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1 INTRODUCTION

Graphics Processing Units (GPUs) have revolutionized the HPC landscape in the past
decades [144] and are seen as an enabling factor in recent advances in Artificial Intelligence
(AI) [199]. GPUs originated as processors for gaming and then were adapted to more general
workloads as co-processors in HPC systems. Over the past decade, GPUs have started to again
penetrate new markets such as IoT devices [260] and autonomous vehicles [228]. The first gener-
ation of exascale supercomputers is being deployed right now, most of which use GPUs as their
main computing platform. However, in contrast to the pre-exascale era where NVIDIA dominated
the GPU market, several of these systems contain GPUs from Intel [2] and AMD [1, 3] with differ-
ent and relatively new programming models. It is therefore urgent that we understand the lessons
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learned in the past fourteen years of GPU optimization techniques now that the hardware, appli-
cations, and programming systems for GPU programming are rapidly diversifying.

With the introduction of the CUDA programming model in 2007, GPU programming became
accessible and widespread quickly. The OpenCL standard was released in late 2008, closely fol-
lowing the CUDA programming model and enabling execution on a wider range of processors.
Both CUDA and OpenCL remain the main programming languages for GPU applications, despite
many higher-level languages and domain-specific languages that have been developed to simplify
application development. GPU programming is often seen as a specialized field, in which perfor-
mance optimization in particular is regarded as something that requires advanced knowledge of
the intricacies of the hardware and finding the right balance in a large number of trade-offs. As
such, many studies describe code transformations, programming techniques, or approaches that
are collectively referred to in the literature as optimizations that aim at improving the performance
of GPU applications.

In this survey, we provide the first comprehensive overview of such techniques and approaches
proposed to improve GPU application performance. We focus on software techniques that can
be applied by programmers to improve performance on existing hardware in the context of GPU
programming languages, such as CUDA and OpenCL. Optimizations on the intermediate represen-
tation produced by GPU compilers or architectural techniques to improve performance are outside
the scope of this work. In this article, we use CUDA terminology, but most optimizations are also
applicable to OpenCL and non-NVIDIA hardware.

This survey aims at serving multiple audiences: First of all, GPU programmers can learn about
the various techniques they might apply to improve performance; Second, researchers in program-
ming languages and compilers can observe where GPU programming is challenging and where
additional language support has or may further ease the process of performance optimization;
Finally, researchers in computer architecture and hardware manufacturers can learn how the pro-
grammability of architectures has improved over time and might be enhanced further.

We first discuss studies related to this survey (Section 2), then discuss our method (Section 3)
to process 450 articles from which we extracted optimizations and stored them in a database for
analysis (Section 4). After we introduce GPU programming (Section 5), we describe various opti-
mization techniques (Section 6) that we analyze from different viewpoints (Section 7), concluding
that the various optimizations are highly interrelated, that many factors are dependent on each
other, and that techniques such as auto-tuning are very helpful in striking a good balance for high
utilization (Section 8).

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we review earlier work that discusses optimization techniques for GPUs or,
more generally, parallel architectures. Bacon et al. survey high-level program restructuring
techniques [41] mainly for compilers, but they state that these techniques are also relevant for
manual optimization. They define an optimization to be a shorthand for optimizing transformation
and the overall goal of optimization is maximizing the use of computational resources while
minimizing the number of operations, the use of memory bandwidth, and the size of total
memory used. They acknowledge that optimization becomes increasingly more complex with
more intricate architectures.

Kowarschik et al. supplement Bacon’s loop-based optimizations with cache and data locality
optimizations [190]. Their work focuses on CPUs but the optimizations they present are often
important for GPU programming as well.

In 2008, Ryoo et al. published two articles reviewing optimizations explicitly for GPUs [318, 320].
These articles are relatively early compared to the first CUDA implementation (2007) and focus on
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understanding which code is suitable to run on GPUs [318] and how to achieve high performance
with these codes, stressing that a correct balance is often required to obtain high performance
requiring auto-tuning [318, 320].

In 2012, Stratton et al. surveyed several GPU applications and kernels [337] and presented vari-
ous optimization patterns and performance issues. They discuss for each pattern which performance
issues they address. In the same year, Brodtkorb et al. discuss optimization strategies [56]. They
base their guidelines on the most important architectural features of GPUs, namely memory la-
tency with multithreading and the memory hierarchy. They advocate a profiler-driven methodol-
ogy with three kernel versions: the original, one without the memory statements, and one with
only the memory statements. The goal is to create a well-balanced kernel that can be auto-tuned
when facing conflicting requirements to balance the kernels. These studies from 2008 and 2012 dis-
cuss general principles that are based on the authors’ experiences in programming GPUs. Instead,
our study is based on information on GPU optimizations from the articles we reviewed.

There are several related surveys that discuss GPU optimizations for a specific domain. Tran
et al. discuss GPUs in the context of graph processing [357] and focus mainly on the importance
of data layout and workload distribution. Al-Mouhamed et al. review optimizations and high-level
compilers for structured grid computing [17]. They make a distinction between basic architec-
tural optimizations, for example for memory bandwidth and locality, and domain-specific opti-
mizations, for example targeting synchronization between iterations. Mittal et al. survey optimiza-
tion techniques for Deep Learning on GPUs [261] and make a distinction between optimizations
for computer-related bottlenecks and memory-related bottlenecks, presenting optimization schemes
for both categories.

Although this survey focuses on optimizations manually applied by programmers, much work
has been performed to improve GPU architectures to increase the performance. Khairy et al. per-
formed a survey of architectural improvements of GPUs [181] and we consider this survey to be
of interest to our readership as well as it provides context for the optimizations that we discuss
here. In addition, it contains an excellent comparison between CPUs and GPUs.

3 METHODOLOGY

This section provides an overview of the approach for finding, selecting, and processing the articles
for our study. To this end, we make use of the curated Scopus library by using the software package
litstudy [145], which helps us to perform queries and organize the results.

Our method has several distinct phases designed to get a good coverage of many of the articles
published on GPU optimizations. We used this extensive approach for several reasons: We noticed
that many studies were referring to the same concepts using different terminology and this cover-
age allowed us to understand what names different authors were giving to sometimes similar or
overlapping concepts. In addition, this approach allowed us to analyze which optimizations were
more prevalent than others, see our data analysis in Section 4. Finally, we wanted to make sure that
the generally underrepresented AMD GPUs and OpenCL code were taken into account as well.

Figure 1 shows the selection process that we describe in detail in Appendix B. In phase 1 we
perform a query on the Scopus database based on keywords in the context of GPU optimizations.
We executed the query on 29 November 2019 and repeated it on 27 May 2021 to update the database
with the newly published articles. The query resulted in 3,973 articles from which we first selected
based on the title, venue, and keywords resulting in 1,120 articles. In phase 2 we added abstracts
and authors for the selection process and selected 532 articles and marked 202 as an auxiliary
(i.e., articles that are not selected but contained other relevant information). From these auxiliary
articles, we selected 10 resulting in 542 articles after phase 2. In phase 3 we “scan” these articles
and select articles if they contain GPU optimizations and satisfy several selection criteria (see
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Appendix B). This resulted in 401 articles that we analyzed for articles that were cited often but
were not in our selection. We deemed these 149 frequently cited articles important for our selection
process as well and after phase 2 and 3, this resulted in 49 articles, bringing the set of articles that
we analyzed for optimizations to 450.

In phase 4 we extract information from these 450 articles, such as the applied optimizations,
the used GPUs, and explicitly mentioned bottlenecks, and store this information in a database. In
phase 5 we analyze and describe the optimizations, for which Appendix A forms the reference
material for readers who are interested in more details. Due to space limitations, a summary of
this reference material is presented in Section 6. The performance bottlenecks are analyzed and
brought into relation with the optimizations in Section 7.

4 DATA ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the set of articles as selected by our search query. Appendix C contains
more details and graphs. Figure 2 shows the number of articles per year based on the year of
publication as reported by Scopus. The plot shows first articles originating from 2008, after which
the number of articles published per year steadily increases and stabilizes around 2013. There is an
outlier in 2016, further analysis showed no anomalies in the data for this year other than an above
average number of publications. Not all articles for 2021 were available at the time of writing.

Scopus also reports the publication source and IPDPS, SC, and PPoPP are the three most popu-
lar conferences for research into GPU optimizations, while Concurrency & Computation (CPE),
TPDS, and JPDC are the three most popular journals. The distribution of the publication sources
shows that research into GPU optimizations is ubiquitous and not necessarily specific to one cer-
tain community or publication venue (see Appendix C).

Figure 4 shows the number of times GPU architectures are mentioned in articles for each year.
Firstly, it is clear that NVIDIA is by far the most popular vendor for GPUs, whereas other vendors
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architecture.

such as AMD and Intel are in the “Other” category being used in slightly more than 10% of the
articles. Furthermore, there is a clear rise and fall of each architecture throughout the years, while
GPUs in general have a long lifetime. For instance, even as late as 2019, Kepler GPUs were still the
most common architecture even though the architecture had been released 7 years earlier.

In Section 6 we shall discuss 28 optimization techniques that we extracted from the set of arti-
cles. Figure 3 shows, for each optimization, the percentage of articles that mention that specific
technique. It shows that coalesced access, use dedicated memories, reduce branch divergence, and
autotuning are the most popular optimization techniques.

5 INTRODUCTION TO GPU PROGRAMMING

To understand the details of the optimization techniques, it is necessary to have an understanding
of GPU programming. In this section, we discuss relevant architectural components of GPUs, the
programming abstractions for GPUs, how those programming abstractions map to the architec-
tural components, and how various parameters interact to achieve high performance.

5.1 GPU Architecture

In general, GPU architecture evolves very rapidly, so to prevent focusing on a specific GPU, we
discuss a representative GPU architecture that does not exist in reality but explains enough of
GPUs to understand the main concerns for optimization.

Figure 5 shows a high-level schematic of our GPU. Most commonly, GPUs exist as a PCI-
express (PCle) card in a host system with a CPU and host memory. The GPU itself is a PCle
card with a device memory and the chip, the processor itself. The chip consists of a large L2 cache
and several Streaming Multiprocessors (SMs) as they are called in NVIDIA terms, in our case
16 SMs.
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// Vector size

__global__ void vecadd(int n, float =*c, int n = 1000000;
const float *a, const float *b) {
// Get our global thread ID from the // Number of threads in a thread block
// thread block ID and thread ID blockSize = 1024;
int id = blockIdx.x*blockDim.x+threadIdx.x; // Number of thread blocks in the grid

gridSize = (int) ceil((float) n/blockSize);
// Verify the bounds

if (id < n) // Execute the kernel with the specified
cfid] = a[id] + b[id]; // grid and block sizes
3 vecadd<<<gridSize, blockSize>>>(n, c, a, b);
(a) The kernel. (b) Host code for the kernel.

Fig. 7. Vector addition in CUDA.

A SM consists in our case of 64 cores for arithmetic instructions such as single-precision floating
point operations. An SM has 32 load/store units (LS) for loading data from the memory hierarchy
into the register file and 16 dual precision units (DP) responsible for dual precision arithmetic.
An SM has 8 special function units (SFUs) for transcendental functions. Finally, there is on-chip
memory, a scratchpad for shared memory that is combined with the L1 cache.

5.2 Programming Abstractions

A kernel is a function that is launched from the host to run on the GPU. In CUDA or OpenCL, a
kernel is written for a single thread and when the kernel is launched, the same function is launched
with at least one thread, but typically many more.

In GPU programming models threads are organized in a hierarchy. Threads are organized in
thread blocks and thread blocks are grouped in a grid as shown in Figure 6. In this case, we have
a 2-dimensional thread block of 4 x 32 threads, with 128 threads in total, and we have a two-
dimensional grid of 8 X 4 thread blocks. Based on the thread block configuration, each thread
acquires a unique identifier to steer the thread to a specific data element or task.

Threads within a thread block can communicate with each other by means of shared memory:
a value written into shared memory by a thread, can be read by the other threads. Since threads
have no means to know when another thread wrote a value they want to read, they require syn-
chronization which happens by means of a barrier. Historically, threads from different thread blocks
cannot communicate with each other during the lifetime of a kernel (although modern architec-
tures have relaxed this requirement, see Section 6.3.10 for more details). So, the only way to allow
synchronization among different thread blocks is through separate kernel launches.

In Figure 7(a) we see a simple CUDA kernel that performs an element-wise vector addition of
arrays a and b into c. The thread computes its global thread ID based on the thread block ID,
thread block dimension, and thread ID within the block to perform the element-wise addition. In
Figure 7(b) we see the host code determines the thread block and grid size used to launch the
vecadd kernel. A thread block here has 1,024 threads and we launch in the order of 1000 thread
blocks. This degree of parallelism is common for GPU codes.

Although not explicit in the programming model, it is useful to know that threads within a
thread block are grouped in warps of 32 threads for NVIDIA and typically 64 for AMD GPUs.
Instructions are scheduled per warp, so each thread in the warp executes the same instruction.

5.3 Mapping the Programming Abstractions to the GPU

The programming abstraction thread block is mapped to the architectural component SM. The
functional units such as cores execute the instructions for warps and shared memory resides in on
chip memory. This shared memory is allocated per thread block.

The compiler determines the number of thread-private registers a thread requires. It is in general
not possible to communicate by means of registers. NVIDIA GPUs have warp-shuffle functions
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with which threads within a warp can communicate bypassing shared memory (see Section 6.1.2).
If threads require more registers than available in the register file, the registers may be “spilled” to
device memory, making execution more expensive, although these values are typically cached.

GPUs are throughput-oriented processors. Scheduling occurs by means of warps and as soon
as a warp performs a long-latency operation, such as a memory access from device memory, exe-
cution continues immediately with (1) either the next independent instruction in the instruction
stream of the warp, or (2) other warps that can do useful work. This means that GPUs are de-
signed to overcome long-latency operations with scheduling other warps, called Thread-Level
Parallelism (TLP) and Instruction-Level Parallelism (ILP). The latter form of parallelism is
often overlooked, even in programming guides from vendors [373].

SMs can execute multiple thread blocks simultaneously, typically 8 or 16. The number of thread
blocks that run on an SM depends on three factors: (1) the number of threads per thread block
(thread block size), (2) the number of registers per thread, and (3) the amount of allocated shared
memory per thread block.

The maximum thread block size is typically 1,024. Running a kernel with this thread block size
typically limits the number of thread blocks to 1 or 2. Lowering the thread block size allows the SM
to execute more thread blocks concurrently. The register usage per block depends on the number
of registers needed by each thread and the thread block size. Finally, the shared memory on an SM
is also partitioned among thread blocks. If a thread block allocates all of the shared memory, then
the number of thread blocks per SM is 1.

5.4 Balancing Parameters for Performance

From the above discussion it is quite clear that many parameters interact with each other and
that a proper balance between the various parameters is important for performance. Since our
representative GPU has 16 SMs, each capable of processing multiple thread blocks, it is also clear
that generally, the number of thread blocks in a grid needs to be high. So, in general, the SMs are
overprovisioned also for load balancing reasons.

The general belief is that if you choose the number of registers, shared memory, and/or thread
block size such that the occupancy is low, it is not possible to achieve high performance. However,
Volkov [373] states that occupancy as a measure of utilization only counts for TLP, whereas it
is also important to take instruction-level parallelism into account. Moreover, they state that low
occupancy is even required for certain kernels to achieve high-performance.

Achieving high-performance is often a balancing act, where TLP and ILP are to some extent
communicating vessels but with buckets in between so that the result is not always immediately
clear unless one of the buckets overflows. For example, increasing instruction-level parallelism
is often beneficial until you hit a resource limit on the SM, for example, the number of registers
decreasing the number of active blocks and therefore TLP. In Appendix D we highlight Volkov’s
performance model [373] that defines utilization in terms of TLP and ILP.

6 OPTIMIZATION TECHNIQUES

In this section we give an overview of the optimization techniques extracted from the literature.
This section contains a broad overview of the techniques organized by the four themes Mem-
ory Access (Section 6.1), Irregularity (Section 6.2), Balancing (Section 6.3), and Host Interaction
(Section 6.4). Since memory access is typically much slower than computation, one of the most
important themes is Memory Access. We subdivide this theme into the sub themes On-Chip and
Off-Chip, both areas having their own challenges and solutions. Since GPUs are highly regular
architectures, another important theme is Irregularity discussing how irregular algorithms can
be efficiently mapped to GPUs. In theme Balancing, we discuss techniques subdivided into three
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subthemes: Balancing the Instruction Stream, an important aspect of performance as explained in
Section 5.4, Parallelism-related Balancing important for granularity and load balancing, and finally
Synchronization-related Balancing, an important aspect to increase performance. Finally, in the
theme Host Interaction, we discuss the interplay between GPU as an accelerator and the host.

We do not consider these themes as a classification per se but more as a means to present the
optimizations. Membership to a theme is also not always completely clear. For example, load bal-
ancing is in theme Balancing but is often necessary for irregular applications, so we could have
chosen Irregularity as its theme as well, where we prefer Balancing. Readers interested in more
detailed descriptions of the optimization techniques are referred to Appendix A that follows the
same structure in themes and contains a table of contents of the described techniques.

6.1 Memory Access

Optimizing for memory access is an important theme in GPU programming because GPUs are com-
putationally very strong due to the high degree of parallelism whereas memory access is typically
much slower than computation. This disparity is reflected in the elaborate memory hierarchy that
GPUs have and in the fact that many techniques center around improving memory access. We
subdivide the techniques into On-Chip, relating more to the memories on the GPU chip itself, and
Off-Chip, relating more to device memory (see Figure 5).

6.1.1  On-Chip — Use Dedicated Memories. Optimizations focused on the area of memory access
are the most common because most often memory access problems impede high performance.
Besides two levels of caches, GPUs also provide dedicated memory spaces that are mapped into
fast memory. Constant Memory is used for read-only data in a kernel and broadcasting this data to
multiple threads only results in one memory transaction [107, 200].

Texture Memory is also read-only memory that is optimized for accesses with the spatial locality
in two dimensions which many exploit for general-purpose computing [203, 264, 349, 364, 418].
However, it also finds use in handling boundary values [193, 195, 206, 318, 319], improving un-
coalesced access [53, 435], automatic integer to float conversion [234], or simply for the fact that
accesses are cached [46, 78, 230, 247, 339]. Liu et al. have an interesting application for texture mem-
ory where they fetch packed string data with one texture fetch for gene sequence alignment [231].

Shared Memory resides in the on-chip memory of a streaming multiprocessor and data in shared
memory can be shared between threads within a thread block [84, 127, 186, 280] where they syn-
chronize by means of barriers. Stalling warps as a result of these barriers can be mitigated by
decreasing the amount of shared memory for a thread block to allow multiple thread blocks to run
on a single streaming multiprocessor [170].

Besides sharing data other uses of shared memory are decreasing expensive memory opera-
tions [203, 275], allowing uncoalesced access [60, 66, 116, 127, 129, 278, 315, 319, 329, 414], or
minimizing the impact of irregular access [64, 127, 203, 325]. Shared memory can be very effective
when data reuse in the form of temporal [5, 14, 79, 92, 149, 162, 187, 217, 263, 304, 363, 407, 408, 414]
or spatial locality [107, 162, 251, 257, 304, 310] can be exploited, something that can be improved
with blocking [162, 209, 249, 257, 304, 310, 315, 319, 345, 350, 353, 407, 408, 425] (Section 6.1.7) or
kernel fusion [223] (Section 6.1.8).

Since shared memory is organized in banks that can result in bank conflicts that reduce the
performance, there are several techniques to mitigate this, such as padding [97, 107, 127, 137, 200,
287, 304, 345, 375, 390, 407, 408, 414], reordering data [66, 209, 315, 318, 431], or remap threads to
data [52, 134, 182, 182, 318, 412, 412]. Reddy et al. exploit the commutativity of operations [311] to
reorder data access. Bernstein et al. wrote a search tool that assigns threads with data such that
almost all bank conflicts are eliminated [49].
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6.1.2  On-Chip — Use Warp Functions. NVIDIA introduced warp-voting functions in the Fermi
architecture (2010) with which threads within a warp can reach consensus without the need for
explicit synchronization and going through shared memory. Starting with the Kepler architecture
(2012), NVIDIA extended these warp vote functions with warp shuffle functions.

