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Abstract

Recently, CPU speed increases only slowly, while
the number of transistors per chip keeps growing
exponentially. Consequently, processors with multi-
core architectures are pervading the market. Un-
fortunately, most existing software still can not ex-
ploit the parallelism. Since modular software syn-
thesis implementations typically simulate parallel
hardware, they are designated to run on parallel
hardware. We examine different approaches for par-
allelization of a modular software synthesizer and
discuss their advantages and disadvantages with re-
spect to both the performance gain and the impact
on the software architecture.
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1 Introduction

Most modern operating system (OS) kernels
handle multi-core architectures already well.
The expertise origins from support for symmet-
rical multiprocessor (SMP) architectures, that
became affordable in the mid 90s. For example,
SMP support for Linux was introduced with the
2.0.x kernel series, and much of it was subse-
quently improved over and over again [1] to op-
timize e.g. heuristics for the mapping of threads
onto CPUs. Still, SMP systems were too ex-
pansive to pervade the mass market, while the
speed of single processor systems kept increas-
ing exponentially. Only recently, multi-core ar-
chitectures entered the mass market due to stag-
nating CPU frequency. Kernels typically han-
dle multi-core architectures effectively the same
way like SMPs, such that current kernels can be
considered to have support for multi-core pro-
cessing as mature as for SMPs. The only sig-
nificant difference between SMP and multi-core
is the reduced communication latency between
the processor cores and their caches, since the
electrical signals between cores on a multi-core
processor do not leave the chip die. Lea [2]

and Magee and Kramer [3] present a compre-
hensive introduction to multithreaded program-
ming tailored for Java.

Since most applications spawn only a rather
limited number of threads, we may want to have
a closer look at massively multithreaded appli-
cations. For a modular software synthesizer this
means we should take into account performance
issues that may arise from the overhead of man-
aging a large number of modules. One may
think that for real-world modular software syn-
thesis applications, the typical number of mod-
ules is rather low, such that there is no need
for the synthesis to scale with the number of
modules, such that one should solely care for
not running any processor into idle state. We
truly may assume a small number of modules for
a typical manually built synthesizer. However,
think of polyphonic synthesizers, where only a
single instance of a voice is manually wired, but
the system actually runs multiple instances of
this voice, thus multiplying the number of mod-
ules.

Another typical situation with a potentially
large number of modules is when applying mod-
ular synthesis invisibly for the user as an auto-
matically assembled back-end engine. For ex-
ample, the SoundPaint [4] software converts im-
ages to sound by scanning images horizontally
pixel by pixel and using the pixels’ RGB val-
ues to control an array of oscillators with one
oscillator per pixel line. SoundPaint could be
easily parallelized by implementing each of the
complex oscillators as a module of its own and
summing up their outputs. The overall number
of modules would then be roughly the number of
pixel lines multiplied with the number of mod-
ules per oscillator.

With modular synthesis as an invisible back-
end engine, note that the scope of this paper
reaches beyond pure modular software synthesis
to virtually any software synthesis that may be
split into modules.



1.1 Paper Outline

We start examining if and how existing popu-
lar modular software synthesizers exploit multi-
core parallelism (Sect. 2). Next, we develop an
informal model of modular synthesis (Sect. 3)
and discuss possible sequential and parallel im-
plementations of this model (Sect. 4). Then, we
deploy our thread parallel, barrier-synchronized
implementation with parameterizable number
of threads and evaluate the effect of changing
the number of threads on the overall perfor-
mance (Sect. 5). We discuss further possible
steps for performance tuning based on a more
fine-grained barrier synchronization (Sect. 6).
Finally, we summarize our results (Sect. 7).

2 State of the Art

There are many modular software synthesizers,
but parallelism is almost never considered in the
corresponding documentation of these systems.
Only a few of them support composing truly
hierarchical modules — a property that will be
helpful for parallelization, as we shall see later.
We discuss a few popular representatives of dif-
ferent species of software systems for modular
synthesis.

Pure Data (Pd) [5] supports a hierarchy of
modules with its sub-patches and abstractions
feature. A sub-patch represents just an individ-
ual patch that is referred to by a single symbol
as a shortcut. A Pd abstraction defines a mod-
ule that can be instantiated in multiple places in
the hierarchy of patches. Events in Pd are prop-
agated strictly sequentially in order to guaran-
tee deterministic behavior. Audio computation
is performed in blocks of 64 samples each, re-
sulting in an audio network run every 1.45 mil-
liseconds for a sample rate of 44100 Hz. For
this purpose, Pd sorts all audio objects into a
linear order for running down this linear list in
a sequential run.

