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Abstract. In this article we address the problem of predicting performance of linear algebra algorithms for
small matrices. This approach is based on reducing the performance prediction to modeling the execution time
of algorithms. The execution time of higher level algorithms like the LU factorization is predicted through
modeling the computational time of the kernel linear algebra operations such as the BLAS subroutines. As
the time measurements confirmed, the execution time of the BLAS subroutines has a piecewise-polynomial
behavior. Therefore, the subroutines time is modeled by conducting only few samples and then applying
polynomial interpolation. The validation of the approach is established by comparing the predicted execution
time of the unblocked LU factorization, which is built on top of two BLAS subroutines, with the separately
measured one. The applicability of the approach is illustrated through performance experiments on Intel and
AMD processors.
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1 Introduction

Performance prediction is a challenging task that was tackled by dozens of scientists. Cuenca et al. [5] developed
an analytical model to represent the execution time of self-optimizing parallel routines as a function of problem
size, system and algorithmic parameters. In other works by Cuenca et al. [6, 7], the study was extended to
the development of automatically tuned parallel linear algebra library; in those libraries the execution time of
the higher-level routines like the LU factorization [9] is modeled using information generated from the lower-
level routines such as the BLAS subroutines [10]. For instance, the execution time of a sequential blocked LU
factorization for big problems (n ≥ 512) is predicted using the optimal execution time of the BLAS subroutines.
The optimal time is selected from a set of timings that are gathered during the installation of the automatically
tuned library [8, 7]. Since timings are crucial for the performance prediction, Whaley et al. [12] investigated
the importance of context-sensitive timers in achieving optimal performance of HPC applications. As a result,
techniques and methodologies have been developed to obtain accurate timings of HPC kernel routines for the
automated empirical tuning ATLAS framework [13].

In general, the performance of an algorithm can be defined as a ratio between the number of floating point
operations performed by the algorithm and the execution time:

Performance =
Number of FLOPS

Execution time
. (1)

For direct algorithms, Number of FLOPS can be calculated a priori from the structure of the algorithm. Since
Number of FLOPS is known, the performance prediction reduces to modeling Execution time.

In this article, we analyze the impact of timings on the performance prediction and investigate modeling
the execution time through measurements. Due to the accurate prediction for big problems (n ≥ 512) [8] and
the size of matrices in algorithms-by-blocks [4], our interest is in modeling the execution time of linear algebra
algorithms for smaller problems (n < 512). We predict the execution time of higher level algorithms, like those
included in the LAPACK library [1], through modeling the computational time of the BLAS subroutines. As the
experiments confirmed, the execution time of the subroutines has a piecewise-polynomial behavior. Therefore,



we use a cycle-accurate timer to measure a subroutine for few problems and then model the subroutine time by
applying polynomial interpolation. The approach is validated by predicting the execution time of an unblocked
variant of an LU factorization [3] that is built on top of two BLAS subroutines, namely GER and SCAL. The
performance experiments are conducted on the Intel and AMD processors.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews timing methodologies and outlines the
timing results. Section 3 describes the performance prediction. Section 4 presents the results of the evaluation.
Section 5 provides conclusions.

2 Timing Methodologies

Modeling the execution time of linear algebra algorithms for small problems requires highly accurate timer in
order to avoid the impact of inaccuracy in measurements on the output results. Usually, system timers that
report time according to some system clock can be divided into two categories depending on whether they
measure CPU time or wall time. Wall timers are very accurate with the resolution of clock cycle. The problem
with wall timers is that they include the time spent on other users’ tasks and unrelated OS operations. In general,
wall timers provide a very accurate measure of elapsed time; although, a fraction of the kernel invocation in
the timing results is unknown. Instead, CPU timers measure only time during which the processor is actively
working on a particular task. Thus, CPU time does not include the time spent on other processes. However,
the system aggregates time slices that are measured in terms of wall time to the CPU time of the appropriate
process. Therefore, CPU time cannot have a greater resolution than the most accurate wall timer. CPU time
is also highly inaccurate - - it can vary much from one measurement to another [12]. Because of this, in the
experiments we prefer to use wall timer, especially our own cycle-accurate wall timer.

Timing does not only depend on the accuracy of the timer, but also on the placement of data that are
used by an algorithm. This is specially the case for commercial and academic HPC libraries, like the BLAS
library, where optimization and high-performance results (minimum execution time) are the main goals. To
achieve these goals, libraries apply different timing approaches. However, the results of timing can be extremely
misleading. For instance, while comparing the execution time of an algorithm from one library when operands
are in the cache with the execution time of this algorithm from another library when operands are out of the
cache. Therefore, the preferable approach for timers would be to flush the cache before timing an algorithm.

Another approach is when the kernel operations are timed in the way in which the algorithm calls them [12].
In our case an unblocked variant of an LU factorization, see Algorithm 1 [3], is built on top of two BLAS
subroutines. Thus, to measure the execution time of Algorithm 1 we flush the cache only once before the first
call of the BLAS subroutines; for the next calls operands would be partially in the cache. Thus, if there is no
good reason to place operands in the cache, it is better to flush the cache before the computation.