The warp vote functions are used to evaluate predicates at warp-level and then broadcast the
result of such evaluation to all threads in the warp [37, 38, 115, 231, 298]. The largest use-case for
warp shuffle functions in the literature is to share data intra-warp without going through shared
memory [7, 12, 14, 47, 65, 70, 150, 155, 204, 210, 223, 328, 380, 411, 422].

Interesting is how Barnat et al. [44] use these functions for a warp-level caching system. Another
specialized use-case for warp shuffle functions is to implement collaborative algorithms such as
reduction [35, 42, 117, 266, 282, 311] and prefix-sum [185].

6.1.3  On-Chip — Register Blocking. Registers form the fastest memory available on GPUs [373]
and as such, can be very effective for increasing performance by storing often-used values in them.
Since registers are not shared among threads, registers are mostly effective for data reuse with
temporal locality and less for spatial locality although some use warp-shuffle to distribute values
among threads in a warp [7, 12]. Because of these restrictions, register blocking, sometimes called
temporal blocking, is highly related to loop unrolling [83]. It is also related to varying work per
thread (Section 6.3.4) because sometimes the same data is reused for multiple elements that a
thread computes. Hong et al. [152] indeed acknowledge that varying the work per thread can
achieve register blocking.

Register blocking is often used in 3D stencil computations [83, 174, 257, 262, 302, 372, 379, 421,
433], serializing over the Z dimension and using registers to reuse values in this dimension, studied
extensively by Matsumura et al. [251]. Some note that registers are especially useful for accumula-
tor values on GPUs since the values in registers cannot easily be shared with other threads [80, 137].
Tan et al. note that registers cannot be indexed and therefore techniques such as macro expansion
or templates have to be used [349] to have control over arrays of registers [345].

6.1.4 On-Chip — Reduce Register Usage. Register usage is an important factor in the occupancy
and many applications are limited in performance due to their high register usage which can lead
to register spilling where thread-local variables are stored in slow off-chip device memory, although
the spilled variables are typically cached.

Typical techniques are using pointer arithmetic, minimizing temporary variables, and rewriting
arithmetic operations [135]; moving temporary variables to shared memory, packing small types
into larger types (e.g., pack 4 bytes into 1 integer), and refraining from storing values that can
be recalculated [358] (see Section 6.1.5). Unrolling loops can also save registers due to removing
the need for induction variables [318, 331] (see Section 6.2.1). Other techniques are changing the
algorithm [104, 308], force the compiler to restrict register usage [183], or -more radically— write
a custom register allocator [49].

6.1.5 On-Chip — Recompute. The recompute optimization recomputes one or more values that
have already been computed in the past to avoid communication [149, 205], and reduce memory
operations or footprint [95, 201]. It can be seen as the opposite of precompute and is often beneficial
on modern GPUs, where compute capabilities far exceed memory and communication bandwidth.
Particularly interesting is the case of Lefebvre et al. [205], where they combined kernel fusion (see
Section 6.1.8) with recompute to reduce expensive synchronization through global memory and
therefore avoided storing intermediate results.

6.1.6  Off-Chip — Coalesced Access. Coalesced access is the second-most applied optimization
and refers to the fact that if the combined memory accesses of a warp of 32 threads satisfy a set of
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coalescing rules, data can be fetched in less than 32 transactions from the device memory. The set
of coalescing rules varies per architecture and have become less strict over time.

There are various ways to achieve coalesced access [319] and the complexity of achiev-
ing coalesced access depends on several factors, such as the data layout, the organization of
threads, and the availability of shared memory. If the data layout allows, means to achieve co-
alesced access are reorganizing threads [86, 123, 160], choosing a good thread block size [206],
tiling [34, 277, 278, 353], by choosing a different parallelization strategy [96, 139, 398], or perform
complex indexing operations such as space-filling curves [19, 250].

Another technique is loading data from global memory in coalesced fashion into shared memory
from which the uncoalesced access can happen [89, 104, 104, 105, 117, 120, 129, 187, 271, 277, 282,
319, 329, 379, 414-416, 423] or stage data for coalesced stores to global memory [37, 60, 110, 127,
127, 182], possibly in combination with tiling [278, 318].

It is also possible to adapt the layout in global memory [337], transforming to a struct of arrays
from an array of structs [59, 72, 86, 112, 212, 319, 331, 344, 428], switching from row-major to
column-major arrays [72, 329] or other transpositions [19, 85, 316, 337, 344, 432], or applying
padding [9, 117, 135, 136, 182, 205, 250, 316, 331]. An interesting case is shown by Ito and Nakano
where two different layouts for optimal polygon triangulation perform better in different stages
of the algorithm [166]. They conclude that reorganizing data from one layout to the other is faster
(including the transformation time) than sticking to one layout.

Coalescing is difficult to achieve on applications with a high degree of random access, such as
highly irregular applications such as sparse matrix-vector multiplication and graph processing.
One approach is caching the expensive random-access loads [89]. Bell and Garland [46] show
that various sparse matrix-vector multiplications formats support or are designed to maximize
coalescing and Zhong et al. [434] introduce a new graph format with a data layout such that it
supports coalesced access. Ashkiani et al. present a hash table that supports updates and is designed
with coalesced access in mind [38]. The hash table uses chaining and the linked lists use a “slab”,
a linked list node with multiple key-value pairs and one next pointer, such that operations can be
performed with warp instructions and memory access is coalesced.

6.1.7 Off-Chip — Loop Tiling or Spatial Blocking. Blocking [277] or loop tiling [85] are two
frequently used terms in the literature that refer to the same concept, which is partitioning the
data or the computation in such a way that it is processed one block at a time. We refer to this
optimization as blocking, or more specifically as spatial blocking, to distinguish between spatial and
temporal blocking (Section 6.1.8). Spatial blocking gives the programmer control over locality [39,
70, 104, 137, 138, 188, 269, 277, 304]. This allows the kernel to more effectively exploit data reuse in
L1/L2 caches [188, 269, 330, 358, 382], the texture cache [413], registers [138, 162, 407], and shared
memory [104, 138, 162, 277, 315, 353, 383, 396, 407, 425]. Blocking may have other beneficial effects,
for example, Stielak et al. [338] use blocking to reduce warp divergence (See Section 6.2.2).

The dimensions of the block are often directly linked to the dimensions of the thread block [182,
320] but with the block dimensions decoupled from the thread block dimensions, programmers
have the opportunity to vary the amount of work, which is considered another optimization, see
Section 6.3.4. Auto-tuning (see Section 6.3.6) is frequently used for selecting the optimal thread
block dimensions (see Section 6.3.5) in combination with tile or block dimensions [166, 209, 287,
316, 320, 389, 413].

6.1.8 Off-Chip — Kernel Fusion. Kernel fusion (sometimes also called kernel merge [205, 323,
346, 422] or kernel unification [173]) is analogous to loop fusion, defined as “collapsing consecutive
and dependent loops” by Carabarno et al. [62, p. 220]. However, there is a crucial difference between
kernels and loops since kernels also allow synchronization at the device memory level. If two
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threads within a thread block need to synchronize, they can use shared memory and a barrier to
do so. When two threads in different thread blocks need to synchronize, this is only possible with
different kernel launches acting as a barrier [18, 62, 77, 111, 422], although there are techniques to
allow global synchronization without kernel launches [400], see Section 6.3.10.

Sarkar et al. show that solely optimizing each kernel does not necessarily lead to the most
optimized configuration but that fusing kernels can result in better execution times [323]. An
important reason to apply kernel fusion is reducing global memory accesses if two kernels
use the same data [4, 31, 65, 86, 111, 117, 155, 188, 205, 223, 224, 255, 256, 323, 418, 433].
Some also mention improved cache benefits [77, 188], improved locality [77, 346], and data
reuse [4, 5, 102, 138, 188, 223, 323]. Finally, it is often mentioned that kernel fusion reduces kernel
launch overhead [4, 5, 18, 111, 117]. As with many optimizations, kernel fusion can introduce new
performance trade-offs, as the resulting fused kernel likely requires additional registers and shared
memory [4, 62, 205]. Appendix A.1.8 discusses many more considerations for kernel fusion.

6.1.9  Off-Chip — Software Prefetching. Because of high memory latencies, GPUs are designed
to switch to an eligible warp (a warp that can make progress) when blocked on long-latency mem-
ory operations or other stalls. However, by means of software prefetching it is possible to exert
more control over the availability of data.

Prefetching (sometimes called “software pipelining” [407]) has been applied in various dense
linear algebra kernels, such as matrix-vector multiplication [8, 9], matrix-matrix multiplication [6,
27,39, 162, 237, 315, 320, 348], stencil operations [149, 193, 262, 379], typically in combination with
tiling (see Section A.1.7) where data for the next iteration is prefetched [320]. There are a few
instances of this being called double buffering [10, 137, 249] since two buffers are required (one for
the current tile and one for the next tile), although this term is more commonly used in the context
of overlapping computation and data transfers (see Section 6.4.1).

Interesting cases are Bauer et al. [45] that present an approach for programming GPUs in
which separate warps fulfill separate roles (warp specialization) one of which is prefetching. Wu
et al. [396] investigate the effectiveness of inter-block barrier synchronization over invoking the
same kernel many times (see Section A.3.10). They prefetch data before an inter-block barrier, data
that is required just after the barrier, something that is impossible to achieve when using individual
kernel invocations.

6.1.10  Off-Chip — Compress Data. Since memory is more abundant in the host than on GPUs,
compressing data is a way to reduce the memory footprint, both in terms of storage and data trans-
fers [53, 321], but also in terms of reducing pre-processing time as shown by Neelima et al. [279].
This optimization is widely used for sparse matrices [241, 242, 279, 282], but also for the longest
common subsequence problem in the context of sequence alignment [297] and regular expression
matching [273].

6.1.11  Off-Chip — Precompute. The main idea is to perform computations offline, before the
main processing starts, and then reuse these precomputed values whenever necessary [402]. Often
precompulte is seen as a tradeoff optimization between time and space [338], where time is saved
by reusing some precomputed and stored values, at the cost of increased memory pressure. In
this case, this optimization can be seen as the opposite of recompute, described in Section 6.1.5.
In general, this optimization can also be seen as one of the possible ways to implement another
optimization, and reduce redundant work (Section 6.2.5).

The literature offers multiple examples [23, 112, 303, 308] of precomputing on the host and
dividing computations between the host and GPU (Section A.4.2). Interesting cases are Greathouse
et al. that precompute how many rows can fit in shared memory [129] and Zhou et al. [435] that
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combine precompute with the use of texture memory by precomputing the city distance matrix
for the traveling salesman problem, and then storing it in texture memory.

6.2 Irregularity

GPUs are highly regular architectures but applications and algorithms are not necessarily very reg-
ular. This subsection discusses various techniques on how irregular algorithms can be efficiently
mapped to GPUs.

6.2.1 Loop Unrolling. Loop unrolling is an optimization technique in which the body of a loop
is explicitly repeated multiple times [270]. Unrolling of a loop can be done manually (by explicitly
duplicating the body of the loop) or automatically (either using macros, C++ templates [7], or
compiler directives).

The benefits of loop unrolling are reducing loop-related instructions (such as branches and ad-
dress calculations [242, 270]), increasing the opportunity for ILP [242, 270, 282, 345], due to offering
more independent instructions to hide latencies; and enabling further compiler optimizations such
as storing arrays in registers [67, 216, 320], removal of loop-dependent branches [112, 318, 439],
and vectorization of instructions [54, 67, 309].

However, although unrolling loops is often beneficial, unrolling by a factor too large might hurt
performance [105, 169, 270, 319]. The unroll-factor is an important consideration [270, 287, 309]
that often differs per kernel and device [287].

6.2.2  Reduce Branch-Divergence. Branch divergence, sometimes also called path divergence, is a
problem for SIMD or warp-based architectures such as GPUs where a warp executes instructions
in lock-step. On a branch that depends on the thread index, there is a chance that different threads
in a warp have to take different paths on a branch. On a GPU this results in all threads taking both
branches where the threads that should not take the branch do not write the result. This hurts
performance because both branches are executed serially. If the instructions within the branch
are simple enough, the branches can be replaced with predicated instructions in which only the
threads with a true predicate write back the result of the instructions [52, 112].

There are various techniques for reducing branches such as removing branches altogether, re-
placing them with arithmetic instructions [59, 68, 231, 358, 369, 379], sometimes called branch
refactoring [68], or algorithm flattening [369]. Using lookup-tables (instruction stream normaliza-
tion) [172] or kernel fission [80] (Section 6.2.4) is also possible. Another technique is reducing
branches, by notifying threads of performed work [64, 65], using loop unrolling [112, 308, 311, 439],
or applying the loop-based iteration-delaying technique in various forms [140, 431] where loop it-
erations are delayed to increase the chance that threads take the same path. Branches can also be
reduced by trading them off against another metric, such as performing redundant work [296],
introducing errors [324], or serial execution [154]. Another technique is reducing the effect of
branches, for example by moving code outside of branches (branch distribution) [140] or sim-
plifying the instructions to enable predication of instructions [198]. The thread/data remapping
technique [426] does not affect branches directly but causes decreased branching by changing
the parallelization scheme [183, 206, 426], sometimes by grouping similar threads (stream com-
paction) [121] or sorting the data to realize similar branches for threads [59, 276]. Branching can
also be reduced with data layout changes such as padding [64, 396, 435] or introducing sparse
formats [34, 109, 186, 242, 342, 352, 366]. Finally, branching can be highly affected by algorithm
design [122, 428]. Appendix A.2.2 contains many more details.

6.2.3  Sparse Matrix Format. GPUs can be useful for sparse linear algebra operations (most no-
table SpMV). The memory format used to represent a sparse matrix has an important influence
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on performance and an abundance of different formats have been proposed. Bell and Garland [46]
give an overview of the essentials and Muhammed et al. [266] give a recent review.

The ELL format (also named ELLPACK) [46] takes the non-zeros from each row and adds
padding to enforce equal row length, leading to a highly regular format that is suitable for
GPUs. Many ELL-based formats for GPUs have been proposed such as ELL-R [366], SELL [264],
ELLR-T [100], AdELL [240], AdELL+ [242], CoAdEIl [241], and SELL-C-o [192]. Other GPU-friendly
formats have been proposed for cases where the number of non-zeros per row is highly variable:
CRSD [342] is suitable for diagonal sparse matrices, ASCR [35] helps to reduce thread divergence
of regular CSR, SIC-CSR [109] reduces imbalance between warps, CEL [436] allows out-of-core
processing, Anh et al. [26] significantly improve memory throughput by using superrows, Ashari
et al. [34, 36] use auto-tuning to find the optimal parameters. Hybrid formats combine several
existing formats: Bell and Garland [46] propose HYB (combines COO and ELL), Yang et al. [413]
choose different formats per row (ELL or CSR) based on a heuristic, and Su et al. [339] partition
the matrix and select one of 9 formats for each submatrix based on a trained performance model.
Compression of formats can help to increase the memory throughput at the cost of additional
computation to decompress: Xu et al. [403] use index compression, Tang et al. [352] use delta
encoding, and Yan et al. [409] use bit flags for compression. The above formats assume static data,
but dynamic formats also exist, often for graph processing allowing adding and removing edges at
runtime [253].

6.2.4  Kernel Fission. Kernel fission is either the process of dividing a single kernel into multiple
ones, or splitting a single kernel iteration into multiple iterations. It can be seen as the opposite of
kernel fusion (Section 6.1.8). The way this optimization improves performance is by better resource
utilization, achieved through simpler and more regular kernels.

Kernel fission is used for improving regularity in sparse matrix-vector [35, 81, 89] but also in
dense matrix-vector multiplication [8], for simplifying the structure of complex kernels [23, 52],
for reducing branch divergence [63, 80] (Section 6.2.2), and many split kernels to improve auto-
tuning (Section 6.3.6) [19, 88, 112].

6.2.5 Synchronization-related Balancing — Reduce Redundant Work. This optimization consists
of avoiding to perform work that is considered redundant. Its implementation is usually algorithm-
specific and it is the opposite of recomputing values (see Section A.1.5). The optimization is often
used in processing irregular data structures, such as graphs [253, 255, 298], in the dynamic pro-
gramming [296], or linear algebra [34].

6.3 Balancing

Although GPUs are relatively simple architectures, many architectural details are highly inter-
connected and require careful balancing to achieve performance. This section discusses several
techniques to map parallelism to hardware and to achieve balance in resource usage. We make a
distinction into three subthemes: Balancing the Instruction Stream, Parallelism-related Balancing,
and Synchronization-related Balancing.

6.3.1 Balancing the Instruction Stream — Vectorization. This optimization consists of using vec-
tors instead of scalar variables, and manipulating such vectors by means of instructions that are
applied to all the elements of a vector. The most common use of vector data types is to access
memory [12, 45, 54, 67, 78, 80, 102, 134, 188, 273, 287, 415, 416] and it can also help with improved
coalesced access [12, 54, 67, 134, 188]. Other uses are varying the work per thread [119, 169] or
the work in a loop iteration [282, 309], accessing sparse matrices [214, 339], improving data stor-
age [220], optimizing numerical operations [314], and reducing branches [23].
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6.3.2 Balancing the Instruction Stream — Fast Math Functions. These optimizations consists of
using approximate mathematical functions that are significantly faster than the standard ones,
and are usually implemented in hardware in the special function units. This optimization can be
manually applied by the programmer, using intrinsics [59, 64, 68, 363], or it can be enabled for all
mathematical functions by the compiler [367]. An interesting case is Chakroun et al. [68] which
use fast math functions to reduce branch divergence (Section 6.2.2), replacing conditions with the
approximated functions.

In recent architectures NVIDIA introduced tensor cores, functional units specialized for machine
learning applications with tensor operations that support varying floating point precisions. Yan
et al. [407] studied this operation in detail analyzing the throughput and latency in relation to
architectural bottlenecks. Typically these tensor cores are targeted via libraries such as cuBLAS or
cuDNN but they can also be targeted directly [137, 350, 407, 425].

6.3.3 Balancing the Instruction Stream — Warp-Centric Programming. This optimization makes
warps an integral part of the programming model where code is structured around the idea of
warps as units of computation. Particularly interesting is the relationship between this optimiza-
tion and reduce synchronization (see Section A.3.8), as one of the effects of warp-centric program-
ming is areduction in synchronization overhead. One way to implement warp-centric programming
is to reorganize the code so that work is not assigned to threads, or thread-blocks, but to warps
instead [46, 65, 150, 154, 179, 328, 437].

Common reasons to use warp-centric programming are implementing some form of load bal-
ancing [121, 239, 281], hiding latency [10], and implementing nested parallelism [417]. Another
application is “warp specialization”, where warps perform different work [45].

6.3.4 Parallelism-related Balancing — Varying Work per Thread. Varying the amount of work
assigned to each thread and thread block is one of the most important and generally applicable
code optimizations in GPU programming. There are different terms that refer to the same con-
cept, such as 1x2 rectangular tiling [320], strip mining borrowed from decreasing loop-count with
vectorization [375], thread-block merge and thread merge [414], or work-item merge [157], thread
coarsening [243] and block coarsening [152] or block merge [119].

In general, increasing work per thread increases the exploitation of data reuse in kernels that
exhibit data reuse, at the cost of increased resource usage in terms of registers and shared memory.
The optimal amount of work per thread is generally difficult to find and often included in auto-
tuning optimizations (Section 6.3.6).

6.3.5 Parallelism-related Balancing — Resize Thread Blocks. In general in GPU programming,
programmers have quite some freedom in choosing the parameters number of threads per thread
block and the number of thread blocks. For example, for a simple vector addition of 22° elements
where each thread adds one element can be executed with 1,024 threads per thread block and 1,024
thread blocks, 512 threads and 2,048 thread blocks, 256 threads and 4,096 thread blocks, and so on.
In some cases, the precise number of threads per thread block will not matter much [124] but in
more complex kernels performance may differ significantly [205].