The ChucK system [6] supports built-in lan-
guage constructs for parallelism. ChucK’s com-
piler compiles ChucK programs into shreds and
passes them to a virtual machine that shred-
ules them. This architecture promises potential
for exploitation of parallel hardware, since the
virtual machine could schredule the schreds on
multiple cores. However, the actual audio en-
gine of ChucK traverses the global unit gener-
ator graph sequentially in depth-first order for
computing each sample.

A natural alternative to developing multi-
threaded applications is to use the underlying

0OS’s multitasking capabilities by running maul-
tiple processes in parallel. Such a system is by
design parallel and exploits multi-core systems
well. The Jack Audio Connection Kit [7] is
a typical representative of this species of soft-
ware. It connects multiple audio applications
that are each running in processes of their own.
Still, Jack’s chain of FIFOs for data exchange
between the clients is run strictly sequentially,
thus making no benefit of multiple cores. There-
fore, jackdmp [8] activates multiple clients in
parallel, if they depend on input from the same
preceding client. This approach still does not
yield full pipelining parallelism. Pipelining with
Jack however, can be achieved if clients perform
the actual processing of audio data in a separate
thread in order to return from their process()
function as quickly as possible. In any case,
Jack’s overhead for inter-process communica-
tion and synchronization can become a bottle-
neck in the system. Especially for a synthesis
with a large number of primitive modules, the
OS is flooded with a large number of heavily in-
teracting processes that run for only very short
cycles, making this approach inefficient. Jack
itself does not support a hierarchical topology of
modules, but there are extensions like Ingen [9]
that add such higher-level functionality to Jack.
In summary, Jack works well for connecting au-
dio applications in a modular way, but it has
not been designed to realize fine-grained, sam-
ple synchronous modular synthesis.

3 Modular Synthesis Model

We first give an informal description of our
model for modular synthesis with respect to the
module topology and timing. Then, we present
a sequential and various thread parallel imple-
mentations.

3.1 Module Topology

We assume that the building blocks of our mod-
ular synthesizer are instances of modules. Each
module has optional input and output termi-
nals. An output terminal delivers a stream
of data samples that represents a mono audio
channel. Similarly, an input terminal accepts
a stream of such data samples. There are two
types of modules: a predefined set of primitive
modules, also called cells, and composed mod-
ules. A cell represents an acoustic entity that
is atomic with respect to our model. Like all
modules, a cell may optionally have input or
output terminals. Typical cells are for exam-
ple oscillators (audio output terminal only), a



simple low-pass filter (input and output) or a
cell that represents an audio speaker device (au-
dio input terminal only). A composed mod-
ule is a set of optionally interconnected child
modules (also called sub-modules), that them-
selves may be composed modules. A composed
module’s output terminal is defined in terms of
one of its sub-modules’ output terminals. Simi-
larly, a sub-module’s input terminal is defined in
terms of one of its parent module’s input termi-
nals. Alternatively, the input terminal of a sub-
module may be connected to at most one output
terminal of another sub-module, provided that
both sub-modules have the same parent mod-
ule.

Fig. 1 depicts an example composition of
module instances with an illegal interconnect
between Delayl and Delay2, since they have
different parents Filterl and Filter2. In this
figure, each rectangle represents a module, and
the bullets on a rectangle’s border indicate in-
put and output terminals of the corresponding
module.

Note that the overall structure of the modules
as just defined is by construction always that of
a tree, with the composed modules appearing
as inner tree nodes, and the primitive modules
as tree leaves. This inconspicuous observation
will become essential when optimizing locality
in the parallel implementation of the synthesis,
as we will see later (Sect. 4.3).

Fig. 2 illustrates the tree that corresponds to
the example in Fig. 1. The tree structure is
indicated by the dashed lines. The top level
node of the tree represents the uppermost mod-
ule and can thus be considered to represent the
complete synthesizer.

3.2 Module Timing

We assume that all modules are clocked by a
central clock that runs at sample rate and thus
defines a sequence of time steps tg, t1, to, ... For
each time step t; of the clock, each module pro-
vides a new sample at each of its output ter-
minals. According to the module’s connections,
this sample is computed in terms of output ter-
minals from other modules, that is either from
sub-modules or from module siblings via the
module’s input terminals. To keep the compu-
tation well-defined, the resulting sample values
should be independent of the order by which
the modules update their outputs. Similarly, in
case of connections that cause signal loops, care
must be taken to avoid a dangling circular defi-
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Figure 1: Example module structure, including
an illegal connection between two sub-modules
of different parents
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Figure 2: Tree representation that corresponds
to the module hierarchy in the previous figure

nition of a module’s sample output. Therefore,
we specify that each sample of a module’s out-
put terminal for time step ¢; is defined in terms
of samples from the output terminals of other
modules at time step ¢;_1. We call this behavior
sample synchronous operation of the modules.

