shared with the QK and the PCT. This approach has the advantage that a
process can access and modify its own data structures without having to issue kernel traps,
but also raises the issues of reliability—the QK needs to validate the address values obtained
from a shared structure—and of using atomic actions on the shared structures [5]. Figure 3
gives a simplified view of the Puma process representation. The QK also maintains a small
amount of additional information about the state of the process, e.g. the register context.
The address space for a Puma process has an address range from 0x00000000 to 0x40000000

(i.e. from 0 to 1GB). A typical address space is shown in figure ?7?.

3.3 The Linux Operating System

Linux is a freely available operating system for PCs. It is compatible with the POSIX 1003.1
standard and includes large areas of the functions of UNIX System V and BSD 4.3 [17, 10].
The operating system’s source code is distributed under the GNU public license, thus everyone
can use, copy, and modify the code freely.
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Figure 5: Linux process representation

Linux includes traditional operating system services such as multi-tasking support, demand-
loading of executables with copy-on-write, demand paging, and support for TCP/IP protocol
suite. The operating system’s source code and additional documentation and utilities can
be found at http://sunsite.unc.edu/pub/Linuz. Linux version 2.0.0 was used in the present
work.

3.4 Linux Process State

Linux, like Puma, supports the traditional definition of a process in that a process is an
address space containing a single thread of execution. A simplified view of the Linux process
representation is given in figure 4.

Once a process has been created by the fork() system call, it inherits a page directory
that allows access to 1KB of page tables. The page tables in turn point to 1MB of 4KB
pages which totals 4GB of memory. The user area of memory extends from 0 to 3GB and
the area above 3GB is kernel space. The process’s view of memory is given in figure ?7.

3.5 Mapping the Puma Process State onto a Linux Process State

In the computer system under consideration all processor nodes are of the same architecture—
Pentiums—but are organized in a multiple-partition scheme with each partition running a
different operating system. There is an obvious advantage to this case because it is certain
that at the lowest level there will be compatibility—the instruction sets are the same. The
same executable image runs on both operating systems with the use of a special library
containing call wedges. Therefore data layouts and code sequences are not complicating
factors.

A quick review of the process state in Puma and the task structure in Linux reveals that
although they maintain similar information about a process—the virtual memory image, the
process group, the register context, etc.—no obvious correspondence exists. There are pieces
of information that are specific to one operating system or the other, such as the trap calling
parameters structure in Puma. Other data serve a similar purpose, e.g. process id’s, but
are not directly corresponding. The only exceptions are the structures that maintain the
register context of a process during a context switch. These structures will be the basis
for the partial mapping of the process states between the two operating systems. A full
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mapping is not necessary because the procedure followed by both systems during process
creation includes the phase of initialization of basic data structures with default values. Only
the information that can be directly mapped needs to be plugged into the corresponding
members of the Linux structures to yield a process state representation in Linux suitable for
the migrating process. The remaining members can be allowed to retain their default values.

Because of the homogeneous underlying architecture, we decided that a direct conversion
of the process states for the direction Puma— Linux was more appropriate. This decision
does not preclude a future implementation of the migration mechanism using an independent
process state representation analogous to the external data representation for networking.

By comparing the address space that a process is given under Puma with that under
Linux it is clear that a Puma process’s address space can always fit in a Linux process’s
address space because it is smaller. The actual size of the address space for a Puma process
is limited by the size of the physical memory available to the node since there is no demand
paging support in Puma. Also, although a Linux process’s view of memory is different in
the general case than the view a Puma process has, there are certain similarities such as the
type and order of the segments. Also, there are no strict restrictions, in the address range
0x00000000 to 0x60000000, imposed on the base addresses and sizes of the segments. It is
therefore possible to plug the segments of the Puma process in a Linux address space at the
exact same locations where they used to be in the Puma address space. This fact guarantees
that the process image will be reconstructed exactly the way it was; there will be no need for
translations etc. which would complicate the problem. Actually, the placement of a segment
such as the stack segment in a different address range without proper translation would cause
erratic binding of contents to all pointer references and thus a meaningless stack would occur.
No such problems are encountered in the present case.
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4 Related Work

Process migration has been implemented as a feature of several operating systems [26, 7]. A
process state is represented by two components: the initial state—the initial executable image
of a process before execution begins—and the changes that have occurred due to execution.
Process migration mechanisms follow variations of the following general steps:

1. The process is frozen and its state is saved.

2. The saved state is transferred from the source to the destination processor and resources
are released at the source system.

3. References to the process are rebound and the process is restarted.

Heterogeneity has not been addressed in most earlier migration implementations. This
was not a significant limitation because most of the work was conducted for workstation
clusters typically consisting of compatible machines. However, to fully utilize current sys-
tems that are heterogeneous in either hardware or system software requires a heterogeneous
migration mechanism.