Resizing thread blocks impacts performance because it influences register usage [119, 173, 201,
209, 363, 372], the number of (independent) thread blocks per SM, keeping the compute units busy
in case of barriers [119, 125, 173], and the amount of shared memory used by a thread block [125,
186, 195, 201, 209, 372] which also influences the number of thread blocks per SM [173]. Although
this optimization is often performed for the same reasons as varying the work per thread (see
Section 6.3.4), it does not necessarily change the amount of work per thread, although this is
possible [182, 209, 372]. The number of threads per thread block is one of the most used parameters
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applied in auto-tuning (see Section 6.3.6) because it is easy to change but also difficult to reason
about and find [201, 205].

6.3.6  Parallelism-related Balancing — Auto-tuning. We have seen that even for thread block size,
one of the easiest to change parameters, it is often difficult to find an optimal configuration [201,
205]. Auto-tuning is the process of automatically exploring the configuration space to find the
optimal configuration of a set of parameters. It has been applied in various domains [68, 125, 166,
348, 405, 410, 413] but is prevalent in sparse formats [16, 34, 36, 78, 101, 129, 214, 242, 266, 272, 409,
420, 432] (Section 6.2.3), stencils [79, 83, 119, 316, 351], dense matrix multiplication [191, 209, 277,
282,380], and linear algebra [4, 6, 9, 10, 235], in particular the Cholesky factorization [5, 7, 138, 375].

Interesting approaches are the works of Yoshizawa et al. [420] that tune the parameters of a
sparse format; Ashari et al. [34] that tune based on the sparsity of the matrices; Choi et al. [78]
that combine modeling and benchmarking, and Garvey et al. [119] which is based on machine-
learning. Generic tuners and tuning frameworks are CLTune [287], PADL [58], Kernel Tuner [389],
OpenTuner [147], and the Kernel Tuning Toolkit [304] that provides an API to run and tune kernels.
Besides tuning for performance, another often mentioned goal is performance portability [9, 191,
209, 214, 338, 351].

6.3.7 Parallelism-related Balancing — Load Balancing. GPUs provide multiple levels of paral-
lelism and on each level load balancing is important for performance. We discuss load balancing
on several of those levels. Load balancing on the lowest level, within warps seems similar to warp
divergence, but the latter refers to the problem that threads in a warp execute both paths of a branch
serially, so there is duplication of work, whereas load balancing refers to the problem that some
of the threads do not perform useful work whereas others do, so there is no duplication of work.
Several articles target these both goals simultaneously [34, 109, 154, 183, 242, 428].

Graph processing on GPUs typically leads to load-imbalance and often implemented techniques
are defer outliers using a global work list [154], CTA+Warp+Scan dividing work over a thread
block or warp [77, 255, 384, 411], and Load-Balanced Partitioning grouping edges [84, 384].
Brahmakshatriya et al. [55] provide a good overview of various techniques. The area of sparse
matrices is closely related to graph processing and various formats are designed for load balancing
within warps [35, 239, 266]. Khorasani et al. [185] abstract from sparse formats and generalize
the main pattern to nested parallel patterns. They propose Collaborative-Task-Engagement that
executes coarse-grained tasks that can be split up in more fine-grained tasks.

Load balancing within a thread block can be mitigated by using a global worklist [154], donating
work between threads using shared memory [275], or sorting data [430]. Load balancing among
thread blocks is typically not a problem because the GPU programming model expects oversub-
scription of thread blocks onto the Streaming Multiprocessors. However, for irregular applications,
the persistent threads model [132] can be beneficial [46, 155, 275]. Tzengy et al. employ this where
threads remain active for the duration of the kernel and keep stealing work. They divide the work
into bins for a ray-tracing application [360] and employ work-stealing and -donation which means
that as soon as a bin is overflowing with work, the thread block donates tasks to another stream-
ing multi-processor in a round-robin fashion. Load balancing between the GPUs and CPU (see
Section 6.4.2) is often implemented with a static partition, where a predetermined percentage of
the total amount of work is offloaded to the GPU, and the rest is left on the CPU [72, 355, 356], but
dynamic solutions exist as well [249, 377].

6.3.8 Synchronization-related Balancing — Reduce Synchronization. On a highly parallel archi-
tecture synchronization can have a considerable impact on performance, especially when there
are not enough threads to hide the latency of a barrier. Avoiding synchronization often depends
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on algorithmic changes to prevent affecting correctness [97, 432]; an interesting example of this
is provided by Petre et al. [303] using a version of the Cooley-Tukey FFT algorithm that does
not require synchronization. Other common techniques are increasing the amount of work per
thread [79, 202, 280, 345, 405, 424] (see Section 6.3.4), using shared memory [345, 424], and blocking
[79, 280]. In particular, Reddy et al. [311] achieve the result of avoiding synchronization by com-
pletely unrolling a tree-based reduction algorithm. An interesting conflicting application of reduce
synchronization is the work of Bauer et al. [45] that replace barriers with more fine-grained prim-
itives, compared to Nasre et al. [274, 275] that replace fine-grained synchronization with barriers.

6.3.9 Synchronization-related Balancing — Reduce Atomics. Atomic operations allow program-
mers to perform parallel memory updates without conflicts. However, although important for the
correctness of many algorithms, atomic operations introduce overhead due to synchronization.

One option is to avoid atomics altogether, which is often application-specific, for example, apply-
ing an application-specific partitioning of data [66], relaxing the application’s memory model [65],
or maintaining an approximate view of the data [255]. The lock-free implementation of Xian et al’s
inter-block synchronization strategy [400] (Section 6.3.10) is one that does not rely on atomics.

Reducing atomics, so reducing the number of atomic operations is often application-specific as
well, for example by aggregating push operations on a graph [298] or removing instances with
the highest degree of possible conflict [28, 321]. More standardized techniques are also possible,
for example, using shared memory for atomics [206] or using shuffle instructions (Section 6.1.2) to
reduce expensive atomic operations [28, 115].

6.3.10  Synchronization-related Balancing — Inter-Block Synchronization. Historically the only
way for synchronization at a scope larger than the thread block is via multiple kernel calls. Re-
searchers have proposed various methods to implement inter-block synchronization, for example,
to be able to prefetch data (Section 6.1.9) for after the global barrier [396]. There are various imple-
mentations of which two by Xiao et al. [400] are the most used [18, 77, 132, 397], one using atomic
operations and one lock free.

In 2017 NVIDIA released a new version of CUDA (9.0) that supports cooperative groups. This
allows programmers to define a custom group of threads for synchronization, among which
groups larger than thread blocks or the whole grid of thread blocks. This advanced inter-block-
synchronization requires architectural support provided by Pascal (2016) and later architectures.

6.4 Host Interaction

Many optimizations are targeted at the GPU kernel alone. However, the overall application can
considerably be improved with proper interaction between host and device, either by ensuring op-
timized communication between the devices or by dividing computation among the CPU and GPU.

6.4.1 Host Communication. To improve application performance, it is often necessary to opti-
mize the communication over the PCI-express bus between the host and GPU device. The most ef-
fective is eliminating communication altogether by executing all or as much as possible of the algo-
rithm on the GPU [59, 95, 138] or keeping as much as possible data on the GPU [29, 40, 88, 173, 223].
Another approach is to compress the data that is to be transferred over the PCI-e bus [53, 279].

An interesting approach is applying dynamic parallelism (where threads are able to launch ker-
nels as well) to move the control loop of the host to the GPU [210]. Hong et al. [153] simplify and
speed up communication with a system that provides users with a unified memory view of the
CPU and GPU memory in OpenCL, similar to what CUDA provides.

Approaches to improve host communication are using pinned memory [106, 128, 136, 205, 235,
326], pinned and/or mapped memory for overlapping with computations [29, 40, 197, 250, 377],
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or using streams or command queues for elaborate schemes [12, 70, 92, 98, 235, 237, 419] (called
streamlizing by Ma et al. [237]) such as pipelining [79, 128, 174, 204, 253, 316, 437]. Often it is neces-
sary to manage the buffers, applying double buffering [195, 249, 364] or even triple buffering [367].
Zhang et al. [426] have an interesting pipelining scheme to hide the latency of thread-data remap-
ping, discussed in Section 6.2.2.

6.4.2 CPU/GPU Computation. This optimization technique consists of splitting the computa-
tion between CPU and GPU, using both devices to perform useful work [72, 112].

A common use-case for this optimization is when an application can be divided in a set of
independent, or semi-independent, tasks [23, 102, 355, 356]. With dependencies between CPU and
GPU tasks, optimizing the data transfers also becomes important [102]. Load balancing is often
also important and discussed in Section 6.3.7.

7 ANALYSIS OF THE OPTIMIZATION TECHNIQUES

In the previous section, we have presented a high-level overview of the optimization techniques
in the literature. In this section, we analyze the optimizations from different perspectives to un-
derstand how they relate to each other and what role they have in the optimization process. We
also discuss the evolution of GPU architectures over the years and its impact on optimization tech-
niques. Finally, we give an overview of the potential performance impact of each optimization.

7.1 Based on Application Specifics

The first analysis is based on application specifics. We discuss several properties of GPU appli-
cations or kernels that direct the reader to relevant optimization techniques. The properties we
discuss below can be regarded as axes in a multi-dimensional space, but unfortunately, the axes
are not completely orthogonal. We, therefore, discuss each property separately.

The first property is application as a whole against kernel techniques. Unless a specific kernel is
a clear bottleneck, it is often more useful to optimize the pipeline of kernels. The next property is
whether a kernel is compute or memory bound, something that also leads to different techniques
that apply. Highly related, but not completely orthogonal, is whether a kernel exhibits data reuse
or not, a property that also influences which optimizations apply. Finally, we make a distinction
between irregular or regular kernels.

7.1.1  Application as a Whole or Kernel. Typically, a GPU application consists of multiple kernels
in which optimizing only a few of the kernels may hardly benefit overall application performance.
Examples of such applications with a pipeline of kernels are provided by Sarkar et al. [323] with
a typical pipeline of kernels for molecular dynamics, and Igarashi et al. [165], with a pipeline for
HEVC (video) encoding.

If optimizing the application as a whole is the goal, one of the first techniques that manifest itself
is Host Communication (Section 6.4.1), see Table 1. It is not uncommon that GPU kernels execute so
fast that the bottleneck at the application level is the communication between the host and device.
Using pinned memory in combination with proper pipelining and double buffering can help in
this respect. The Compress Data technique (Section 6.1.10) is also relevant because compression is
often applied to minimize data transfers between the host and GPU.

Another important optimization technique is CPU/GPU Computation (Section 6.4.2) that dis-
cusses ways to divide the work between the CPU and GPU. The Precompute optimization that
typically precomputes values on the CPU for use within the kernels may also be relevant here.

Other relevant optimization techniques are Kernel Fusion (Section 6.1.8) with which kernels that
operate on the same data and can be fused into one can result in significant performance benefits.
Related to kernel fusion is Inter-Block Synchronization (Section 6.3.10), which allows kernels that
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Table 1. Optimization Techniques for GPU Applications as a Whole

Optimization Section Explanation

Host communication 6.4.1 Often bottleneck in pipelines

Compress Data 6.1.10  Reduce size of data transfers

CPU/GPU Computation 6.4.2 Improve division work between CPU and GPU
Kernel Fusion 6.1.8 Reuse data among kernels

Inter-Block Synchronization 6.3.10 ~ Means to apply kernel fusion

Software Prefetching 6.1.9 Prefetch data before barrier for after barrier
Kernel Fission 6.2.4 Break down large, difficult to optimize kernels

Table 2. Optimization Techniques for Compute-bound Kernels

Optimization Section Explanation

Reduce redundant work  6.2.5 Make better use of the memory

Loop Unrolling 6.2.1 Reduce redundant operations

Varying work per thread 6.3.4 Make better use of computational units

Resize thread blocks 6.3.5 Make better use of computational units

Vectorization 6.3.1 Make use of efficient vector instructions

Auto-tuning 6.3.6 Tune the above parameters

Reduce atomics 6.3.9 Reduce expensive operations

Fast Math Functions 6.3.2 Replace expensive math operations with cheaper ones

require global synchronization to be fused together. If this is possible, the optimization Software
Prefetching becomes relevant as global synchronization makes it possible to prefetch data for
the kernel after the inter-block synchronization. The opposite of kernel fusion, Kernel Fission
(Section 6.2.4) may benefit applications with large monolithic GPU kernels that are difficult to
optimize. The rest of the optimization techniques are applicable at the kernel level.

7.1.2  Compute or Memory Bound. Whether a kernel is compute or memory bound determines
to a large degree what kind of optimizations to apply. The Roofline model is an often applied perfor-
mance model that gives insight into whether a kernel is memory-bound [394]. It defines operational
intensity, broadly the ratio between memory operations and computational operations.

Vector addition, is a typical example of a memory bound kernel with a low operational intensity
because, for each addition, two reads and one write are performed. A typical example of a compute
bound kernel is a Fast Fourier Transform with many floating-point computations per data element.

A compute-bound kernel is often preferred over a memory-bound kernel and the options for
compute-bound kernels are less than for memory-bound kernels. It may be the case that improving
the efficiency of computations, a kernel becomes memory bound again. For an overview of the
applicable optimizations, see Table 2. The first optimization is reducing redundant work. It may
be the case that values that are computed can be stored and used later. This can also be indexing
operations that often can be simplified with loop unrolling. With loop unrolling, varying the work
per thread, resizing thread blocks, vectorization, loop unrolling, and auto-tuning, it may be possible to
find a good balance that utilizes the functional units to their maximum capacity. The reduce atomics
technique can give rise to reduce or avoid expensive atomic operations, therefore increasing the
computational throughput. Finally, applying fast math functions gives up some precision in favor
of more computational load.

There are plenty of opportunities to exploit the GPU’s memory hierarchy for memory-bound
kernels. Table 3 shows the applicable optimizations. By using dedicated memories and applying
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Table 3. Optimization Techniques for Memory-bound Kernels

Optimization Section Explanation

Use dedicated memories 6.1.1 Make better use of the memory hierarchy
Coalesced memory access  6.1.6 Improve bandwidth loads

Spatial Blocking 6.1.7 Improve locality of memory accesses
Register Blocking 6.1.3 Improve temporal locality of memory access
Kernel Fusion 6.1.8 Reduce loads/stores among kernels
Software Prefetching 6.1.9 Balance memory loads within the kernel
Use Warp Function 6.1.2 Reduce shared memory usage
Warp-centric Programming 6.3.3 Hide latency of memory operations
Reduce Synchronization 6.3.8 Reduce shared memory barriers

Varying work per thread 6.3.4 Increase parallel memory requests

Resize thread blocks 6.3.5 Allow for ILP

Vectorization 6.3.1 Make use of wide load instructions
Auto-tuning 6.3.6 Tune the above parameters

Table 4. Optimization Techniques for Kernels with Data Reuse

Optimization Section Explanation

Use dedicated memories 6.1.1  Use dedicated memories for data reuse

Spatial Blocking 6.1.7  Improve locality and therefore opportunity to reuse data

Register Blocking 6.1.3  Improve temporal locality and therefore opportunity to reuse data
Kernel Fusion 6.1.8  Reuse data shared between kernels

Inter-block Synchronization 6.3.10 Means to apply kernel fusion

Use Warp Function 6.1.2  Exchange reused data within warps

Warp-centric Programming 6.3.3  Hide latency of memory operations
Varying work per thread ~ 6.3.4  Reuse data within a thread

Resize thread blocks 6.3.5  Allow for more shared memory
Auto-tuning 6.3.6  Tune the above parameters

coalesced access it is possible to improve the memory throughput. Spatial blocking and register
blocking can help improve locality and therefore reduce memory pressure. Kernel fusion (and
inter-block synchronization) can bring out data that is reused between the fused kernels. With
software prefetching programmers can gain more control over when to load specific data, although
it requires storage space to use it at a later time. By using warp functions, pressure on shared
memory can be reduced and it may be necessary to adopt a warp-centric programming style to
achieve this. Memory limitations can also manifest themselves as stalls because of barriers on
shared memory, so the reducing synchronization techniques can improve on this. In some cases,
it may be possible to trade memory space for computation time by recomputing values that had
already been computed before and are required later in the kernel. Loop unrolling, varying work
per thread, resizing thread blocks, vectorization, and auto-tuning can all contribute to improve
instruction-level parallelism that allows more memory requests.

7.1.3  Data Reuse or no Data Reuse. This part is highly related to whether a kernel is compute or
memory-bound. A kernel that can exploit data reuse is sensitive to other techniques (see Table 4)
than kernels without data reuse (see Table 5). A typical kernel without data reuse is vector addition,
each element is used once to compute part of the output. A typical kernel with data reuse is matrix
multiplication. Kernels that do not exploit data reuse in matrix multiplication are likely to be mem-
ory bound because they need to load data multiple times for different output elements. However, if
data reuse is exploited in the kernels, the matrix multiplication kernel can become compute bound.
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Table 5. Optimization Techniques for Kernels without Data Reuse

Optimization Section Explanation

Resize thread blocks ~ 6.3.5 Allow more thread blocks per SM
Reduce register usage 6.1.4 Allow more thread blocks per SM
Loop Unrolling 6.2.1 Create more independent instructions
Auto-tuning 6.3.6 Tune the above parameters

Table 6. Optimization Techniques for Irregular Kernels

Optimization Section Explanation

Compress data 6.1.10  Reduce size of indices

Reduce branch divergence  6.2.2  Remove serialization of branches

Sparse matrix formats 6.2.3  Increase regularity

Kernel fission 6.2.4  Split into simple kernels

Reduce redundant work 6.2.5  Maximize computation on loaded data

Load balancing 6.3.7  Divide the irregular work load equally among compute units

Obviously, GPUs’ dedicated memories can be used to store data for reuse. Spatial blocking and
register blocking allow organizing the code such that reuse can be exploited more. Kernel fusion
(and inter-block synchronization) helps improving the opportunity of data reuse that exists between
two separate kernels. With warp functions data that is reused between threads can be shared within
warps and it may be necessary to adopt a warp-centric programming style. Varying work per thread
may improve the reuse of data that is shared among threads and Resizing thread blocks can be used
to tune the amount of shared memory available to the thread block. These two last values can be
auto-tuned for finding the right balance.

For kernels without data reuse, there are fewer possibilities. Since there is no data reuse and
a data element is only used once for a computation, this means that the kernel is likely to be
memory bound, unless many computations are carried out based on the same data element. In
the latter case, the optimizations for compute-bound kernels are valid, otherwise, the following
optimization techniques are applicable. Note that many of the optimization techniques are the
same as for kernels with data reuse. However, they are valid for different reasons, because all of the
optimizations are used to increase parallelism to overcome bandwidth limitations. With resizing
thread blocks and reducing register usage it may be possible to have more TLP (see Section 5.4)
by allowing more thread blocks. Loop Unrolling and varying work per thread allows kernels to
have more independent instructions, therefore increasing ILP. With vectorization it is possible to
improve the achieved memory bandwidth. Auto-tuning allows to tune these parameters for a good
balance.

7.1.4  Regular or Irregular. 1t is difficult to map irregular algorithms to the highly regular ar-
chitectures of GPUs. Irregular memory access is particularly expensive on GPUs and this makes
kernels almost always memory bound, so the memory-bound optimization techniques are often
relevant as well. Besides these techniques, there are various other techniques that stand out, see
Table 6.

A typical example of an irregular kernel is sparse matrix-vector multiplication. In the de-facto
standard CSR format, it requires unpredictable random-memory access and the performance not
only relies on the specific kernel but also on the input data, for example on the sparsity of the
input data. Contrast this to the regular kernel dense matrix multiplication in which memory access
is predictable and the performance does not rely on the input-data.
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Compressing data is often used for compressing the indices that refer to non-zero elements in
sparse matrices or graph algorithms. Irregular kernels are often also irregular in branching, leading
to warps where many of the threads are disabled in a warp. Reducing branch divergence discusses
many techniques to improve these inefficiencies. Sparse Formats generally aim at making a format
such that kernels become more regular, often aiming for reduced branch divergence and coalesced
access. Kernel fission is a technique to break up complex kernels into kernels that are simpler or
easier to simplify. Since irregular memory accesses are expensive, it is often beneficial to compute
as much as possible with the data that is available, potentially reducing redundant work. A common
problem for irregular workloads is that they are not balanced among the computational units. Load
balancing discusses various techniques on different levels of parallelism.