4 Modular Synthesis
Implementation

We shortly describe a simple, straight-forward
sequential implementation based on a two-
phases compute/update protocol. Next, we de-
velop a parallel implementation based on the
idea of the two-phases protocol and optimize it



step by step.

4.1 Sequential Implementation

For sample synchronous operation of modules,
each computation of a module’s output samples
at time step t; depends on other modules’ out-
put samples at time step ¢;_1. The probably
simplest implementation that fulfills this condi-
tion is based on a two-phases compute/update
protocol, as it is used in many cellular automata
implementations. In the first phase, for each
module the output samples for the next time
step are computed, but the results are kept pri-
vate to the module. This way, other modules
still may access this module’s output samples
from the previous time step, in order to com-
pute their new output samples. In the second
phase, each module publishes its new output
samples. Then, the next cycle continues with
the first phase for the next time step, and so
on. Fig. 3 illustrates the two-phases scheme.

while (true) do {
// Phase 1: Compute
for all modules do {
compute outputs for next time step

in terms of other module’s outputs,

but keep results private to this
module

3

// Phase 2: Update

for all modules do {
publish outputs to other modules

+

}

Figure 3: Pseudo code for two-phases com-
pute/update protocol

4.2 Naive Parallel Implementation

A straight-forward parallel implementation of
modular synthesis can be obtained directly from
the above sequential implementation (Fig. 3) by
performing the for loop in parallel for each of
the two phases. This parallelization does not
change the program semantics, as for both for
loops, the order of iteration on the modules does
not matter with respect to program semantics.

Since both for loops iterate over the same set
of modules (assuming that the module structure
does not change in-between), a straight-forward
idea for parallelization is to assign a thread of
its own to each module in order to perform the

work on the modules in parallel. Each thread
will then perform the two phases just on its
corresponding module. Still, the parallel imple-
mentation must ensure that the two phases keep
strictly separated in time. That is, the second
phase may be entered only after all threads have
completed the first phase, and vice versa. The
standard solution for such a condition is to im-
plement a barrier synchronization: only after all
participating threads have reached the barrier,
they may continue. The resulting layout for the
straight-forward parallel implementation is de-
picted in Fig. 4. The dashed lines indicate when
a thread runs idle, waiting for all other threads
to reach the barrier.

To utilize a multi-core system best, one of the
main goals is to keep all cores actively running.
Note that it is fine if a thread runs idle, as long
as there are enough other threads left to keep
all cores running.
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Figure 4: Idealized parallel two phases protocol
implementation with barrier synchronization

4.3 Advanced Parallel Implementation

Actually, the illustration in Fig. 4 implicitly as-
sumes that each of the threads is executed on a
CPU core of its own. However, typically there
will be more threads than cores, such that the
OS scheduler will on the fly assign the threads to
cores and execute them for example in a round-
robin fashion. The result for a system with only
two cores may be looking as depicted in Fig. 5.

In this figure, we observe that cpu2 runs idle
while cpul is finishing Thread 3. Thread 3
has to perform the most work, as can be seen
in the previous figure. This situation could be
avoided by telling the scheduler to either assign
longer time intervals for Thread 3 or reschedule
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Figure 5: Real implementation on a system with
two cores and round robin scheduling (Phase 2
omitted here for clarity)

it more often than the other threads. In general,
the more work a thread has to perform before
the next barrier, the more time should be sched-
uled to it when using a round robin scheduler.
However, this effect is mitigated for a growing
number of threads if the variance of work among
the threads keeps constant.

On the other hand, with a number of threads
that is large compared to the number of avail-
able cores (as is typical when creating a thread
for each module), the scheduler has to switch
between threads a large number of times. Con-
sequently, an obvious approach to overcome this
situation is to reduce the number of threads: we
make a thread responsible for handling multiple
modules.

We suspect that there is a trade-off in the
number of threads that we are going to spawn.
Too less threads increase the chance that cores
runs idle before the barrier. One thread per
module may be fine if the number of threads
keeps small as compared to the number of CPU
cores. However, too many threads may increase
the OS overhead and thus slow down the over-
all performance. We now take a closer look at
two corner cases in the number of threads: one
thread per CPU core and one thread per mod-
ule. To make our algorithm complete, we finally
have to decide how to map modules to threads.