Shub [18, 19] presents a “fat binary” approach to the heterogeneous migration issue.
His prototype mechanism is implemented under the V system [24] which already supports
homogeneous migration, and focuses on a restricted class of C programs with no unions. A
process consists of a single address space with a single thread of control and a migration
is requested by a process itself. The translation techniques used by Shub are based on a
combination of translation procedures and the availability of a single compiler that can target
every machine in the system. The translation procedures use the symbol tables generated by
the compiler and a heap storage management package to find all data elements of a process
and translate them to the representation of the target machine.



Theimer and Hayes [20] propose a different approach. In effect, the running state of
a process is translated from its representation on one machine to an equivalent, machine-
independent source code representation which is then recompiled on the destination machine.
When compiled and executed on the target machine the program reconstructs the state of
the process and then allows the continuation of the process’s execution. This method avoids
complications from details of machine and compiler-dependent data translation procedures,
but at a significant cost in migration time.

One of the most recent works on heterogeneous migration is the Tui system by Smith
and Hutchinson [1]. Tui is a prototype that is able to migrate type-safe ANSI-C programs
between four different architectures: Solaris executing on a SPARC processor, SunOS on an
m68020, Linux on an i486 and AIX on a PowerPC. A program is considered to be type-safe
if it is possible to uniquely determine the type of each data value within the program. During
migration a special program on the source node fetches the memory of the migrating process,
scans and locates all data values, converts them into an intermediate form, and writes them
on disk. On the destination node, another special program uses the corresponding executable
for the destination node’s architecture to extract the text segment and data type information
and along with the intermediate file generated in the previous phase reconstructs and restarts
the process.

Jul and Steensgaard [?] describes the Heterogeneous Emerald system, which supports
migration of objects between heterogeneous machines running the Emerald run-time system.
By the nature of the Emerald programming language, programs are guaranteed to be type-
safe.

Process Introspection [?] uses an augmented compiler that it automatically inserts library
calls at migration points. The library calls check to see if migration is called for, and if so save
the state of the process, including the call stack, in a platform-independent format. When the
process is restarted, the library routines rebuild the proper state from the saved information.

Our work focuses on the issue of enabling process migration—initially one-way—from
a multiprocessor operating system, Puma, to a general-purpose UNIX-compatible operating
system that both run on the same CPU architecture. We can take advantage of the ho-
mogeneous architecture to avoid translation issues due to different instruction sets and/or
data representations, allowing for significant simplification of the mechanisms. In addition,
because the internal state can be treated as a “black box,” we can ignore issues of type
safety. In contrast to all of the above methods except Tui, the source and destination operat-
ing systems are different and do not share a common run-time system. Therefore, we must
translate the operating system-dependent metadata, such as page tables and process table
entries, describing the state of the process.

The steps followed by the migration mechanism obey the general three steps described
above. A process state has to be extracted, modified, copied from source to destination and
then reconstructed and restarted. The compiled binary image is transferred from source to
destination and restarted. We use two special programs, one on the source node and one on
the destination node, to perform a migration, as seen in the Tui approach. Few changes are
necessary to a process’s image to correctly reconstruct and restart the process due to the
homogeneity of the underlying hardware.



5 Conclusions and Future Work

Puma and Linux are based on different philosophies. Linux is a UNIX-compatible general-
purpose operating system and provides all typical operating system services. Puma, on the
other hand, is a lightweight and fast operating system designed to run on the nodes of a
massively parallel processor and allow processes to exploit the memory and the communica-
tion capabilities of the nodes. However, it lacks basic operating system services.

The versions of Puma and Linux for the x86 family of processors can run the same
executable image if a special library—a unified library—is used during the linking phase of
the compilation. The library uses call wedges to redirect system calls to the appropriate
routines according to the operating system under which the image executes. The call wedge
mechanism can be used as the basis for a mechanism to migrate processes between operating
systems.

During preliminary testing certain important elements of the support environment, such
as a unified library for x86 machines, a Linux portal interface [11], and a Linux kernel
port to an MPP node, were still under development. Therefore the experimental migration
mechanism implementation and the testing program had to be adapted to the environment
available at the time. The successful test of the mechanism proved that migration from Puma
to Linux is possible. As the remaining underlying functionality is added to the system, the
migration mechanisms will be extended commensurately. In particular, we will add a marker-
based communication forwarding mechanism (cf. the Chandy-Lamport global state recording
algorithm [13]), as well as investigating methods to reduce migration time through analysis
of address space characteristics (e.g. empty pages) and through on-the-fly compression.
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