7.2 Based on Bottlenecks

In this analysis we take the perspective of bottlenecks. A performance bottleneck is an aspect
of the kernel or application or an architectural bound that directly limits the performance. An
example of a bottleneck is global memory bandwidth: many articles identify that a kernel is limited
by global memory bandwidth and in that case, if global memory bandwidth would be higher, the
performance of their kernel would increase.

From the articles in our selection that clearly identify bottlenecks, we categorized these bottle-
necks and show a selection together with the number of articles that mentioned these. The long
tail of bottlenecks that were mentioned only once or twice were omitted. We divide the bottlenecks
over the themes Memory Access, Irregularity, Balancing, and Host Interaction and relate those bot-
tlenecks to the optimization techniques in the subsections below.

7.2.1  Memory Access. Table 7 shows the bottlenecks for memory access extracted from articles.
The two most identified bottlenecks are global memory bandwidth and latency. The optimization
techniques described in use dedicated memories (Section 6.1.1), coalesced access (Section 6.1.6) and
kernel fusion (Section 6.1.8) are relevant here. This is also the case for the bottlenecks uncoalesced
access and irregular access although more techniques are relevant for the latter one, see Section 7.2.2
below. Spatial blocking (Section 6.1.7) and register blocking (Section 6.1.3) are also relevant for band-
width or latency-limited kernels with the goal to extract as much as possible computation from
what has been loaded into memory. Vectorization (Section 6.3.1) may improve memory bandwidth
if wide load instructions are used. Software prefetching (Section 6.1.9) can help overcome long la-
tency operations. If irregular access is the cause of the bandwidth limitations and latency, then the
techniques for sparse matrix formats (Section 6.2.3) are also very relevant.

If shared memory usage forms the bottleneck, either bank conflicts, its capacity, bandwidth,
or latency, the techniques described in use dedicated memories (Section 6.1.1), spatial blocking
(Section 6.1.7), use warp functions (Section 6.1.2), and register blocking (Section 6.1.3) are all rele-
vant. Software prefetching (Section 6.1.9) is a technique that can help with the capacity and latency
problems and compress data (Section 6.1.10) can mitigate capacity and bandwidth problems. The
precompute (Section 6.1.11) and recompute (Section 6.1.5) techniques can reduce additional shared
memory pressure. Varying work per thread (Section 6.3.4) and resize thread blocks (Section 6.3.5)
can help to organize the data in shared memory better and we will see below (Section 7.2.3) that
the shared memory capacity plays an important role in balancing parallelism as well. In general,
adopting a warp centric approach (Section 6.3.3) can also help with shared memory issues.

Register file capacity and spilling are closely related and the relevant techniques for these bottle-
necks are use dedicated memories (Section 6.1.1), spatial blocking (Section 6.1.7), register blocking
(Section 6.1.3), and reduce register usage (Section 6.1.4). The techniques precompute (Section 6.1.11)
and recompute (Section 6.1.5) are also relevant as this can free up registers that hold data for a
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Table 7. Bottlenecks Related to Memory Access

Bottleneck Nr. of Articles
articles
global memory bandwidth 66 [11, 14, 16, 29, 44, 49, 54, 62, 71, 80, 87, 88, 96, 99, 101, 104,

105, 110, 120, 125, 129, 139, 148, 152, 159, 168, 173, 187, 188,
194, 196, 200, 210, 219, 226, 235, 242, 251, 262, 263, 272, 310,
315, 318-321, 326, 328, 345-347, 375, 381, 398, 399, 402, 407,
409, 418, 420, 421, 423, 429, 432, 433]

global memory latency 24 [14, 44, 49, 87, 92, 139, 152, 156, 168, 169, 176, 200, 201, 234,
263, 315, 318, 326, 348, 363, 375, 402, 417, 418]

uncoalesced access 22 [33, 38, 45, 80, 89, 92, 96, 105, 123, 139, 148, 156, 170, 183,
201, 242, 256, 305, 324, 334, 408, 423]

irregular access 19 [14, 16, 28, 33, 37, 40, 82, 89, 92, 108, 160, 170, 223, 256, 272,
329, 370, 420, 424]

bank conflicts 14 [49, 80, 87, 94, 123, 124, 201, 256, 305, 326, 343, 354, 407, 408]

shared memory capacity 14 [7, 37, 80, 94, 104, 110, 194, 210, 299, 310, 318, 370, 379, 402]

shared memory bandwidth 10 [7, 37, 49, 148, 194, 251, 316, 375, 381, 407]

shared memory latency 3 [348, 363, 375]

register file capacity 16 [23, 49, 80, 104, 169, 176, 194, 200, 210, 271, 287, 299, 318,

348, 379, 408]

register spilling 9 [23, 87, 120, 169, 194, 216, 251, 326, 348]
cache conflicts 2 [120, 320]

cache misses 2 [33, 272]

cache capacity 2 [31, 33]

cache bandwidth 1 [407]

cache latency 1 [318]

long time. The same is true for loop unrolling (Section 6.2.1)—since this is often a large contributor
to register spilling—and kernel fission (Section 6.2.4) that can simplify kernels and therefore im-
prove their register usage. Finally, varying work per thread (Section 6.3.4) and resize thread blocks
(Section 6.3.5) can have a large influence on register usage. These techniques are from the theme
balancing parallelism but register usage plays an important role for this aspect as we will see below
in Section 7.2.3.

Cache usage can also be a bottleneck as some articles report, either conflicts, misses, its latency,
bandwidth, or capacity. Relevant techniques here are use dedicated memories (Section 6.1.1), spa-
tial blocking (Section 6.1.7), register blocking (Section 6.1.3), kernel fusion (Section 6.1.8), and for
bandwidth and capacity compress data (Section 6.1.10) can be relevant.

7.2.2  lrregularity. Most of the articles that experience a bottleneck related to irregularity name
branch divergence and the overhead of branch instructions (Table 8). Load imbalance that we catego-
rize in the Balancing section below is also explicitly named as a bottleneck and is highly comparable
to branch divergence on the thread and warp level. The relevant optimization techniques for these
bottlenecks are reduce branch divergence (Section 6.2.2) and sparse formats (Section 6.2.3) that
discusses many techniques to handle irregular applications. Techniques discussed in loop unrolling
(Section 6.2.1) and kernel fission (Section 6.2.4) can improve branch divergence as well and can
reduce branching instructions in general. Warp-centric programming (Section 6.3.3) can also im-
prove branch divergence. Few articles mention redundant computation as bottleneck and the tech-
niques in reduce redundant work (Section 6.2.5) and precompute (Section 6.1.11) are relevant here.
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Table 8. Bottlenecks Related to Irregularity

Bottleneck Nr. of articles Articles

branch divergence 21 [24, 38, 49, 80, 82, 87, 112, 139, 148, 156, 183, 242, 256,
262, 305, 313, 324, 334, 379, 402, 439]

branch instructions 4 [23, 63, 102, 105]

\]

redundant computation [23, 34]

Table 9. Bottlenecks Related to Balancing Parallelism

Bottleneck Nr. of Articles

articles
atomic contention 16 [37, 42, 82, 92, 123, 124, 194, 203, 219, 274-276, 298, 333, 343, 370]
load imbalance 16 [28, 34, 35, 82, 183, 202, 212, 242, 256, 275, 281, 298, 377, 409, 429, 432]
synchronization 16 [14, 23, 40, 48, 94, 102, 132, 194, 203, 204, 210, 256, 305, 345, 399, 429]
utilization 13 [84, 87, 176, 200, 201, 226, 251, 299, 305, 318, 321, 402, 429]
instruction issue throughput 5 [49, 168, 318, 326, 375]
instruction issue latency 5 [49, 210, 320, 348, 402]
finite field arithmetic 3 [47, 49, 118]
arithmetic throughput 2 [235, 318]
SFU throughput 2 [23, 169]
pipeline latency 1 [375]
SFU latency 1 [152]
integer throughput 1 [120]

7.2.3  Balancing. In this theme, atomic contention and, more general, synchronization are an
often named bottleneck as Table 9 shows. Relevant techniques for atomic contention are reduce
atomics (Section 6.3.9), use dedicated memories (Section 6.1.1), and use warp functions (Section 6.1.2),
the latter two using shared memory or warp functions for reductions, respectively. A warp-centric
approach (Section 6.3.3) may also be relevant for these bottlenecks.

For synchronization in general, reduce synchronization (Section 6.3.8), inter-block synchronization
(Section 6.3.10), and the interplay with kernel fusion (Section 6.1.8) are relevant. The techniques
described for using dedicated memories (Section 6.1.1) and especially the application of barriers in
shared memory are useful as well.

If load imbalance is a bottleneck, the techniques in load balancing (Section 6.3.7) are relevant. As
said before, on the warp level load imbalance issues are highly related to reduce branch divergence
(Section 6.2.2) and the techniques in warp-centric programming (Section 6.3.3) can help as well with
these issues. On a higher level, the techniques for CPU/GPU computation (Section 6.4.2) may be
relevant also.

An important category of bottlenecks is utilization which covers how well the parallel resources
of GPUs are utilized, such as threads, thread blocks, special function units, and so on. Recall that
the number of thread blocks executing concurrently on an SM depends on the thread block size, the
number of registers per thread, and the amount of shared memory allocated to each thread block.
Therefore, the techniques for the bottlenecks shared memory capacity and register file capacity are
also highly relevant and the techniques of varying work per thread (Section 6.3.4) and resize thread
blocks (Section 6.3.5) are especially important to find a balance that improves the performance.

However, these techniques only focus on TLP, whereas ILP can be as relevant, and sometimes
even necessary to achieve high performance [373]. The amount of instruction-level parallelism
depends on the number of independent instructions, but also on the instruction latency, and read-
after-write delays on registers. Table 9 lists several articles that specifically mention the latency
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Fig. 8. Dependencies between the terms in utilization.

Table 10. Bottlenecks Related to Host Interaction

Bottleneck Nr. of articles Articles

PClIe bandwidth 34 [29, 34, 46, 62, 66, 76, 102, 104, 106, 121, 128, 135,
168, 179, 205, 210, 253, 254, 265, 271, 299, 302, 308,
316, 326, 347,363,375,377,379, 397,413, 419, 434]

global memory capacity 10 [14, 34, 131, 160, 200, 225, 235, 318, 408, 437]

kernel launch throughput 4 [92, 210, 298, 375]

or throughput of instructions in the instruction stream that form the bottleneck, such as integer
instructions throughput [120], and SFU throughput [23, 169], and latency [152].

Figure 8 shows the dependencies between all the factors that influence the utilization based
on Volkov’s performance model that is detailed in Appendix D. For example, if the conclusion
is that more ILP or TLP is required to improve utilization, the optimizations in turn may affect
the instruction stream itself, the number of registers, and possibly the amount of shared memory.
Especially the latter two can have a dramatic effect on the number of active thread blocks. In other
words, utilizing the resources of a GPU well is truly a balancing act, and reasoning about utilization
is challenging because of the strong relationship between the various factors. A good and widely
applied technique is auto-tuning (Section 6.3.6) to find the right balance for high utilization.

7.2.4  Host Interaction. The most important bottleneck revolving around host interaction is the
PCl-express bandwidth, see Table 10. The techniques in host communication (Section 6.4.1) are nat-
urally relevant, but dividing the computation over the CPU or GPU may also help (Section 6.4.2).
Kernel fusion (Section 6.1.8) can help reusing data that has been transferred over the slow bus, but
equally kernel fission (Section 6.2.4) can help separating kernels such that transfers can be over-
lapped. A final relevant optimization technique is compress data (Section 6.1.10) in an attempt to
send less data over the PCle bus and use undersubscribed computational resources to decompress
the data.

Another mentioned bottleneck is global memory capacity. The same optimization techniques
for the PClI-express bottleneck are valid here, such as compressing data and creating streaming
versions of the kernels. In addition, the techniques described in recompute data (Section 6.1.5) can
be relevant.

Finally, the bottleneck kernel launch throughput can be alleviated by means of kernel fusion
(Section 6.1.8), reducing the number of kernel launches with larger kernels or enlarging the work
of a kernel with varying work per thread (Section 6.3.4).

7.3 Impact of Architectural Evolution on GPU Optimizations

This section gives a brief overview of the major GPU architectural evolutions and their influence
on optimizations for GPU programming. Figure 9 shows a timeline of major GPU architecture and
programming model releases.
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Fig. 9. Timeline of major NVIDIA and AMD architectures and GPU programming models.

In November 2006, NVIDIA launched the GeForce GTX 8800 GPU of the Tesla architecture [221],
which was the first GPU with unified shaders. This meant the unified shader processors could be
allocated to perform vertex, fragment, and geometry shader workloads. This paved the road for
programming these cores using CUDA as the first GPU Programming model for workloads outside
of graphics. Some authors have used the graphics APIs to use GPUs for scientific applications on
these GPUs predating CUDA [307], but these approaches are out of scope for this survey. In 2007,
NVIDIA released the CUDA programming model. In the same year, AMD (ATI at the time) released
the Radeon HD 2000 GPU series of the TeraScale 1 architecture that followed the unified shader
approach taken by NVIDIA. Both vendors started supporting the OpenCL programming model
with the release of the Radeon R700 and Geforce 9 series.

In the early days of GPU programming, memory optimizations such as coalescing and using
dedicated memories were extremely important and could improve performance by orders of mag-
nitude [325, 414]. With the release of the Fermi [288] architecture, NVIDIA introduced an L1/L2
cache hierarchy in GPUs, which significantly improved the performance of uncoalesced memory
accesses [95, 391], as all memory transactions are executed at the granularity of cache lines. Us-
ing dedicated memories was still important, but the difference in performance has become less
dramatic over the years, and its effect is sometimes hard to notice in modern architectures.

NVIDIA’s Kepler [289] and AMD’s GCN architectures appeared in 2012. GCN moved away from
the VLIW architecture of TeraScale in favor of a RISC SIMD architecture and introduced support for
unified virtual memory. In contrast to Fermi, Kepler GPUs did not cache global memory accesses
in L1 by default, which made Kepler GPUs are more sensitive to irregular memory accesses [274]
and increased the importance of shared memory. Kepler GPUs used a default shared memory bank
width of 64 bits, which meant it required extra work to optimize shared memory bandwidth for
32-bit data [390]. Kepler GPUs also introduced warp shuffle instructions and improved the pro-
grammability of the texture cache by allowing it to be used as a read-only cache. The NVIDIA K20
introduced a second copy engine, which improved the effectiveness of using streams to overlap
CPU-GPU data transfers [392]. As of CUDA 6, Kepler GPUs and newer support Unified Memory,
also called managed memory, as an alternative way to ease programmability of CPU-GPU data
movements [142] (see Section A.4.1).

The Maxwell architecture [290] features a dedicated shared memory unit and the L1 cache is
shared with the texture cache. This corresponds to the observation that for some applications
texture memory reads are no longer beneficial on Maxwell and newer architectures, while these
used to be effective on Kepler GPUs [317]. In addition, the Maxwell SM can schedule multiple
instructions every cycle allowing special function units and CUDA cores to perform operations in
parallel [368].

The Volta architecture [292] introduced Tensor Cores for performing mixed-precision matrix
arithmetic. Three years later, AMD followed this approach by including MCEs in their MI100
GPU [22]. Another important change in the Volta architecture is the introduction of independent
thread scheduling, in contrast to the SIMT model used by Pascal [291] GPUs and earlier, improving
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the performance of applications that suffer from divergence on older GPUs. Anzt et al. [28] report
however that for their sparse matrix applications using of any of the sub-warp synchronization fea-
tures introduced in Volta did not improve performance. The introduction of HBM2 memory over
the off-chip GDDR memory significantly improved device memory bandwidth. Tang et al. [353]
state that using shared memory became less important to their application on GPUs with HBM.

AMD’s GCN 5 architecture [20] added support for HBM2 and introduced native support for half-
precision arithmetic. Reis et al. [312] compare the impact of several optimizations on AMD GPUs
of GCN2 versus GCN 5 for half-precision applications concluding that applying vectorization is
only important on GPUs with native support for half-precision.

The Turing architecture [293] unifies shared memory, texture cache, and L1 cache into a single
unit, effectively doubling the size and bandwidth of L1 in workloads that do not use dedicated
memories. This again reduces the performance benefits of using dedicated memories. The config-
urable size of shared memory is also limited to 64 KB in Turing, and over 96 KB in Volta [408].
The reduced shared memory size on Turing also limits the effectiveness of certain optimizations,
such as avoiding shared memory bank conflicts [354]. Yan et al. [408] note that it is easier to avoid
register bank conflicts on Volta and Turing, due to the increase in width from 32 to 64 bits over
earlier architectures.

RDNA is the first architecture by AMD that uses a warp (wavefront) length of 32, motivated by
having less divergence and finer granularity in control logic, registers, and cache [21]. The later
CDNA architecture moved back to wavefronts of length 64, however [22].

NVIDIA’s Ampere architecture [295] adds many new innovations such as multi-instance GPU
(MIG), asynchronous operations on shared memory, and asynchronous barriers that allow to re-
duce synchronization for warp or group centric programming. In early 2022, NVIDIA has an-
nounced the Hopper architecture [25] as the successor to Ampere.

7.4 Quantitative Overview Performance Potential

In this section, we aim at giving a quantitative overview of the performance potential for each of
the reviewed techniques. While a full quantitative analysis would be very valuable, it would be
a near impossible task to give a definite answer to the performance potential of each technique
because performance relies on a context in which many factors cannot be tested in isolation, such
as GPU architecture, kind of application, datasets for irregular applications, and other contributing
optimizations.

However, to give an impression of the performance potential, we have collected for each tech-
nique a representative article that lists the performance improvement in isolation to other opti-
mizations. Table 11 lists the optimization techniques together with the article that discusses the
performance in isolation, the speedup that is reported, the architecture that was used to measure,
and notes about the context that are relevant to interpret the speedup. Note that the speedup num-
bers are not comparable between optimizations because the context is highly relevant. However,
this table may provide an indication of the potential and range of individual optimizations if the
performance numbers are interpreted in context.

8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Our extensive study of 450 articles resulted in a wide variety of optimization techniques for GPUs
that we divided into the four themes memory access, irregularity, balancing parallelism, and host
interaction. From our detailed descriptions, especially the breadth of the different techniques stands
out, in addition to the many ways the optimization goals can be achieved.