4.3.1 One Thread per CPU Core

On the one extreme, we may spawn only just
as many threads as there are CPU cores in the
system, and we distribute all modules among
them. An even smaller number of threads is not
sensible, since we want to keep all CPU cores

working on the synthesis.

Pros With only one thread per CPU core,
we tremendously reduce the number of context
switches in the underlying OS. Moreover, there
are only as many participants involved in the
barrier as there are CPUs.

Cons On the other hand, our software archi-
tecture gets more complicated, as we must de-
cide which modules to assign to which thread
and generally handle multiple modules in a sin-
gle thread.

4.3.2 One Thread per Module

On the other extreme, we may spawn as many
threads as there are modules. An even larger
number of threads is not sensible unless there
are primitive modules that themselves may be
parallelized. The actual mapping of the threads
to the CPU cores would be still automatically
decided by the OS.

Pros This approach leaves us with a clean
software architecture that is tailored to the
problem rather than to the underlying hard-
ware. Still, many OSs support a user applica-
tion giving hints or requests as on which core
to schedule a specific thread (which we do not
further pursue here). Having many threads also
leverages the problem of some threads reach-
ing the barrier much quicker than others: if
there are much more threads than CPUs, the
OS has left many threads for scheduling such
that CPUs do not quickly run idle.

Cons The disadvantage of having one thread
per module is that we get additional overhead
by numerous context switches in the OS ker-
nel when switching between threads, and barrier
synchronizations with as many participants as
there are modules in the synthesizer. Context
switches cause additional overhead on the OS
and hardware level and thus may slow down the
overall performance, especially, if much of the
data in the CPU caches is displaced or invali-
dated and must be reloaded from main memory
when the thread is rescheduled (cache thrash-

ing).
4.3.3 Modules-to-Thread Mapping

Once we have spawned n threads, another prob-
lem that remains is which modules to assign to
what thread. One possibility is to distribute the
modules among the threads such that the vari-
ance of the estimated work among all threads is
minimized, such that all threads reach the bar-
rier almost at the same time. This approach re-



quires good estimates of the average work each
module has to perform during a compute phase.

In this work, we pursue a different approach.
Assuming that inter-thread communication is
expensive (especially with respect to the cache
coherence), we strive to put those modules into
a thread that are tightly connected. Given
the hierarchical composition of modules as ex-
plained in Sect. 3.1, we already have a natu-
ral neighbourhood structure of modules with
respect to connections between the modules.
Thus, to map modules to threads, we just per-
form a depth-first walk along the tree and assign
them to a given number of threads in this order.

5 Evaluation

What remains to examine is the ideal number of
threads to spawn for our advanced parallel algo-
rithm. Note that, by construction, our parallel
implementations may be even run with just a
single thread. However, there is no point in hav-
ing a parallel implementation over the sequen-
tial one, if the parallel implementation is run-
ning with just a single thread. Still, we want to
run the parallel implementation also with only
a single thread to measure the overhead of the
parallel implementation over the sequential one.

5.1 Evaluation Environment

We examined the performance behavior of the
algorithm with a simple implementation of
a modular synthesizer written in Java 1.7.0
(IcedTea Runtime Environment, build 1.7.0-b21
and IcedTea Server VM, build 1.7.0-b21, mixed
mode). The measurements were performed on
a Linux kernel 2.6.23 (2.6.23.1-42.fc8) running
on an Intel Core2 Quad CPU Q6600 @ 2.40
GHz with 2 GByte of system main memory.
The Java virtual machine by default maps Java
threads to native linux threads.

Since a full SoundPaint implementation on
top of our modular synthesis software is not yet
available, we chose a configuration that comes
at least close to SoundPaint with respect to the
numbers of modules and their structure. More
precisely, we chose an array of 2000 sine wave
oscillators with attached (constant) frequency
controls. Each two of the oscillators represent
the stereo output of a horizontal pixel line of
an image. Finally, two mixers mix the output
of all oscillators down to a stereo signal, and a
tape recorder module writes the stereo samples
to the hard disk drive.

With this environment, the sequential algo-
rithm as described in Sect. 4.1 takes roughly

38s to synthesize 2s of stereo sound.

5.2 Trimming the Synchronization
Overhead

We expect much overhead by the barrier syn-
chronization for each sample and of as much as
some thousand modules. Therefore, the number
of threads of our parallel implementation can be
adjusted, rather than naively spawning a thread
for each module.