To improve the accuracy of timing, we use multiple samples. For CPU time, the optimal timing in a set of
modest samples is the medium timing. The medium timing is preferable than the average timing due to the
oscillation in the measurements. Since the real source of inaccuracy of wall time is that other processes are
included in the timings, the most accurate timing in terms of wall time is the minimum timing [12]. The results
of applying different timing approaches are presented in the next section.

2.1 Time Measurements

The time measurements were performed on an Intel Xeon E5450 @ 2.4 GHz (code name Harpertown) and an
AMD Opteron 8356 @ 2.3 GHz (code name Barcelona) processors. We report time measurements of GER [10],
which is the BLAS level-2 subroutine that computes a rank-1 update of a general m× n matrix A:

A := αxyT +A, (2)

where α is a scalar, x is a vector of size m and y is a vector of size n.

Fig. 1 shows the results of measuring GER on the Harpertown and Barcelona processors using two different
timing methods. Fig. 1(a) and 1(c) present the results reported by naive timer which does not flush the cache
before the computation. In contrast, Fig. 1(b) and 1(d) present the results reported by timer which ensures
that operands are out of the cache. The flushed and no flushed timing results can differ significantly. For
instance, on Harpertwon the flushed results are 4 times bigger than the no flushed ones. For each problem
size, we conducted 10 samples of GER and then selected minimum, median and average timings from a set of
samples. We discard the first value in the set since it includes time needed to cache instructions; it is mostly
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(a) Harpertown. No flush
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(b) Harpertown. Flushed
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(c) Barcelona. No flush
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Figure 1. Timing GER on the Harpertown and Barcelona processors.

greater than the other timings; and it can swamp the results. Figs. 1(a), 1(c), and 1(d) show that the distance
between the minimum and medium timings are very small; however, as it is shown on Fig. 1(b) the median can
be unstable and much bigger than the minimum. The average timing, which aggregates all the measurements
except the first one, can vary considerably. Due to the usage of the cycle-accurate wall timer, we choose the
minimum timing in the performance prediction experiments.

3 Performance Prediction

In this section, we apply the gained knowledge regarding timing approaches to the predict performance of
linear algebra algorithms. The approach is demonstrated on Algorithm 1 [3], which represents an unblocked
variant without pivoting for computing the LU factorization. Algorithm 1 decomposes a matrix A into a lower
triangular matrix L and an upper triangular matrix U . The computation is performed by calling two BLAS
subroutines [10]:

• SCAL - - a BLAS level-1 subroutine;

• GER - - a BLAS level-2 subroutine.

Algorithm 1 presents the unblocked variant of an LU factorization using FLAME notation [11, 2]. This
notation does not operate with indexes and makes it easier to identify what regions of the matrix are updated
and used, see Fig. 2. In Algorithm 1, n(A) indicates the number of columns of the matrix A; ’T’, ’B’, ’L’ and
’R’ stand for ’Top’, ’Bottom’, ’Left’ and ’Right’, respectively. Before the computation starts, the matrix A is
partitioned into four parts ATL, ATR, ABL and ABR, where ATL is 0 × 0 matrix. The matrix A is traversed
from the top left to the bottom right corner. At each iteration i of the loop the matrix A is repartitioned from
2×2 to 3×3 form. The algorithm updates the matrix A22 and the vector a21 using GER and SCAL subroutines,



Partition

A→
(
ATL ATR

ABL ABR

)
where ATL is 0× 0

While n(ATL) < n(A) do

Repartition(
ATL ATR

ABL ABR

)
→

A00 a01 A02

aT10 α11 a
T
12

A20 a21 A22


where α11 is 1× 1

a21 := a21/α11 SCAL

A22 := A22 − a21aT12 GER

Continue with(
ATL ATR

ABL ABR

)
←

A00 a01 A02

aT10 α11 a
T
12

A20 a21 A22


endwhile

Algorithm 1. The LU factorization.

A00 a01 A02

aT10 α11 aT12

A20 a21 A22

i

1

m− i− 1

i 1 n− i− 1

Figure 2. 3 × 3 partitioning of
the matrix A.
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Figure 3. Piecewise-parabolic behavior of the GER execution time on Harpertown.

respectively. To denote the size of the matrix A22 we will use p× q, where p = m− i− 1 and q = m− i− 1. As
the algorithm progresses, the matrix A22 decreases in size starting from m− 1× n− 1 till 0× 0. At the end of
the computation the matrix A will be overwritten by the upper triangular matrix U and unit lower triangular
matrix L.

Fig. 3 points out that the measured execution time of GER can be represented by a piecewise-parabolic
function; the number of parabolas depends on the number of cache levels. For instance, the execution time
for problems up to p = 64, which completely fit in the L1 cache on the Intel Harpertown processor, can be
characterized by one parabola and for bigger problems, which fit in the L2, by another. Therefore, to model
the GER time we evaluate GER only for few problems on each cache level, apply parabolic interpolation, and
solve a linear least squares problem.