Our analysis considers the optimizations from different perspectives, first based on application-
specifics such as compute- or memory-bound kernels or for kernels with or without data reuse,
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Table 11. Indication of Potential Performance Benefits for the Various Optimizations

Optimization Section Reference Speedup Architecture Context

Use shared memory 6.1.1 [325] 2 orders of mag. NVIDIA Tesla (2008) sorting

Use Warp Functions 6.1.2 [381] 1.2-2x NVIDIA Kepler (2012)  sequence alignment
Register Blocking 6.1.3 [353] 2-7x NVIDIA Volta (2017) graph comparison

Reduce Register Usage 6.1.4 [358] 7-9% NVIDIA Kepler (2012)  Lattice Boltzmann sim.
Recompute 6.1.5 [149] up to 2.5x NVIDIA Tesla (2008)* stencil

Coalesced Access 6.1.6 [414] 1.8-4x NVIDIA Tesla (2008)* avg. over benchmarks
Spatial Blocking 6.1.7 [337] 3-6x NVIDIA Tesla (2008) regular applications

Kernel Fusion 6.1.8 [224] 10-17% NVIDIA Kepler (2012)  graph algorithms
Prefetching 6.1.9 [27] 20-40% NVIDIA Kepler (2012)  sparse matrix multiplication
Compress Data 6.1.10  [226] 1.27-5x NVIDIA Pascal (2016)'  non-det. finite automata
Precompute 6.1.11 [23] 49% AMD Tabhiti (2012) password recovery

Loop Unrolling 6.2.1 [318] up to 25% NVIDIA Tesla (2008) matrix multiplication
Reduce Branch Divergence  6.2.2 [379] 3.45x AMD RV770 XT (2008)  stencil, branch intensive
Sparse Matrix Formats 6.2.3 [266] 1.1-40x NVIDIA Kepler (2012)  avg. over benchmarks
Kernel Fission 6.2.4 [80] 70% AMD Cypress (2009) molecular modeling

Reduce Redundant Work 6.2.5 [226] 1.7-6x NVIDIA Pascal (2016)'  non-det. finite automata
Vectorization 6.3.1 [416] 2.3-6.1x AMD Cypress (2009)'  avg. across various benchmarks
Fast Math Functions 6.3.2 [64] 3.3-4.8x NVIDIA Fermi (2010)  Traveling Salesman Problem
Warp-centric Programming  6.3.3 [154] 1.04-8x NVIDIA Tesla (2008) Breadth-first Search
Varying Work per Thread 6.3.4 [244] 2-12x AMD Tahiti (2011)" var. benchmarks

Resize Thread Blocks 6.3.5 [205] 30x NVIDIA Tesla (2008) struc. grid CFD solver
Auto-tuning 6.3.6 [244] 12x AMD Tabhiti (2009) matrix multiplication

Load Balancing 6.3.7 [202] 40%-60% NVIDIA Turing (2018)!  avg. over graph algorithms
Reduce Synchronization 6.3.8 [274] 3%-50% NVIDIA Kepler (2012)!  graph algorithms

Reduce Atomics 6.3.9 [115] 35% NVIDIA Pascal (2016)  avg. over BFS datasets
Inter-Block Synchronization  6.3.10 [400] 11%-60% NVIDIA Tesla (2008) various benchmarks

Host communication 6.4.1 [95] 18.9% NVIDIA Fermi (2010)!  meshfree comp. fluid dynamics
CPU/GPU Computation 6.4.2 [72] 15%-20% NVIDIA Fermi (2010) k-means

10ther architectures are also featured in this article.

then based on performance bottlenecks. The analysis shows that many different techniques are
relevant for a specific application characteristic or bottleneck. In other words, the techniques and
their effects are highly interrelated. This is once more confirmed with Volkov’s simple but highly
insightful performance model for utilization that makes explicit to what extent the various factors
are dependent on each other to achieve high utilization, explaining and confirming the wide use
of auto-tuning for GPUs.

In this work, we looked back at 14 years of performance optimization and aims at enabling
GPU programmers to learn about various applied optimization techniques, give researchers in
the domain of compilers and programming language insight into the optimization challenges
that programmers face, and inform architecture researchers and hardware manufacturers how
programmers attempt to extract performance from GPUs. Our data analysis shows that GPU
optimization remains relevant and therefore it is important to have a good understanding
of the applied optimization techniques while GPU hardware, applications, and programming
systems are rapidly diversifying with new fields such as IoT, autonomous vehicles, and exascale
computing.
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APPENDICES
A  OPTIMIZATION TECHNIQUES

This appendix contains the optimizations techniques extracted from the literature. The optimiza-
tion techniques are grouped and organized in the same themes as in Section 6 and form reference
material for those who are interested in more details. Below is an overview of the optimizations:

Section Name Section Name
Al Memory Access A24 Kernel-fission
On-chip A25 Reduce Redundant Work
Al.l Use Dedicated Memories A3 Balancing
Al2 Use Warp Functions Balancing the Instruction Stream
Al3 Register Blocking A31 Vectorization
Al4 Reduce Register Usage A3.2 Fast Math Functions
A.15 Recompute A33 Warp-centric Programming
Off-chip Parallelism-related Balancing
A.l6 Coalesced Access A34 Varying Work per Thread
Al17 Spatial Blocking A35 Resize Thread Blocks
A.18 Kernel Fusion A3.6 Auto-tuning
A19 Prefetching A3.7 Load Balancing
A.1.10 Compress Data Synchronization-related Balancing
Al111 Precompute A38 Reduce Synchronization
A2 Irregularity A3.9 Reduce Atomics
A21 Loop Unrolling A.3.10 Inter-block Synchronization
A22 Reduce Branch Divergence A4 Host Interaction
A23 Sparse Matrix Formats A4l Host Communication
A4.2 CPU/GPU Computation

A.1 Memory Access

A.1.1  On-Chip — Use Dedicated Memories. For most applications GPUs have more compu-
tational resources than the memory system can provide. Therefore, many optimizations center
around improving memory access. Similar to CPUs, GPUs provide caches, albeit with less levels
than CPUs (two levels compared to typically three levels on a CPU). However, GPUs also provide
dedicated memory spaces that are mapped into fast memory: constant memory, texture or surface
memory, and shared memory.

Constant memory. A typical maximum size for constant memory is 64 KiB. Constant memory is
read-only data during kernel execution and it has to be written before kernel launch and declared to
be constant memory. Constant memory is especially useful for data that is broadcasted to multiple
threads since it only results in one memory transaction [107, 200]. It is also useful for data that
needs to be available for a sequence of kernel calls [59]. Considerations for using constant cache
are cache conflicts [319] and Lee et al. measure the constant cache hit ratio [201].

Jang et al.[170] measure a speedup of 3 to 5 times by using constant memory on a Tesla GPU.
Xiao et al. [401] report a speedup of 12% by using constant memory for storing the query sequence
and scoring matrix in constant memory in the context of a gene-sequencing application on the
Fermi architecture.

Texture memory. Texture memory is also a read-only memory with typical sizes of 12 KiB to 128
KiB. Although texture memory is often used solely for the fact that accesses are cached [46, 78, 230,
247, 339], texture memory is optimized for accesses with the spatial locality in two dimensions
and several implementations exploit this spatial locality [203, 264, 349, 364, 401, 418] or use it for
uncoalesced access [53, 435]. In addition, it is also possible to exploit the fact that texture fetches
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Fig. 10. A 2-dimensional 9-element texture with different addressing modes.

can automatically handle boundary values as shown in [193, 195, 206, 318, 319], possibly reducing
branch divergence. Figure 10(a) shows a 2-dimensional 9 element texture with the “wrap” address-
ing mode meaning that an out-of-bound read will return a value as if the texture was wrapped,
the transparent elements being the out-of-bound accesses. Figure 10(b) shows the same with the
“clamp” addressing mode where the boundary element is repeated for out-of-bounds reads.

The fact that one texture fetch can retrieve an R, G, B, and A value inspired Liu et al. to use
the same technique for packing string data in the same way and retrieving this data with one
texture fetch [231] for gene sequence alignment. Texture fetches are performed with a special API
and addressing is typically performed by dedicated hardware. Texture units can also automatically
perform integer to float conversion (with normalization) which is very useful for graphics but can
also be exploited in general-purpose applications [133, 234]. A typical performance improvement
is reported by Ryoo et al. [318] where a kernel in the context of video compression showed a 2.8
times speedup on a Tesla GPU where boundary calculation is done by the texture units.

Shared memory. To use shared memory, one can declare a variable, most often an array, to be
“shared”. Shared arrays reside in the on-chip memory of a streaming multiprocessor and typical
sizes of this on chip memory are 16, 48, 64, or 96 KiB. This data can be shared between threads
within a thread block. Since this allows parallel access to the memory, synchronization is needed
and this happens with barriers that each warp within a thread block must reach before execution
continues.

Stalling warps as a result of barriers is often bad for performance. An often used strategy is to
decrease the amount of shared memory within a thread block to allow multiple thread blocks to
run on a single streaming multiprocessor [170]. Since thread blocks are independent, they do not
need synchronization between thread blocks, so if one thread block stalls on a barrier, another
thread block can continue execution.

On-chip memory is typically organized in banks equal to the size of the number of threads within
a warp. Threads within a warp that access the same element are serialized decreasing performance,
which is called “shared memory bank conflicts”. An often used strategy is to reduce the amount of
bank conflicts.

Shared memory can be used for a number of reasons. Foremost, shared memory is used to allow
sharing of data between threads [84, 127, 158, 186, 280]. Another purpose is to decrease expensive
memory operations of global memory [203, 275], for example, allowing global memory access to be
coalesced and stored in shared memory to allow uncoalesced access there [60, 66, 116, 127, 129, 278,
315, 319, 329, 414] or to minimize the impact of irregular access altogether [64, 127, 203, 215, 325].
Satish et al. [325] report a speedup of 2 orders of magnitude faster by sorting data in shared memory
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Fig. 11. Padding applied to resolve bank conflicts (from Man et al. [245], © IEEE).

replacing scattered writes to global memory with scattered writes to shared memory on the Tesla
architecture (2008). Shared memory can also be used for reducing synchronization, for example
by using a hash table per thread block that is later merged in a global hash table [27].

The effect of shared memory increases if data reuse or temporal locality can be exploited [5, 14,
79,92, 149, 162, 187, 217, 263, 304, 363, 407, 408, 414] but for spatial locality shared memory is also
useful [107, 162, 251, 257, 304, 310]. A specific pattern that is often performed by means of shared
memory are reductions [9, 14, 46, 59, 97, 177, 264, 266, 311, 335].

Once the kernel has been transformed to use shared memory it may be important to optimize
the usage of shared memory. Typical transformations are blocking that often is performed with
the help of shared memory [162, 209, 249, 257, 304, 310, 315, 319, 345, 350, 353, 407, 408, 425] or
fusion of kernels to increase the opportunity to reuse data [223] (see Section A.1.8).

Often shared, texture, and constant memory are regarded as the fastest memories for data reuse
and this is true for the spatial locality, but for a temporal locality, registers can form an even
faster memory. Volkov and Demmel investigate the relation between bandwidth, instruction level
parallelism, and memory bandwidth and conclude that given enough instruction level parallelism,
for example, achieved with aggressive loop unrolling, it may be beneficial to use a low number
of threads to allow registers to be the primary on-chip memory instead of shared memory [375].
Swirydowicz et al. continue with this line of thought and create a Roofline model based on shared
memory [345]. Typically, these implementations have low occupancy while achieving very high
performance. To use registers in this way shared memory is often used to stage the data for the
registers [278, 316] or to communicate data between registers via shared memory [127].

In contrast, for other implementations it is sometimes necessary to use the shared memory to
reduce register spilling [52, 172]. In another case, registers are used as a spill-location for shared
memory[49]. The amount of shared memory used is a limitation on the number of thread blocks
per SM and often it is necessary to reduce shared memory to allow more independent threads to
decrease barrier synchronization penalties [127, 170, 201, 303]. For example, this can be done with
loop-fission [50], recomputing values [200], or using registers [49, 200].

Another important technique to improve shared memory performance is reducing the amount
of bank conflicts. There are various techniques to do this. Often padding is applied to offset threads
to access a subsequent bank [97, 107, 110, 123, 124, 127, 137, 200, 245, 246, 287, 304, 343, 345, 345,
371, 375, 376, 390, 398, 407, 408, 414]. Man et al. [245] show in Figure 11 where they pad a 32 x 32
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arrays with one extra element on each row to ensure that when all 32 threads of a threadblock
access a column in the 32 X 32 arrays (element 0, 32, 64, and so on.) the threads do not access the
same bank resulting in serialized access, but subsequent banks resulting in parallel access.

Reordering the data is a different technique [66, 209, 315, 318, 359, 361, 431] and Govindaraju
et al. accomplish this by transforming from an array of structs to a struct of arrays [127]. It is also
possible to keep the same layout but to remap threads to data [52, 134, 146, 182, 318, 412, 412] or,
related, perform loop interchange [318]. Reddy et al. exploit the commutativity of operations [311]
to reorder data access. Bernstein et al. wrote a search tool that assigns threads with data such that
almost all bank conflicts are eliminated [49].

A.1.2  On-Chip — Use Warp Functions. In general and historically, GPUs do not support syn-
chronization between thread blocks (see Section A.3.10 for a more detailed discussion) and support
communication and synchronization between threads within a thread block via shared memory
and barriers. However, NVIDIA introduced warp-voting functions in the Fermi architecture (2010)
with which threads within a warp can reach consensus without the need for explicit synchroniza-
tion. Starting with the Kepler architecture (2012), NVIDIA extended these warp vote functions with
warp shuffle functions making warp-level functions more powerful. Exploiting these warp functions
is considered an optimization because of the performance gains that can be achieved with them.

The shuffle functions allow threads in the same warp to exchange data that is stored in regis-
ters, without having to store it in shared memory first, and without explicit synchronization at
thread-block level. In Figure 12, Wang et al. [381] show variants of the shuffle functions that
were introduced in the Kepler architecture (2012). The advantages of using this optimization are
multiple: first, the latency to access registers is lower than for shared memory, and bandwidth is
higher; second, the amount of shared memory allocated is less; third, the communication over-
head is lower because of the lack of explicit synchronization. Because of these advantages, the
largest use-case for warp shuffle functions in the literature is to share data intra-warp without
going through shared memory [7, 14, 47, 65, 70, 150, 155, 204, 210, 223, 233, 268, 328, 380, 411, 422].

Particularly interesting is the use that Barnat et al. [44] have for these functions, using them to
reduce the amount of memory accesses to global memory and save memory bandwidth via a warp-
level caching system. There have also been attempts at comparing warp shuffle functions to a more
traditional intra-warp communication mechanism based on shared memory. Wang et al. [381] de-
velop micro-benchmarks to compare the two approaches, and conclude that the use of this opti-
mization provides tangible gains in performance, between 20% and a factor 2 for two different types
of sequence alignment algorithms (Kepler 2012), while Mawson et al. [252] show that using warp
shuffle functions for their Boltzmann solver is faster than using shared memory, albeit slightly. Al-
though this is often the case, there are also cases where this optimization does not provide benefits,
such as documented by Abdelrahman et al. [12] using their cryptographic micro-benchmarks.
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Another specialized use-case for warp shuffle functions is to implement collaborative algorithms
such as reduction [35, 42, 117, 266, 282, 311, 381] and prefix-sum [184, 185]. Wang et al. [381] show
in Figure 13 how reduction can be implemented in terms of shuffle instructions. The main ad-
vantage provided by this optimization for these algorithms is the lower synchronization overhead.

The warp vote functions are used to evaluate predicates at warp-level, and then broadcast the
result of such evaluation to all threads in the warp. In this way, developers can test if all, any,
or which threads in a warp satisfy a given predicate without explicit communication between
them [28, 37, 38, 115, 231, 298, 438]. To provide some examples of the use of warp vote functions,
Pai et al. [298] use this optimization in graph processing, to determine which thread should execute
a push operation in their algorithm, and Ashkiani et al. [37] use the same optimization to compute
a warp-level histogram.

A.1.3  On-Chip — Register Blocking. Registers form the fastest memory available on GPUs [373]
and as such, can be very effective for increasing performance by storing often-used values in them.
Since registers are not shared among threads, registers are mostly effective for data reuse with
temporal locality and less for spatial locality although some use warp-shufile to distribute values
among threads in a warp [7, 12]. Because of these restrictions, register blocking, sometimes also
called temporal blocking, is highly related to loop unrolling, explained as “[r]egister blocking is,
in essence, unroll and jam in [the] X, Y, or Z [dimension]” [83, p. 7]. It is related to “varying work
per thread” (Section A.3.4) because sometimes the same data is reused for multiple elements that
a thread computes. Hong et al. [152] indeed acknowledge that varying the work per thread can
achieve register blocking. Often, register blocking is combined with spatial blocking (Section A.1.7)
and is sometimes called “two-level blocking” [162, 407, 408].

From the literature, it appears that register blocking is prevalent in 3D stencil computa-
tions [83, 174, 257, 262, 302, 372, 379, 421, 433]. An often used approach is using shared memory
for the XY plane and serialize the computation over the Z dimension, keeping data reused in
the Z direction in registers [83, 174, 257, 302, 372, 421]. Mo and Li apply a similar technique but
they reuse a partial sum of the neighboring points instead of elements in the Z direction [262].
Matsumura et al. provide a comprehensive overview of temporal blocking and its relation to
spatial blocking and provide a framework to achieve high-degree temporal blocking for stencil
computations [251].

Daga et al. note that registers are especially useful for accumulator values on GPUs since the
values in registers cannot easily be shared with other threads [80], also observed by Hagedorn
et al. [137]. This use is apparent in many articles that perform some form of matrix multiplication
where the elements of the output matrix are accumulated in registers [6, 138, 162, 180, 278, 287, 314,
315, 353, 407] based on blocks of the input matrices that are potentially also blocked in registers [6,
138, 180, 278, 314]. Remmelg et al. [314] compare in Figure 14 register blocking (Figure 14(b)) with
spatial-blocking (Figure 14(a), see Section A.1.7). At the left, the output elements are computed
based on the tiles in the rows and columns of A and B respectively. At the right, the column in B
is stored in registers and reused for each of the highlighted column in the row of A to accumulate
the output elements that are also in registers.

Mukonoki et al. perform matrix/vector multiplication and make use of vector instructions for
register blocking [267]. For the same application, Xu et al. carefully combine register blocking with
coalesced memory access and also take into account reuse of the values that are loaded into the
registers for other warps via the cache [404].

Since registers form the fastest memory available on GPUs, they can provide impressive speedup
gains. Tang et al. [353] show speedups between a factor 2 and 7 depending on the block size in
their graph comparison algorithm on the Volta architecture (2017).
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Fig. 14. Matrix multiplication blocking methods (from Remmelg et al. [314], © Remmelg et al.).

Tan et al. note that registers cannot be indexed and therefore techniques such as macro expan-
sion or templates have to be used [349] to have control over arrays of registers [345]. Bernstein
et al. use an interesting technique where registers replace the function of constant memory [49].
In addition, they pack four values in a register trading-off computations by means of bit shifts for
faster memory access.

A.1.4  On-Chip — Reduce Register Usage. When compiling a GPU kernel, the compiler assigns
each thread block a certain number of registers to hold intermediate values. Since the number of
registers per SM is fixed, using too many registers can thus limit the number of concurrent thread
blocks per SM (i.e., occupancy). In addition, increased register usage can result in register spilling,
the phenomenon where thread local variables are stored in slow off-chip device memory, although
the spilled variables are typically cached. Therefore, in certain scenarios reducing the register
usage can reduce register spilling, which can lead to more concurrency, and thus performance
benefits.

One obvious way to reduce register usage is to rewrite the kernel’s source code. For example,
Habich et al. [136] experimented with a 3D stencil application and found that each index operation
into a multi-dimensional array consumed one register in CUDA 1.1. In later work [135], they were
able to reduce 100 to 32 registers by manually writing these indexing operations using pointer
arithmetic, minimizing temporary variables, and rewriting arithmetic operations. Tran et al. [358]
investigate Lattice Boltzmann simulations and they are able to reduce register usage from 70 to
40 by using several techniques including moving certain temporary variables to shared memory,
packing small types into larger types (i.e., pack 4 bytes into 1 integer), and refraining from storing
values that can be recalculated. With these techniques they gain a performance gain between 7
and 9% on a Kepler GPU (2012). Unrolling of small loops can also save registers due to removing
the need for induction variables [318, 331] (see Section A.2.1).

Another way to save registers is to change the algorithm. Qiu et al. [308] perform SHA1 cal-
culations on the GPU; they use an algorithm that requires 80 precomputed values to be stored in
registers and switching to a different compute scheme saves 64 registers. Fang et al. [104] switch
from a multi-to-one scheme to a one-to-multi scheme for stencil operations and are able to reduce
register usage by 40%.

Finally, it is also possible to force the compiler to use less registers. Khorasani et al. [183] use the
maxrregcount option of the CUDA compiler to forcefully spill registers and find it to be beneficial
for certain benchmarks. Bernstein et al. [49] take a more radical approach: being unsatisfied with
NVIDIA’s register allocator, they use a reverse-engineered CUDA assembler to perform their own
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register allocation. However, it should be noted that this work was performed in 2010 and it is
likely that the register allocation has since been improved.