The graph with the square dots in Fig. 6
shows how the total running time of the
parallel algorithm varies with the number of
threads. For convenience of comparison, the
running costs of the sequential algorithm also
appear in this figure in the leftmost column
(#threads=0). We observe that the parallel
algorithm with only one thread takes roughly
39s and thus is insignificantly slower than the
sequential version with 38s. For any number
of threads below 4, there is always some core
of our QuadCore CPU running idle. On the
other hand, if we adjust the number of threads
to some value above 4, we just add more over-
head. We achieve the best performance, if we
set the number of threads exactly to the number
of available cores (assuming that there are no
other processes or threads running concurrently
that consume a substantial amount of process-
ing power).

5.3 Optimizing the Modules-to-Thread
Mapping
For the above benchmark, we just distributed
modules among threads in a round-robin man-
ner. As discussed in Sect. 4.3.3, we suppose to
gain some more speed by acknowledging topo-
logical neighbourhood between modules when
distributing them among the threads. Conse-
quently, we put those modules into the same
thread that are close in the hierarchy of mod-
ules. The graph with the cross dots in Fig. 6
shows the result of this small change in the ini-
tialization of our parallel algorithm. One would
expect only a slightly better cache hit rate in
the CPU, thus gaining a very small performance
enhancement, if at all. Surprisingly, the per-
formance gain is much higher: when using 4
threads, the optimized parallel algorithm takes
with less than 17s about 25% less time as com-
pared to the round-robin assignment of mod-
ules to threads. It is unlikely that this effect
is primarily caused by some threads reaching
the barrier much earlier than others (as dis-
cussed in Sect. 4.2), since this effect is observ-
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Figure 6: Benchmark for massively parallel synthesis similar to SoundPaint

able throughout all numbers of threads (at least
some of which definitely would result in a fairly
good distribution of modules). The precise rea-
son for this amazing enhancement is currently
not clear and should be further examined. In
any case, it is important to acknowledge that
the assignment policy of modules to the threads
plays an important role.

5.4 Summary

Fig. 7 shows the speed-up of all parallel runs
as compared to the sequential algorithm. In
the optimal case of 4 parallel threads and with
topologically close modules assigned to the same
thread, we gain a speed-up factor of 2.24 over
the sequential algorithm, which is still far away
from the theoretical optimum speed-up factor of
4.0, but not too bad, if we consider the overhead
for keeping thousands of modules synchronized
at sample rate.

6 Future Work

Due to time and space restrictions, this work
omits an in-depth study of cache data locality
effects. In particular, we should more carefully
examine the unexpectedly large impact of our
proposed modules-to-thread mapping that fol-
lows the tree structure of the modules.

We almost completely ignored threads run-
ning idle at barriers. If this issue should turn
out to have a major negative impact on the over-

all performance, we may pursue the following
approach: Not all modules’ terminal outputs
need to be protected by the barrier, since there
are typically many input/output terminals that
are used only within in a thread. Therefore, we
buffer all current modules’ output values that
may be needed by other threads, but internally
to this thread continue processing with the next
cycle. This way, we compensated for a tem-
porary imbalance in the workload between the
threads. If the buffers keep repeatedly running
full or no more next cycle is possible due to
lacking local terminals (such that we still end
up waiting at the barrier), this symptom may
indicate major imbalance, and we may consider
migrating a module from one thread to another
one. The buffering is helpful for monitoring
such imbalance and reacting proactively.

7 Conclusion

Given the clear results of our evaluation, we
want to state the following rules of thumb for
parallelization on multi-core architectures:

e Do use multiple threads to exploit multiple
cores.

e Think about the number of threads you can
and/or you want to spawn.

e Ideally, keep the number of threads that
your application spawns adjustable.
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Figure 7: Speed-up of above benchmark over sequential algorithm

e Think about how to distribute the work to
be done among your threads.

e Be aware of what the OS scheduler may or
may not do when scheduling threads, like
thrashing effects, communication latency
between the cores, cost of synchronization
primitives, and locality of cached data.

Following these rules, we were able on a
QuadCore CPU to gain a speed-up factor of
about 2.24 over a sequential implementation of a
modular software synthesizer. This result is still
far away from the theoretically possible speed-
up factor of approximately 4.0, but there are
some issues left for further research, such that
we are confident to get even closer towards the
optimal speed-up in the future.

The modular synthesizer that was used for
evaluation in this work is available at http://
www.soundpaint.org/modsynth/.
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