Since GER takes more than 96 % of the LU factorization execution time, we predict the LU factorization
time by assembling the modeled time of GER.
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(a) Harpertown, p ≤ 64
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(b) Harpertown, p < 300
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(c) Barcelona, p < 90
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(d) Barcelona, p < 300

Figure 4. Predicting the execution time of GER.

Table 1. Cache system on Intel Xeon E5450 (Harpertown).

Name Total size Line size m (m×m)

L1 data cache 32 KB 64 B 64
L2 unified cache 6144 KB 64 B 886

4 Evaluation

The performance experiments were performed on two different architectures: an Intel Harpertown and an AMD
Barcelona processors. Each of the two Harpertown cores operates at 2.4 GHz and can execute 4 FLOPS per
cycle, for a peak performance of 9.6 GFLOPS/sec per core. Memory-wise, each core includes a 32 KB L1 data
cache and each chip has a shared 3 MB L2 unified cache. In addition, each chip has a 2 MB L3 unified cache
shared among all four cores.

Barcelona, which is the second testbed for our experiments, has four cores. Each of them runs at 2.3 GHz
and can execute 3 FLOPS per cycle for a peak performance of 6.9 GFLOPS/sec per core or 27.6 GFLOPS/sec
per socket. Memory-wise, each core contains a 64 KB L1 data cache and a 512 KB L2 unified cache. In addition,
each chip has a 2 MB L3 unified cache shared among all four cores. Tables 1-2 provide detailed information
about cache systems on both processors. Since we are interested in modeling the execution time for small
problems that mainly fit in the cache, Tables 1-2 also present matrix sizes that completely utilize the cache.

We verify modeling the execution time of GER and the LU factorization on the aforementioned architectures
by comparing the predicted time with the separately measured one. For timings the cycle-accurate wall timer
with flushing the cache was used. The time measurements were performed on GER from the highly optimized



Table 2. Cache system on AMD Opteron 8356 (Barcelona).

Name Total size Line size m (m×m)

L1 data cache 64 KB 64 B 90
L2 unified cache 512 KB 64 B 256
L3 unified cache 2048 KB 64 B 512
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Figure 5. Modeling the execution time of Algorithm 1.

GotoBLAS library [10]. The library was compiled with -O2 flag; the GOTO NUM THREADS option was set to 1.
We calculated the deviation (in percentage) between the modeled and the measured results by

Deviation =
|Measured−Modeled|

Measured
100%. (3)

Fig. 4 presents the predicted and measured execution time of GER for different problem sizes on the Harper-
town and Barcelona processors. To predict the GER time, we performed only 4 − 6 measurements on each
cache level, applied parabolic interpolation, and found coefficients of a parabola by solving linear least squares
problems. Fig 4(a) and Fig. 4(c) show the results of modeling the execution time of GER when problems fit
in the L1 cache on both processors. In that case, only one parabola is needed for the interpolation process;
and therefore only one linear least squares problem is solved. In general, Figs. 4(a) -4(d) demonstrate that the
time modeling is more accurate on Harpertown than on Barcelona. This is due to the three-levels cache system
on Barcelona, so three parabolas are applied for modeling the execution time. On the whole, the deviation
of the results is slightly high for small problems and problems that are close to the boundary between caches.
However, mostly the deviation is less than 3 %.

The execution time of the unblocked variant of an LU factorization is modeled by assembling the predicted
time of GER for n − 1 problems from m − 1 × n − 1 down to 0 × 0. Figs. 5(a)-5(b) show the modeled and
measured time of the unblocked variant of an LU factorization for different problem sizes on the Harpertown and
Barcelona processors. Since for modeling the LU factorization time only GER is used, the deviation between
the modeled and measured results is slightly higher for ”tiny” problems. Nevertheless, the deviation is mainly
less than 3 %; when the problem size increases the deviation converges to 0%.

5 Conclusions

We studied the general approach for predicting the performance of linear algebra algorithms through time
measurements. The main focus of the study was on modeling the performance of algorithms that operate with
small problem sizes. Due to the small problem sizes, the cycle-accurate wall timer was used in order to avoid
the inaccuracy in the measurements. We started the study from the basic linear algebra algorithms like the
BLAS subroutines. As the time measurements confirmed, the execution time of the BLAS subroutines has



a piecewise-polynomial behavior; a number of parabolas depends on the number of cache levels. Thus, the
subroutines time is predicted by conducting only few measurements on each cache level and then applying
polynomial interpolation. The execution time of higher level algorithms, which are built on top of the BLAS
subroutines, is modeled by assembling the predicted time of the particular subroutines. The approach was
validated by comparing the modeled and measured execution time of GER - - a BLAS level 2 subroutine - -
and the unblocked variant of an LU factorization on the Intel and AMD processors. Finally, the study can be
extended to modeling the execution time of the other BLAS subroutines and linear algebra algorithms that are
built on top of them.
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[7] Javier Cuenca, Domingo Giménez, and José González. Architecture of an automatically tuned linear
algebra library. Parallel Comput., 30(2):187–210, February 2004.
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