A.1.5  On-Chip — Recompute. The recompute optimization consists of recomputing one or more
values that have already been computed in the past, potentially by some other computational
element. In general, when applying this optimization, work that would not be necessary otherwise
is carried out to avoid either communication, in case the work has already been performed by a
different thread or thread block, or to reduce memory operations or footprint, in case the work
has already been performed by the same thread or thread block in the past. This optimization is
based on a resource tradeoff that is in most cases beneficial for modern GPUs, where compute
capabilities far exceed memory and communication bandwidth.

Various examples of the use of recompute to reduce communication can be found in the liter-
ature [149, 205, 208]. In particular, Holewinski et al. [149] chose to recompute the halo of every
tile in their stencil operation, thus performing unnecessary work, to avoid the need of complex
synchronization schemes between thread blocks. This approach resulted in speedups up to a fac-
tor 2.5 depending on architecture (a Tesla GPU (2008), Fermi (2010) GPUs, and an AMD Beaver-
Creek (2011) GPU), and the ratio between computational instructions and overhead instructions. In
highly compute intensive stencil computations, redundant computations could not be overlapped,
resulting in equal performance to the original kernel. Different is the case of Li et al. [208], where
the goal achieved by using recompute is to reduce the amount of communication between host and
GPU. In this article, instead of communicating between the GPU and the host to correctly compute
all values, the authors accepted the fact that some of the values computed on the GPU would be
incorrect due to conflicts, and instead decided to recompute these values afterward on the host.
Particularly interesting is the case of Lefebvre et al. [205], where they combined kernel fusion (see
Section A.1.8) with recompute to reduce expensive synchronization through global memory and
therefore avoided storing intermediate results.

A classic example of using recompute is to reduce the number of accesses to global memory
and the volume of data read. Dominguez et al. [95] opted to store only values that cannot be easily
recomputed instead of storing all values. It is also possible to use this optimization to reduce shared
memory requirements, as Lee et al. [201] show.

In addition, there are articles that test the effects of this optimization. Lee et al. [200] (different
authors than Lee et al. [201] above) implement a 3D image registration kernel, a compute-bound
algorithm, and test the effectiveness of the recompute optimization by comparing this approach
against a version of the same algorithm that stores intermediate results for reuse; in their experi-
ments they found that recomputing is not always the optimal solution for performance. Similarly,
Strelak et al. [338] compare different implementations of their GPU kernels, using this optimiza-
tion to recompute some weights on the fly, instead of storing them; they conclude that recompute is
probably more beneficial for architectures that have more floating-point performance than mem-
ory bandwidth.

A.1.6  Off-Chip — Coalesced Access. Coalesced access is perhaps the most applied optimization.
When the combined memory accesses of a warp of 32 threads satisfy a set of coalescing rules, data
can be fetched in less than 32 transactions from the device memory. The set of coalescing rules
varies per architecture and have become less strict over time. A typical example of coalesced access
is a warp accessing consecutive 32-bit memory locations that are aligned to 128 bytes, a typical
size of a cache line. If these 128 bytes are in the cache, there is only one memory transaction,
otherwise, there are four 32-byte memory transactions to the device memory. Figure 15 shows
an example adapted from the CUDA Programming Guide [294] where the top part shows threads
0-31 accessing addresses 128 to 255 in a coalesced manner leading to 4 device memory transactions
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Threads: o1
4 device 32B memory transactions (uncached)
1 128B cache transaction (cached)

Uncoalesced accesses

Addresses: 95 128 160 192 224 256 288

Wff/ff/f/ff///fff//ffi/fff/

Threads: o1
5 device 32B memory transactions (uncached)
2 128B cache transactions (cached)

Fig. 15. Coalesced and uncoalesced access (adapted from the CUDA Programming Guide [294], © NVIDIA).

if the data was uncached and 1 cache transaction if the data was cached. In the bottom, threads
0-31 access addresses 129 to 256 leading to 5 device memory transactions if the data is uncached
and 2 cache transactions if the data is in a cache.

There are various ways to achieve coalesced access [319] and the complexity of achieving it
depends on several factors, such as the data layout, the organization of threads, and the availability
of shared memory. If the data layout allows, a simple method to coalesce access is to organize the
threads such that each thread aligns with the element on which it operates [13, 86, 123, 160, 167,
238, 359]. Other forms of aligning threads with data are simply choosing a good thread block size
[206, 207], by tiling [34, 277, 278, 353] or by choosing a different parallelization strategy [96, 139,
398]. For complex data layouts, it may be an option to use the GPU’s computational power to
perform complex indexing operations such as space-filling curves to align the threads with the
data [19, 250, 285].

If a kernel exhibits uncoalesced memory access, an often used approach is to load data from
global memory in a coalesced fashion into shared memory from which the uncoalesced access
can happen [50, 89, 103, 104, 104, 105, 117, 120, 129, 187, 271, 277, 282, 319, 329, 379, 414-416,
423, 438]. This can also be combined with applying tiling such that a tile is loaded into shared
memory [278, 318]. Instead of loading into shared memory, it is also possible to stage the data in
shared memory to store it in device memory [37, 60, 110, 127, 127, 182, 376] and several articles
apply both techniques [75, 182, 245, 246, 259]. Yang et al. [414] isolate the performance of coalescing
with respect to a naive version and find a performance improvement between a factor 1.8 and
almost 4 averaged over various benchmarks depending on the specific GPU they used (Tesla 2008).

The above techniques maintain the layout in global memory. However, if the application allows,
another often used approach is to reorganize the data such that threads access the data in a coa-
lesced manner [337]. Besides reorganizing data in a custom way [15, 69, 163, 164, 175, 220, 227, 230,
283,284,314, 332, 361, 363, 387, 408, 428, 439], there are also often applied approaches. An example
is creating a struct of arrays from an array of structs [51, 59, 72, 86, 112, 212, 252, 319, 331, 344, 428]
possibly tiled [337, 358]. Another simple transformation is switching from row-major to column-
major arrays [72, 329] or other transpositions [19, 85, 316, 337, 344, 395, 432]. A final common tech-
nique is to add padding to align the data [9, 117, 135, 136, 182, 205, 250, 316, 331, 332]. Gomez-Luna
et al. improve on their own work [343] with a minimal padding scheme in an in-place matrix trans-
position kernel. The new approach has a higher throughput including a padding and unpadding
kernel [125].
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Fig. 16. Comparison of a 2-dimensional array accessed regularly and with spatial blocking.

Ito and Nakano show two different layouts for optimal polygon triangulation [166]. They show
that the two layouts are optimal in different stages of the algorithm and that reorganizing data
from one layout to the other is faster (including the transformation time) than sticking to one
layout.

For some architectures, there is a difference in coalesced reads and writes throughput. Therefore,
in some cases, it is necessary to tradeoff data layouts to either benefit coalesced reads or writes [86,
358]. Lin et al. [220] present a new data layout that—compared to related work—manages to achieve
both coalesced reads and writes.

Coalescing is difficult to achieve in applications with a high degree of irregular access. Examples
of such applications are sparse matrix-vector multiplication and graph processing. One approach is
caching the expensive random-access loads [89], but as seen in Section A.2.3 many sparse formats
are introduced to increase the regularity. Bell and Garland [46] show that various sparse matrix-
vector multiplications formats support or are designed to maximize coalescing. They show that
with the regular CSR format without coalescing, Zhong et al. [434] introduce a new graph format
with a data layout such that it supports coalesced access.

For sparse data structures, padding data is an often-used technique [78, 192, 277, 339, 386].
Kreutzer et al. propose a sparse matrix-vector format to achieve coalescing with reduced padding
requirements compared to other sparse formats [192].

A final interesting approach is to redesign data structures to benefit from coalescing. Ashkiani
et al. present a hash table that supports updates and is designed with coalesced access in mind [38].
The hash table uses chaining and the linked lists use a “slab”, a linked list node with multiple key-
value pairs and one next pointer, such that operations can be performed with warp instructions
and memory access is coalesced.

A.1.7  Off-Chip — Loop Tiling or Spatial Blocking. Blocking or loop tiling are two frequently
used terms in the literature that are used to describe a common code optimization. For example,
Deftu and Murarasu state that “Loop tiling is a loop reordering transformation primarily used
to improve cache reuse by dividing the iteration space into tiles” [85, p. 354]. And Nath et al.
state that “Blocking is a D[ense] L[inear] A[lgebra] optimization technique where a computation
is organized to operate on blocks or submatrices of the original matrix” [277, p. 2]. Despite the
difference in terminology, the two refer to the same concept, which is partitioning the data or the
computation in such a way that it is processed one block at a time. We refer to this optimization
as blocking, or more specifically as spatial blocking, to distinguish between spatial and temporal
blocking (Section A.1.8). Figure 16 shows data that is accessed in a regular way on the left. At the
right spatial blocking is applied dividing the data into four tiles.
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Spatial blocking is of particular interest in the context of GPU programming, because it
gives the programmer control over where and how data is used and reused in the computa-
tion [39, 70, 104, 137, 138, 188, 269, 277, 304]. This allows the kernel to more effectively ex-
ploit data reuse in L1/L2 caches [188, 269, 330, 358, 382, 408], the texture cache [413], regis-
ters [138, 162, 180, 407], and shared memory [104, 138, 162, 277, 315, 353, 383, 396, 407, 425]. Block-
ing may have other beneficial effects, for example, Stielak et al. [338] use blocking to reduce warp
divergence (See Section A.2.2). Stratton et al. [337] report a performance benefit of tiling between
12% (for an irregular application) and 3-6 times speedup (for regular applications) depending on the
application. Although they report performance on a GPU of the Tesla architecture (2008) without
a cache, they concede that tiling is important for GPUs with caches as well.

To apply spatial blocking it may be required to first change the data layout used for certain
variables [358]. Nath et al. [277] introduce recursive blocking in a dense matrix-vector multiplica-
tion kernel where part of the computation is performed with a rearranged set of threads. Rojek
et al. [316] introduce the term 2.5D blocking to describe a special case of blocking applied in an
advection transport algorithm.

The dimensions of the block are often directly linked to the dimensions of the thread block [182,
320]. In addition to the thread block dimensions, there may be other restrictions to the block di-
mensions, for example, the vector width when using vector data types [339]. When the thread
block dimensions and the tile or block dimensions are decoupled, the GPU programmer has the
opportunity to vary the amount of work performed by each thread and each thread block, which
is considered another optimization, see Section A.3.4. Auto-tuning (see Section A.3.6) is frequently
used for selecting the optimal thread block dimensions (see Section A.3.5) in combination with tile
or block dimensions [166, 209, 287, 316, 320, 389, 413].

A.1.8 Off-Chip — Kernel Fusion. A kernel is a function launched on the GPU with a specific
thread and thread block configuration. Kernel fusion (sometimes also called kernel merge [205, 323,
346, 422] or kernel unification [173]) is analogous to loop fusion, defined as “collapsing consecutive
and dependent loops” by Carabano et al. [62, p. 220]. However, there is a crucial difference between
kernels and loops since kernels also allow synchronization at the device memory level. If two
threads within a thread block need to synchronize, they can use shared memory and a barrier to
do so. When two threads in different thread blocks need to synchronize, this is only possible with
different kernel launches acting as a barrier [18, 62, 77, 111, 422], although there are techniques to
allow global synchronization without kernel launches [400], see Section A.3.10.

Many optimizations are targeted at the kernel-level, but Sarkar et al. show that solely optimizing
each kernel does not necessarily lead to the most optimized configuration but that fusing kernels
can result in better execution times [323]. There are several reasons for why kernel fusion can
benefit the execution times, although some articles do not list an explicit reason [9, 46, 336].

It is widely recognized that global memory accesses can be reduced with kernel fusion if two
kernels use the same data [4, 30, 31, 65, 86, 111, 117, 155, 188, 205, 223, 224, 255, 256, 323, 418, 433].
Instead of fetching the data in the two kernels, data is only loaded once in the fused version. Some
note that there are two ways to pass on these intermediate results: via shared memory or via
registers [62, 65, 86, 102, 111, 188, 223]. In Figure 17 Hou et al. [155] show how their fused kernel
(on the right) saves 10n accesses. They pass on the data in registers.

Some also mention other benefits to kernel fusion, such as improved cache benefits [77, 188],
improved locality [77, 346], and data reuse [4, 5, 30, 102, 138, 188, 223, 323]. Finally, it is often
mentioned that kernel fusion reduces kernel launch overhead [4, 5, 18, 111, 117].

Besides these reasons, Filipovic et al. also mention that kernel fusion allows room for other
optimizations [111]. This article also lists potential drawbacks of fusion, such as the risk of
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Fig. 17. Kernel fusion applied on two kernels (adapted from Hou et al. [155], © Higher Education Press and
Springer-Verlag GmbH Germany, part of Springer Nature 2019).

reduced occupancy in relation to the amount of shared memory or registers that are required for
the fused kernel. In addition, there can be a mismatch in parallelism that hurts performance. They
define “kernel fusibility” and recognize that on-chip memory is essentially a distributed memory,
so if intermediate results are passed on through registers, a kernel needs to have the same thread
mapping. If the intermediate results are passed through shared memory, it requires the same
block mapping and synchronization at the block level is needed. Finally, if the two kernels require
global synchronization, fusion is generally not possible.

Tabik et al. also recognize that kernel fusion provides room for other optimizations [346] but
they also list other advantages. Besides global memory access, they mention that kernel fusion
can also reduce data movement between the host and the CPU. In addition, they note that kernel
fusion can increase concurrency, and specifically instruction level parallelism because each thread
has more, potentially independent work to perform. Jiménez et al. recognize that this increased
concurrency provides an additional possibility to hide memory latency access [173]. Finally, Tabik
et al. also list the drawback that if a kernel touches a larger volume of data, there is also a risk for
bad data locality because the data can reside in different memory ranges.

Wang et al. discuss three methods for fusion [378]. The “inner thread” method fuses the work of
each kernel per thread. This is what most would consider kernel fusion and this requires that the
thread block and grid size matches for both kernels. The “inner thread block” method fuses two
kernels and in the first instruction of the fused kernel, one of the original kernels is executed based
on the thread index. For this type of fusion, the kernels need to be independent and crucially, none
of the kernels can do thread block-level synchronization. Finally, the “inter thread block” method is
similar to the previous one but instead of jumping to one of the kernels based on the thread index,
it is based on the block index. Sarkar et al. also propose different strategies to fuse kernels [323]
and are similar to the methods discussed above: fuse the work of each kernel per thread and fuse
independent kernels and select per warp. They note that for kernel fusion register usage is very
important but that fusing two independent kernels does not necessarily lead to the sum of the
number of used registers that Wang et al. and others seem to assume. Filipovic et al. have a similar
categorization [111] as Sarkar et al. [323] and Anzt et al. note that independent kernels often benefit
more from concurrent kernel execution that is supported in newer GPUs than from fusion [30].

Carabafio et al. make a distinction based on the data shared between kernels [62]. It is possible
to fuse kernels that share the same input (that they call “flat fusion”) and fuse kernels with a
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__shared__ float As[16]1[16], Bs[16]1[161; __shared__ float As[16]1[16], Bs[16]1[161;
float Ctemp = 0; float Ctemp = 0;

float a = A[indexA];

float b = B[indexBJ;

for (...) { for (...) {
As[tyl[tx] = A[indexAl; As[tyl[tx] = a;
Bs[tyl[tx] = B[indexB]; Bs[tyl[tx] = b;
indexA += 16; indexA += 16;
indexB += 16 * widthB; indexB += 16 * widthB;
__syncthreads(); __syncthreads();

a = AlindexA]; // Prefetch next tile
b = B[indexBl;

for (i = 0; i < 16; i++) for (i = 0; i < 16; i++)
Ctemp += As[ty][i] * Bs[il[tx]; Ctemp += As[ty][i] * Bs[il[tx];
__syncthreads(); __syncthreads();
3 3
(a) Without prefetching. (b) With prefetching. Changes in red.

Fig. 18. Example of prefetching for matrix multiplication kernel, (adapted from Ryoo et al. [320], © ACM).

producer/consumer relationship between them (that they call “pipe fusion”). Yi et al. make the
same distinction but do not use these specific names [418].

As with many optimizations, kernel fusion can introduce trade-offs. Lefebvre et al. tradeoft fu-
sion with recomputing values, resulting in redundant work that can become expensive [205]. Chen
et al. fuse kernels by adopting the work from Xiao et al. for global synchronization [77] which
forces them to reduce the number of threads per block. An important resource that requires bal-
ancing is the number of registers and shared memory [4, 62]. Biferale et al. apply fusion on stencil
computations but execute the non-fused version for the boundaries and the fused version for the
non-boundary points [51]. Finally, Yan et al. carefully analyze dependencies for prefix sum and
conclude that the traditional implementations with three kernels can be replaced with a version
with only one kernel [410]. However, this relies on serializing part of the algorithm that has to
be balanced by ample parallelism in another dimension. They propose auto-tuning to balance the
concurrency. In the context of graph algorithms, Liu et al. [224] report a general performance im-
provement between 10% and 74% (Kepler 2012) depending on the application and kind of fusion,
but also note that in some cases kernel fusion leads to slow down (13% in one case). Finally, they
note that on all memory-intensive applications kernel fusion shows improvement.

A.1.9 Off-Chip — Software Prefetching. Data prefetching is a general optimization technique in
which data is fetched before it is actually required. In principle, GPUs are designed to do this by
switching to an active warp as soon as the current warp is stalled on a memory operation. In this
section, we discuss techniques that allow more control to overlapping the high latency of global
memory reads with computation. This can be done by rewriting the kernel such that those reads
are initiated into temporary registers long before their values are actually used, thus enabling the
scheduler to hide the memory latency of these operations at the cost of increased register usage.

Prefetching has been applied in various dense linear algebra kernels, such as matrix-vector mul-
tiplication [8, 9], matrix-matrix multiplication [6, 27, 39, 162, 237, 315, 320, 348], and stencil opera-
tions [149, 193, 262, 379]. For these kernels, the input data is tiled and each thread block loops over
tiles of the input data (see Section A.1.7). Prefetching can be applied by fetching the tile for the
next iteration just before processing the current tile. For example, Figure 18 shows an example of
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(a) Input data uncompressed. (b) Input data compressed.

Fig. 19. Compress data to reduce the number of memory transfers (adapted from Samadi et al. [321],
© Samadi et al.).

prefetching in the matrix multiplication kernel by Ryoo et al. [320]. There are a few instances of
this being called double buffering [10, 137, 249] since two buffers are required (one for the current
tile and one for the next tile), although this term is more commonly used in the context of overlap-
ping computation and data transfers (see Section A.4.1). Some also call it software pipelining [407].

Prefetching has also been applied in other applications. For example, Yang et al. [414] propose
a framework that can automatically optimize GPU kernels by applying code transformations and
one of these is a prefetching transformation. Bauer et al. [45] present an approach for program-
ming GPUs in which separate warps fulfill separate roles (warp specialization): one of these roles is
prefetching data for the other warps. Wu et al. [396] investigate the effectiveness of inter-block bar-
rier synchronization over invoking the same kernel many times (see Section A.3.10). They prefetch
data before an inter-block barrier, data that is required just after the barrier, something that is im-
possible to achieve when using individual kernel invocations. With this technique they succeed to
improve the performance of the application.

The performance benefit of prefetching varies: some researchers claim to see some improvement,
while others actually see aloss in performance. This happens since additional registers are required
to hold the prefetch values, which in turn can reduce occupancy [320]. For instance, Anh et al. [27]
see an improvement of 20%-40% for sparse matrix multiplication on a Tesla K20Xm. Ma et al. [237]
see an 8.5% improvement for dense matrix multiplication on a GTX280 when prefetching two
values, but there is a 62% decrease in performance when fetching more values. Yang et al. [414]
evaluate their optimizing framework using 10 kernels and the prefetching transformation obtains
no additional performance across their benchmark suite. They even disable this transformation in
later iterations of their framework [415].

A.1.10  Off-Chip — Compress Data. Memory is more abundant in the host than it is in GPUs,
and there are numerous optimizations that aim is to reduce the memory footprint of an application;
among these optimizations is compress data. Compression is used to reduce the size of data, be that
the input, output, or even intermediate data products, and the reduction in size helps with both
storage and data transfers [53, 321]. Samadi et al. [321] show in Figure 19 how they compress input
data to reduce the number of memory transfers.

This optimization is widely used for sparse matrices, with different compression schemes
proposed to reduce the size of the indices of non-zero elements [241, 242, 279, 282]. This com-
pression can be beneficial not only to reduce communication overhead and memory footprint,
but also to reduce pre-processing time, as shown by Neelima et al. [279]. However, reducing the
number of bits used to store variables is not just used for sparse matrices but also for the longest
common subsequence problem in the context of sequence alignment [297] and regular expression
matching [273].
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for (int i = @; i < 8; i++) { for (int i = 0; i < 8; i+=2) { sum += item[0];
sum += item[i]; sum += item[i]; sum += item[1];

} sum += item[i+1]; sum += item[2];
} sum += item[3];

sum += item[4];
sum += item[5];
sum += item[6];
sum += item[7];

(a) Before loop unrolling. (b) Partial loop unrolling by a fac- (c) Full loop unrolling.
tor of two.

Fig. 20. Example of loop unrolling.

Reducing the number of bits used for representing indices is not the only way compression is
applied to sparse matrices; examples can be found in the work from Liu and Vinter [229], where
they remove duplicate indices to save memory, or in the work by Nisa et al. [281], where they
avoid using pointers in case a slice has a single non-zero value. Liu et al. [226] (unrelated to Liu and
Vinter [229]) use compression for states in non-deterministic finite state machines. Since this is an
irregular application, the performance of the compression relies on the presence of compressible
states and whether the benefit of compression outweighs its overhead. In the automata they tested
with where the overhead does not outweight the benefit, the maximum slowdown is 20%, whereas
the speedup they measure is between 27% and a factor of almost 5 on a Pascal GPU (2016).

A.1.11  Off-Chip — Precompute. The idea behind this optimization is to perform some parts
of the computation offline, before the main processing starts, and then reuse these precomputed
values whenever necessary [402]. Often precompute is seen as a tradeoff optimization between
time and space [338], where time is saved by reusing some precomputed and stored values, at the
cost of increased memory pressure. In such cases, this optimization can be seen as the opposite of
recompute, described in Section A.1.5. However, there are also cases in which precompute is used
to move computing to different, and better suited, computing devices even if the precomputed
values are just used once, such as in the work of Fortin et al. [112] where certain computations
are moved to the CPU. Another special case for this optimization is precomputing some values to
change the structure of the computation, as exemplified by Greathouse et al. in precomputing how
many rows can fit in shared memory [129].

Zhou et al. [435] combine precompute with using texture memory by precomputing the city
distance matrix for the traveling salesman problem, and then storing it in texture memory. The
literature offers multiple examples [23, 112, 303, 308] of the combination between this optimization
and dividing computation between CPU and GPU (Section A.4.2), with the precomputing phase
happening on the host and the main computation on the GPU. To give an indication of potential
performance benefits, An et al. [23] show a speedup of 49% by precomputing data that is equal
for all threads in a password recovery program on an AMD Tahiti GPU from 2012. In general,
this optimization can also be seen as one of the possible ways to implement another optimization,
reduce redundant work, described in Section A.2.5.

A.2 Irregularity

A.2.1  Loop Unrolling. Loop unrolling is an optimization technique in which the body of a loop is
explicitly repeated multiple times [270]. Unrolling of a loop can be done manually, by explicitly du-
plicating the body of the loop, or automatically, either using macros, C++ templates [7], or compiler
directives [294]. Figure 20 shows an example of manual loop unrolling for a simple snippet of code.
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Loop unrolling can have various effects that benefit performance. One clear benefit is a
reduction in the overhead of loop-related instructions, such as branches and address calcula-
tions [242, 270]. Another benefit is the increase in opportunity for ILP [242, 270, 282, 345], due
to offering more independent instructions to hide latencies. Finally, a common effect of loop
unrolling is that it enables further compiler optimizations such as replacing array indices with
compile-time constants to enable the array elements to be stored in registers [67, 216, 320],
removal of branches which depend on the loop variable [112, 318, 439], and vectorization of
instructions [54, 67, 309].

Overall, loop unrolling has been found to be beneficial in many different scenarios. For example,
Ryoo et al. [318] optimize tiled matrix multiplication for the 8800GTX and find that best perfor-
mance can be achieved for 16 X 16 tiles and completely unrolling the innermost loop. This gave a
performance increase up to 25% but the choice of the right tile size had much more effect. Perhaps
even more interesting is that loop unrolling had no effect on a tile size of 8 X 8, most likely caused
by register usage that limits the number of threads. Van Werkhoven et al. [390] show how to loop
unrolling can increase the performance of convolution operations on GPUs. Qiu et al. [308] unroll
the innermost loop of a hash function since it removes a large switch statement. Fortin et al. [112]
accelerate Lefevre’s algorithm and unroll a loop by a factor of two since it removes a conditional
that only holds every other iteration. Reddy et al. [311] completely unroll a reduction tree since
it reduces synchronization between threads. Lin et al. [216] unroll a loop which causes a small ar-
ray to be no longer dynamically indexed allowing the compiler to store the elements in registers,
resulting in a 71% improvement in performance.

However, although unrolling loops is often beneficial, unrolling by a factor that is too large
might hurt performance. One reason is that loop unrolling increases the code size and performance
can deteriorate when the loop size exceeds the instruction cache size [270]. Another reason is that
unrolling loops can increase pressure on register usage which in turn reduces occupancy [105, 169,
270, 319], although some authors claim to see a decrease in register usage after unrolling [320]. The
factor by which to unroll a loop is thus an important consideration and various researchers have
focused on finding the ideal factor [270, 287, 309], often concluding that it differs per kernel and
device [287].

A.2.2  Reduce Branch-divergence. Branch divergence, sometimes also called path divergence, is
a problem for SIMD or warp-based architectures such as GPUs where a warp executes instructions
in lock-step. On a branch that depends on the thread index, there is a chance that different threads
in a warp have to take different paths on a branch. On a GPU this results in all threads taking both
branches where the threads that should not take the branch do not write the result. This hurts
performance because both branches are executed serially. If the instructions within the branch
are simple enough, the branches can be replaced with predicated instructions in which only the
threads with a true predicate write back the result of the instructions [52, 112].

Removing branches. A first technique is to remove branches altogether, since branching con-
tributes to overhead [23, 97]. In some cases, maximum and minimum functions can remove
branches [59, 231] or other arithmetic operations [177, 358, 379].

Figure 21 shows an example from Wang et al. [379]. The original code with branches is at the
top and at the bottom, the branches are replaced by arithmetic operations. A shaded box is an in-
struction for an inactive thread within the warp (a thread for which the condition is false) meaning
that the instruction is executed but the result is not written back.

To give an indication of the potential and limitations of branch-divergence reduction, Wang
et al. [379] observe a speedup of 3.45 on an AMD GPU from 2008 using the Brook+ programming
language on a branch-intensive kernel and no speedup for this optimization on other kernels. Tran
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Fig. 21. Reducing branch divergence by replacing a branch with arithmetic as exemplified by Wang
et al. [379]. The shaded boxes are instructions of inactive threads in the warp.

et al. [358] report speedups around 10% on a Kepler GPU (2012) with a Lattice Boltzmann solver
where branches are avoided on the boundaries of the 3D stencil computation.

Chakroun et al. [68] replace branches with sine, cosine, and exponentiation functions (using fast
math functions, see Section A.3.2), something they call branch refactoring. Vespa et al. take this
technique to an extreme in what they call algorithm flattening where each branch is expressed as
a computation that is reduced and optimized further [369].

Jiang et al. perform “instruction stream normalization” [172] that eliminates branches as well.
They store conditions in a 4-bit wide feature vector that indexes in a lookup table in constant
memory that provides the thread with the right value. Daga et al. [80] remove branches with
kernel-fission (Section A.2.4), splitting kernels based on conditionals that can be computed before
kernel launch on the CPU. They state that this optimization affected AMD GPUs more in their
case since they had less branching units per processing core than NVIDIA GPUs.

Reducing branches. If branches cannot be removed, the next best strategy is to reduce branching.
Cecilia et al. [64] apply Ant Colony Optimization to the Traveling Salesman Problem and notify
other threads in the block via shared memory whether a city has been visited. They later improve
on this by using warp instructions such as shuffle [65]. Several articles use loop unrolling to reduce
control flow in a kernel [112, 308, 311, 439]. In loops, it is also possible to adopt a different technique.
Han and Abdelrahman introduce iteration-delaying [140] which delays iterations of a loop with a
branch inside such that an iteration only takes the path that a majority of the threads will take. In
a later iteration, the other path is taken when it has the majority of the threads. They use warp-
voting functions to determine the majority of threads. The authors note that it may be problematic
that the minority threads for a certain path may be stalled for a long time. Novak solves this by
allowing only stalled threads to take part in the vote, trading off some efficiency for the progress
of threads [286]. Zhang et al. use a somewhat similar method that checks the condition at the end
of the loop, allowing threads without work to skip an iteration [431]. Another loop-based method
is introduced by Han et al. that merges nested loops to allow threads in a warp to start the next
iteration while other threads execute code from the inner loop [141].

Trading off branching. Another strategy to reduce branching is to tradeoff divergence against
another metric. Okada et al. reduce branching in gene sequence alignment at the cost of more
redundant work because threads in a warp take a similar path [296]. In their case, more redundant
work is less costly than branching. Sartori and Kumar introduce branch-herding [324]. They apply
this technique on kernels that can tolerate errors and they use warp voting instructions to find the
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majority of the threads taking a certain path. They then force all threads in the warp to take this
path. Users can control the error rate by using performance counters allowing to set a threshold
of forced branches. They apply similar techniques for memory coalescing.

Hong et al. propose a new programming method for dynamic applications such as graph process-
ing that discriminates between SIMD execution and traditional, sequential SISD execution [154].
For the latter mode, each warp executes the same instruction on the same data, which reduces the
parallelism within a warp but eliminates branch divergence. By decomposing warps into smaller
virtual warps, they can tradeoff branch divergence with serial execution within a warp.

Reducing the effect of branches. In contrast to reduce branching, it is also possible to reduce
the effect of branching. Han and Abdelrahman introduce branch-distribution [140] that aims at
reducing the code in branches as much as possible, removing code that does not necessarily need
to be inside branches, often at the cost of introducing new registers to store temporary results [112,
140, 178]. If the instructions in the branching code are simple enough, the compiler may be able to
predicate the instructions, masking threads that should not write a result. Lalami and El-Baz use
a similar technique by only employing registers in the branches [198].

Thread/data remapping. The above techniques apply to branches directly but it is also possible
to affect branching indirectly. We will discuss the parallelization scheme and data layout in the
following paragraphs focusing on more static applications first.

In stencil computations, often data is loaded into shared memory including a border. Instead of
using branches to load the border data, some assign threads to the border as well that in a later
stage do not participate in the computation [206, 251, 262, 402]. Itu et al. apply a different strategy
and do not load the left and right border into shared memory but instead load these values directly
from global memory [168]. Yet another approach for stencils is to assign all the divergent load
operations across all the warps to a single warp to speed up the others [316].

Phuong et al. study several optimizations of reductions on GPUs and the first optimization to
apply is avoiding branch divergence [305]. They achieve this with a strided access and evaluate
this on GPUs with different generations. They notice that the newer GTX 970 benefits more from
this optimization than older ones such as the GTX 560-Ti.

There are more articles that change the parallelization scheme for reducing branch divergence.
Chang et al. present a dynamic tiling solution for a high-performance tridiagonal solver [69].
Honda et al. employ warp-synchronous programming to perform high-precision integer multipli-
cation (1024 bits). They assign the multiplications to threads such that branch divergence is mostly
avoided [150]. Yamashita et al. propose new thread assignments to the data of optimal polygon tri-
angulation [405]. With these new thread assignments, they eliminate branch divergence. Hu et al.
reduce branch divergence in a graph application by processing an edge per warp instead of an
edge per thread [160].

Zhang et al. investigate how to reduce branch divergence in highly dynamic, irregular applica-
tions where static analysis does not apply [426]. They propose the thread-data-remapping tech-
nique to reduce branch divergence with two mechanisms: transform the data layout and reference
redirection. The former technique creates a copy of the data such that it minimizes thread di-
vergence and the latter technique creates an extra indirection to a memory access such that the
accesses minimize thread divergence. Since these techniques result in overhead, especially the data
layout transformation, they apply pipelining to overlap kernel execution with changing the lay-
out that happens on the CPU. In addition, they propose an algorithm to minimize the data layout
transformation by replacing it with reference redirection. In later work [427] the authors extend
their work to the G-Streamline framework that also focuses on irregular memory accesses and
introduces an additional technique job swapping that essentially results in reordering the thread
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indices. Lin et al. present a source-to-source compiler solution that applies thread-data-remapping
on the GPU instead of on the CPU [219]. Later work also supports nested branches [218].

An often used term in combination with warp divergence is thread block compaction introduced
by Fung and Aamodt [114], a micro-architectural improvement. This term or the more general
term stream compaction is used in combination with warp-divergence but is not to be confused
with stream compaction as a parallel algorithm to filter items, also a target of optimizations on
GPUs [42, 327]. In the context of warp-divergence, it means that threads for a specific path are
filtered to execute together.

Besides the work from Zhang et al., the work by Khorasani et al. can also be regarded to belong
to this class of solutions. They propose Collaborative-Context-Collection that targets loops with
branches [183]. Threads in a warp use shared memory to store a context that describes which
branch would be taken. If enough contexts for a specific branch are recorded, the threads in a
warp choose a context to execute, ensuring that there is no branch divergence.

Gmys et al. use several techniques to reduce the amount of branching code [121]. They apply
stream compaction by first computing which similar work should be assigned to each thread, then
launch a reduced number of threads to perform the operations. In addition, for code in which they
cannot prevent a high degree of branching, they launch kernels with only one thread per warp,
similar to the virtual warps that Hong et al. [154] introduced.

Related to compaction is sorting the data such that a similar workload is assigned to the same
threads in a warp or block. Burtscher et al. present a Barnes-Hut n-body application. They sort
the bodies to group spatially close bodies together. This grouping reduces branch divergence be-
cause force computation is initially the same for close-by bodies [59]. Nasre et al. apply a sim-
ilar technique to sort triangles in Delaunay Mesh Refinement [276]. Others use similar tech-
niques [68, 175, 301]. Kovac et al. predicts the number of iterations that a thread has to make
and sorts the tasks based on this prediction [189]. Arumugam use a heuristic based on the previ-
ous iteration of their algorithm to map threads to similar tasks [33]. Djenouri et al. also sort the
input based on size and distribute this equally over the thread blocks [90]. However since this dis-
tribution may still result in thread divergence, they apply statistical techniques to minimize this
occurrence.

Change the data layout. In a sense, sorting the data is changing the data layout but it is tied
to parallelism in a high degree. Another solution that changes the data layout more purely is
padding [64, 396, 435]. Sitardi et al. search strings in parallel for a certain first match [332]. They
first group the strings by length and then split the strings in multiple phases to give each thread
in a warp an equal-sized string.

For sparse data structures such as sparse matrix-vector multiplication or graph algorithms there
are many techniques used for branch divergence as well. Several researchers introduce sparse for-
mats that reduce branch divergence [109, 242, 342, 352, 366, 386]. Some formats are specifically
designed with the goal to reduce branch divergence: Ashari et al. introduce the Blocked-Row Col-
umn format [34], Khorasani et al. propose a graph representation format called G-shards [186] and
other graph formats are designed with reducing branch divergence in mind as well [109, 253, 266].
Sha et al. decode the adjacency list of a graph in two steps reducing branch divergence [328].

Algorithmic changes. Finally, there are also techniques that are highly tied to the algorithm they
execute: Zhang et al. improve with their framework RegTT [428] on AutoRopes [122], frameworks
that perform multiple queries in parallel while traversing trees. RegTT improves on AutoRopes by
employing breadth-first-search until a certain depth before a depth-first search that allows it to
reorder the queries for common paths. This ensures that threads in a warp have a high chance of
reduced branch divergence.
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Fig. 22. A sparse matrix in three different formats (adapted from Bell et al. [46], © ACM).

A.2.3  Sparse Matrix Format. GPUs are commonly used for sparse linear algebra operations,
and most notably SpMV. The memory format used to represent a sparse matrix has an important
influence on performance and an abundance of different formats have been proposed. This section
discusses some of the most prominent contributions in sparse formats designed for GPUs. We refer
to Bell and Garland [46] for an overview of the essentials and to Muhammed et al. [266] for a recent
review. Figure 22 shows three common formats from Bell et al. [46]. The ELL format has padding
which is marked with *.

It is difficult to give an indication of performance benefits because sparse matrix-vector multipli-
cation is a highly irregular application where performance relies heavily on the input. Muhammed
et al. [266] give a good overview with mean and aggregate throughput over various inputs. Con-
cretely, for their SURAA sparse matrix format, they report an average speedup over a range of
inputs between 1.1 and 40 depending on the competing format on a Kepler GPU (2012). For spe-
cific inputs, they report a speedup of between 1.94 and 562 but also slowdown compared to a
competing format.

The ELL format [46] (also called ELLPACK) is commonly used for matrices where the number
of non-zeros (nnz) is roughly consistent across all rows which is common for matrices obtained
from structured grids or semi-structured meshes. In this format, a sparse matrix is condensed into
a dense matrix by removing the zeros, shifting the non-zero entries to the left, and padding with
zeros until reaching exactly K entries in each row. This results in a format which is highly regular
and suitable for GPUs, at the cost of adding padding. Several improvements have been proposed to
overcome this padding overhead. For instance, ELL-R [365, 366] adds an additional array storing
the actual length of each row without padding. This allows threads to skip the padding zeros and
avoids performing useless work, albeit at the cost of storing an additional array. Sliced ELL [264]
divides the matrix into strips of C adjacent rows and stores each strip in ELL format. The value of
K differs in each strip, thus reducing the overhead of padding for the overall matrix. ELLR-T [100]
combines these two ideas: it stores each strip in ELL format, like sliced-ELL, and also adds an
additional array storing the row lengths, like ELL-R. SELL-C-o [192] improves upon sliced-ELL in
two ways: it ensures that C is a multiple of the SIMD width, to allow vectorization, and it sorts each
consecutive o rows by row lengths, putting rows of similar lengths into the same slice. Kreutzer
et al. [192] perform an extensive analysis of the parameters C and o to tune the best performance
for different architectures.

Instead of modifying an existing format, another direction of research is into combining differ-
ent sparse formats. For example, Bell and Garland [46] propose a hybrid format called HYB which
stores the first K non-zeros of each row in ELL format and any excess non-zeros in COO format.
This benefits from the regularity of the ELL format without suffering from excessive padding.
Yang et al. [413] combine ELL and CSR: rows of the matrix are grouped and each group is stored as
either ELL or CSR format based on a simple heuristic. Su et al. [339] take a more rigorous approach
by presenting the cocktail format. In this format, the matrix is partitioned and each submatrix is
stored in one of 9 different existing formats. They present a framework which is able to recommend
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the best partitioning of any given sparse matrix for certain architectures based on offline training
data.

Sparse matrix operations usually have a low arithmetic intensity and are memory-bound [403].
Compression of the format can help to increase throughput at the cost of additional computations.
For instance, Xu et al. [403] use index compression to store the column indices using 16 bits instead
of 32 bits, but it works only for certain matrices. Tang et al. [352] propose a bit-representation
optimized (BRO) compression scheme which consists of delta encoding followed by bit packing.
They apply their scheme to three existing formats and see an average speedup of 1.5X. Yan
et al. [409] propose a format called blocked compressed common coordinate (BCCOO) which
relies on bit flags to compress the row index array. This essentially achieves a compression
ratio of 32 (from 32-bit integers to 1-bit per index), but at the cost of decoding the indices at
runtime.

The above formats assume matrices are static, but—often in the context of graph processing
where sparse matrices represent graphs—there are also dynamic formats that allow addition and
removal of edges at runtime. Méndez-Lojo [253] present a dynamic format based on wide sparse
bit vectors which they use to concurrently apply graph rewrite rules. Busato et al. [61] present
Hornet which represents the matrix through a hierarchical data structure that relies on vectorized
bit trees.

A.2.4  Kernel Fission. Kernel fission is either the process of dividing a single kernel into multiple
ones, or of splitting a single kernel iteration into multiple iterations. It can be seen as the opposite
of kernel fusion (Section A.1.8). The way this optimization improves performance is by better
resource utilization, achieved through simpler and more regular kernels.

A classic example of the use of kernel fission can be found in the work by Reddy et al. [311],
where a parallel reduction is split in two consecutive kernel executions where the first one com-
putes multiple partial reductions in parallel, and the second one combines the partial results to
compute the final value. In a similar way, this optimization is used in the work by Satish et al. [325]
to overcome the lack of inter-block synchronization (Section A.3.10) on the GPU.

In the context of cryptography, kernel fission is often used to simplify the structure of com-
plex kernels [23, 52]. Particularly interesting is the fact that An et al. [23] decided to execute one
of those kernels on the CPU, therefore combining this optimization with the CPU/GPU compu-
tation technique (Section A.4.2). Kernel fission has also been used as a means to reduce branch
divergence [63, 80] (see Section A.2.2), by having different kernels for different branches, and then
letting the host execute the correct kernel depending on run-time conditions. However, this solu-
tion can be complex in practice, and in the use-case provided by Daga et al. [80] a single kernel
has been replaced by 16 different ones, one for each possible execution path. However, with this
technique they obtain a speedup of 70% on an AMD Cypress GPU (2009), an architecture that is
low on branching units using a molecular modeling application.

Improving regularity is something for which kernel fission has been extensively used. Multiple
examples can be provided for sparse matrix-vector multiplication [35, 81, 89], where splitting a
single kernel into multiple ones can help in exploiting local regularities. Even in the case of dense
matrix-vector multiplication, this optimization can be used to enable processing of matrices of
arbitrary dimensions [8]; in this article, Abdelfattah et al. use a different kernel to process the
bottom rows of the matrix, instead of implementing corner cases in the main kernel.

Also worth mentioning is a connection between kernel fission and auto-tuning (see
Section A.3.6). In fact, among the reasons Alimirzazadeh et al. [19, 88, 112] have to split their
original kernels into smaller and simpler ones is that these smaller kernels can be more easily
optimized, and their run-time configurations better tuned.
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A.2.5 Reduce Redundant Work. As the name reduce redundant work implies, this optimization
consists of avoiding to perform work that is considered redundant. It is the opposite of recomput-
ing values (see Section A.1.5). While it may seem that the main result of applying this optimization
is only a reduction in the amount of operations performed, such as in the work of Qiu et al. [308]
and Strelak et al. [338], in general reducing the amount of redundant work can also result in less
memory operations and communication overhead. The optimization is often used in processing ir-
regular data structures, such as graphs [226, 253, 255, 298], in dynamic programming [296, 322], or
linear algebra [34]. In the area of non-deterministic finite state machines, Liu et al. [226] achieve
a performance improvement of between 70% and a factor 6 on a Pascal GPU (2016) with their
implementation that does not store redundant information compared to a naive implementation.
Although the reduce redundant work optimization is generic, its implementation is usually algo-
rithm specific.

A.3 Balancing

A.3.1 Balancing the Instruction Stream—Vectorization. Vectorization consists of using vectors in-
stead of scalar variables, and manipulating such vectors by means of instructions that are applied
to all the elements of a vector. This optimization is often implemented by using vector data types in
CUDA and OpenCL, although both languages also support special vectorized load and store oper-
ations [102, 332, 348]. However, while support for vectorization is provided by both programming
languages, not all GPUs support vector instructions in hardware, and therefore these instructions
can be internally implemented as a series of scalar instructions applied to the vector’s elements.
There are even cases where vectorization is achieved through a mixture of data reordering and
compiler optimizations [170].

The most common use-case for this optimization on GPUs is the use of vector data types to
access memory [12, 45, 54, 67, 78, 80, 102, 134, 188, 273, 287, 415, 416]. By using vectors it is in
fact possible to reduce the number of instructions issued to load or store a certain amount of
memory, and therefore achieve higher memory bandwidth. Vectorizing memory operations does
in particular help with improved coalesced access [12, 54, 67, 134, 188].

In the context of code portability, Yang et al. [415] show how both AMD and NVIDIA GPUs
can benefit from vectorization, albeit by using different vector sizes, and how NVIDIA GPUs
mainly benefit from vectorization when using texture memory [416]. Specifically, an a Fermi
(2011) GPU, they achieve a speedup of 2.3 and on a Cypress AMD (2009) they measure a speedup
of 6.1 on average across all their benchmarks. Another common use-case for vectorization is to
control the number of threads in a certain computation and the amount of work per thread. As an
example, Jang et al. [169] use this optimization to compute more values per thread, and therefore
reduce the number of threads necessary to solve a problem. Reis et al. [312] also use vectorization
to increase the amount of work per thread, while also using vector operations to parallelize
sequential loops. Similarly Ragan-Kelley et al. [309] use single vector instruction to replace small
loops, and Nisa et al. [282] use vectors to reduce the number of inner loop iterations. Another
example worth of mentioning combines merge threads and vectorization [119], with vectors used
to reintroduce the amount of parallelism removed by merging threads.

Vectorization has been used on GPUs to achieve other goals, from accessing sparse matrices [214,
339], to improve data storage [220], and from optimizing numerical operations [314, 371], to reduce
the amount of conditional statements and assignment on small data types [23]. As with any other
optimization, the use of vectorization is not without cost, as Volkov and Demmel demonstrate
with their micro-benchmarks [375], and in some cases using vectors may even result in worse
performance, as shown by Doerksen et al. [93].
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A.3.2  Balancing the Instruction Stream—Fast Math Functions. The fast math functions optimiza-
tion consists of using approximate mathematical functions that are significantly faster than the
standard ones, and are usually implemented in hardware in the special function units. This op-
timization can be manually applied by the programmer, using intrinsics instead of the standard
functions, or it can be enabled for all mathematical functions by the compiler.

In our selection of literature, fast math functions are often applied selectively by the authors
where the authors use intrinsics to manually select the fast version of the mathematical functions
they need [59, 64, 68, 363], with only one case where the optimization is enabled globally via a
compiler flag [367]. In all cases, the authors state that the precision offered by using fast math
functions is good enough for their purpose. Worth of note is that in [68] this optimization is used
in conjunction with another optimization, rewrite branch to arithmetic (see Section A.2.2), with
the approximated functions used in the equations that are introduced in the code to replace the
conditions. To give an overview of the performance impact of using fast math functions, Cecilia
et al. [64] report a speedup of between 3.3 and 4.8 on a Fermi GPU (2010). This speedup depends
on the problem size of the Traveling Salesman Problem and is achieved by replacing the expensive
powf () with an intrinsic.

In recent architectures (Volta, Turing, Ampere), NVIDIA introduced tensor cores, functional
units specialized for tensor operations that are ubiquitous in machine learning applications.
These tensor cores provide the matrix-multiply accumulate (MMA) instruction [350] with varying
precisions, for example, half precision. Yan et al. [407] studied this operation in detail analyzing
the throughput and latency in relation to architectural bottlenecks. Typically these tensor cores
are targeted via libraries such as cuBLAS or cuDNN but they can also be targeted directly.
Hagedorn et al. [137] support these instructions in a scheduling language, Tang et al. [350]
use them for skinny matrix multiplication, Yan et al. [407] for optimized half-precision matrix
multiply, and Zhai et al. [425] use them for batched small matrix multiplications.

A.3.3 Balancing the Instruction Stream—Warp-Centric Programming. The idea behind this op-
timization is to make warps an integral part not only of the program execution model, but also
of the programming model, and therefore write code that is structured around the idea of warps
as units of computation. Particularly interesting is the relationship between this optimization and
reduce synchronization (see Section A.3.8), as one of the effects of warp-centric programming is
a reduction in synchronization overhead. One way to implement warp-centric programming is
to reorganize the code so that work is not assigned to threads, or thread-blocks, but to warps in-
stead [46, 65, 150, 151, 154, 179, 248, 328, 437]. (See Figure 24 in Section A.3.7 where Zhu et al. [437]
compare thread-centric and warp-centric programming for load balancing.)

Hong et al. [154] give an example of potential speedup that can be gained with this technique
using a Tesla GPU (2008): They apply breadth-first search on four different graphs and depending
on the graph, they obtain a speedup of 4% and a factor 2.5 and factor 8. However in one instance,
they experience a slowdown of 18% in one of the graphs.

Cecilia et al. [65] extend this concept to what they call “super warps”, virtual warps which
size is larger than hardware supported warps, and assign work to them. However, they have to
manually provide synchronization primitives to such warps by writing PTX code. Nonetheless,
the decomposition of warps into smaller units [151, 184, 185] is more common in literature than
super-warps. An interesting example of the use of virtual warps of arbitrary size is provided by
Busato et al. [60], whose virtual warps are dynamic and their size is based on some properties of
the input graph.

Common reasons to use warp-centric programming are implementing some form of load balanc-
ing [121, 239, 281, 332], hiding latency [10], and implementing nested parallelism [417]. Another
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Fig. 23. A 2-dimensional domain split up with a different amount of work per thread.

application of this optimization is the “warp specialization” described by Bauer et al. [45]. In this
work, a thread-block is divided into warps that do different work, and such warps are specialized
into two classes performing either memory or compute operations.

A.3.4  Parallelism-related Balancing—Varying Work Per Thread. Varying the amount of work as-
signed to each thread and thread block is one of the most important and generally applicable code
optimizations in GPU programming. The main idea of the optimization is to change the mapping
of threads to the problem domain in a way that either increases or decreases the work performed
by each thread. This can be achieved in various ways, for example, for a given kernel one could
increase the amount of work per thread by either decreasing the number of threads per block or
decreasing a total number of thread blocks. Figure 23 shows a 2-dimensional domain split up such
that a thread performs one work unit on the left. At the right side, the work per thread has been
increased with a factor three by means of work_per_thread_x and with a factor two by means of
work_per_thread_y.

One of the first articles to name this as an optimization in the context of GPU programming is by
Ryoo et al. [320], who used the term 1x2 rectangular tiling to refer to the concept of computing the
work of two tiles using one thread block. Volkov and Demmel [375] also apply this optimization
and refer to it as strip mining, which is synonymous to partial loop unrolling or loop sectioning.
Increasing the work per thread can be seen as strip mining the outer loop that has been parallelized
among the threads in the GPU kernel. Yang et al. [414] distinguish this optimization into thread-
block merge and thread merge, where “thread-block merge determines the workload for each thread
block while thread merge decides the workload for each thread” [414, p. 90]. Hsu et al. [157] state
that thread merge is also known as work-item merge. Magni et al. [243, 244] performed an extensive
evaluation of this optimization referring to it as thread coarsening. They show that on half of
the benchmarks they used, this optimization has effect and that the effectiveness varies among
architectures. For example, the optimization has more effect on the AMD GPUs they use (Cypress
2009, Tahiti 2011) then on NVIDIA GPUs (Fermi 2011, Kepler 2012). On Fermi, they achieve a
maximum of 3.95 speedup, on Kepler a maximum of 2, on Cypress a maximum of 3.78, and on
Tahiti a maximum speedup of 12.01. Hong et al. [152] also use the term block coarsening, analogous
to thread coarsening but on the level of thread blocks. They also note that “thread coarsening is
an approach to achieving register tiling” [152, p. 737], see Section A.1.3. Garvey et al. [119] also
refer to this as block merge and state that it is a form of tiling.
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In general, increasing work per thread increases the exploitation of data reuse in kernels that
exhibit data reuse, at the cost of increased resource usage in terms of registers and shared memory.
Increasing work per thread also condenses the instruction stream by eliminating redundant in-
structions previously distributed among multiple threads, i.e., many index calculations, loop coun-
ters, and branching instructions may be used to support the computation of multiple elements
instead of just one. Increasing the work per thread is sometimes used to create an opportunity for
using vector data types [169], which can in turn improve memory throughput (see Section A.3.1).

It is generally not trivial to find the optimal amount of work per thread, which may depend
on input dimensions and the particular hardware architecture. Therefore the parameter is often
included in auto-tuning optimizations (Section A.3.6).

A.3.5 Parallelism-related Balancing—Resize Thread Blocks. In general in GPU programming,
programmers have quite some freedom in choosing the parameters number of threads per thread
block and number of thread blocks. For example, for a simple vector addition of 22° elements where
each thread adds one element can be executed with 1,024 threads per thread block and 1,024 thread
blocks, 512 threads and 2,048 thread blocks, 256 threads and 4,096 thread blocks, and so on. In some
cases, the precise number of threads per thread block will not matter much [124] but in more
complex kernels performance may differ significantly [205]. Specifically, they report a speedup
improvement of a factor 30 on a 2D structured grid computational fluid dynamics solver between
the optimal thread block configuration and the non-optimal one on a Tesla (2008) GPU.

Usually, the compiler determines the number of registers per thread [193], so a larger number
of threads per thread block influences register usage [119, 173, 201, 209, 363, 372] and may lead
to register spilling [152, 205]. In addition, the number of threads determines (among other fac-
tors) how many thread blocks can run on a SM, with more (independent) thread blocks per SM
allowing more room to keep the compute units busy in case of barriers [119, 125, 173]. Quite some
authors explicitly consider the latency of memory operations compared to computation operations
of warps [152, 157, 182, 341, 359, 363]. The number of threads typically also influences the amount
of shared memory that is used by a thread block [125, 186, 195, 201, 209, 372], something that also
influences the number of thread blocks per SM [173].

The number of threads per thread block is one of the most used parameters applied in auto-
tuning (see Section A.3.6) because firstly, the number of threads has a large influence on all of the
above aspects, performance often relies on a proper interplay between all of these aspects, and
a correct balance is often difficult to reason about and find [201, 205]. Secondly, the number of
threads is relatively easy to change in combination with the total number of thread blocks and
therefore some of the authors use this to automatically tune their kernel [152, 161, 209, 223].

Depending on the kernel, resizing the thread block may also influence other aspects. Some
change the number of threads depending on whether they use regular or wide (for example 128-bit)
load operations [214, 348]. Lee et al. [200] want to increase the number of threads but are limited
by the number of used registers. Therefore, they replace registers with shared memory, also to
increase reuse. Krotkiewski and Dabrowski adapt the thread block size to balance the number of
interior elements with bordering elements in a stencil application [193]. Sugimoto et al. [341] con-
sider a high number of resident thread blocks on an SM important if a kernel exhibits high locality
among thread blocks to make good use of the cache. In contrast, they have an application with
poor locality and aim for increasing the number of threads per thread block for overcoming mem-
ory latency. Wu et al. [395] adaptively adjust the number of threads for different phases in their
dynamic programming application.

Although resizing thread blocks is often performed for the same reasons as varying the work per
thread (see Section A.3.4), changing the number of threads does not necessarily change the amount
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of work per thread. However, it is possible to organize the kernel such to make the amount of work
per thread dependent on the number of threads [143, 161, 182, 209, 372].

A.3.6  Parallelism-related Balancing—Auto-tuning. There are often algorithms that require pa-
rameters to be set, so that the algorithm works as designed, and there are also performance opti-
mizations that require some parameters to be set for the optimization to be effective. The optimal
value of such parameters may be difficult to find because of the combinatorial nature of config-
urations, and the search can be further complicated by dependencies on the input size, or the
execution platform. The process of automatically, or with minimal user interaction, exploring the
configuration space to find the optimal configuration is called auto-tuning.

Auto-tuning has long been used for CPUs, and as early as 2008 Govindaraju et al. [127] were
using this optimization to determine which FFT implementation to use on a GPU. However, al-
though auto-tuning has been used to tune parameters for various GPU applications in different
domains [68, 125, 166, 348, 405, 410, 413], there are some areas that have seen a wider adoption of
such optimization.

The largest of these areas of application is the one related to sparse matrices [16, 34, 36, 78, 101,
129, 130, 214, 242, 266, 272, 409, 420, 432] (See Section A.2.3). Among these articles, of particular
interest is the work of Yoshizawa et al. [420] in which they do not simply tune some parameters of
their algorithm, but also use auto-tuning for parameters of the sparse format itself. Also interesting
are the tuning approaches based on sparsity characteristics of the matrices proposed by Ashari et al.
[34], and the technique proposed by Choi et al. [78] that is based on a combination of modeling
and benchmarking.

Two other areas that have seen wide adoption of auto-tuning are stencil operations [79, 83, 119,
316, 340, 351] and dense matrix multiplications [191, 209, 277, 282, 380, 404]. Especially worth of
mentioning are the machine-learning based tuner used by Garvey et al. [119] to accelerate their
stencils, and the auto-tuning framework for stencil computation presented by Christen et al. [79].
Another related area where auto-tuning is used is linear algebra [4, 6, 9, 10, 235], and in particular
the Cholesky factorization [5, 7, 138, 375].

A classic application of auto-tuning is the tuning of compiler flags, and this remains true also
for GPUs [57, 316]. Other applications, such as tuning the number of threads [380] or the thread
coarsening factor [244], are more specific to GPUs, as is tuning the number of execution streams
[106]. Scheduling is also something that can benefit from tuning [309, 382].

The literature on auto-tuning on GPUs also includes the use of more generic tuners and tun-
ing frameworks, including CLTune [287], PADL [58], Kernel Tuner [389], OpenTuner [147], and
the Kernel Tuning Toolkit [304] that provides an API to run and tune kernels; we also found tun-
ing incorporated in the generic approach to GPU optimization by Hong et al. [152]. Although
the main goal of auto-tuning is the improvement of performance, performance portability is often
mentioned as another goal for this optimization [9, 191, 209, 214, 338, 351]. Autotuning can signif-
icantly improve the performance if the right configuration is found. Magni et al. [244] provide a
good example where they found an optimal amount of work per thread (Section A.3.4) resulting
in a speedup of 2-12x with different benchmarks on a Fermi (2010), Kepler (2012), AMD Cypress
(2009), and an AMD Tahiti GPU (2011).

A.3.7 Parallelism-related Balancing—Load Balancing. GPUs provide multiple levels of paral-
lelism and on each level load balancing is important for performance. We discuss load balancing
on several of those levels.

Within warps. Warp divergence and warp load balancing are similar but distinct problems. Warp
divergence refers to the problem that threads in a warp execute both paths of branch serially,
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so there is duplication of work. Load balancing, on the other hand, refers to the problem that
some of the threads do not perform useful work whereas others do, so there is no duplication
of work. In many cases, reducing branch divergence also improves load balancing and several
articles target these both goals simultaneously [34, 91, 109, 126, 154, 183, 242, 428]. Below we
discuss work that employ techniques specifically for load-balancing, see Section A.2.2 for reducing
branch divergence.

Graph processing on GPUs typically leads to load-imbalance. Hong et al. solve intra-warp warp-
divergence with virtual warps [154]. However, a thread in a warp can still have a large workload
causing load-imbalance within the warp. They use a technique “defer outliers” that puts a large
task in a global worklist from which a different kernel will execute the large task, parallelized
over the threads of a warp. Merrill et al. compare various strategies for performing breadth-first
search [255]. They conclude that a hybrid form they call “CTA+Warp+Scan” works best for load
balancing. This method divides work over either a thread block, warps, or uses a scan-based strat-
egy for the threads within a warp based on the size of the adjacency lists in the graph. Others also
use this technique [77, 411] or a similar design [224]. Davidson et al. compare several load balanc-
ing mechanisms including Merrill’s “CTA+Warp+Scan” and propose Load-Balanced Partitioning
that groups work according to the number of edges in a graph using the CSR format [84]. They
achieve load balancing across thread blocks and within a thread block for single-source shortest
path problems. Gunrock presents a generalized graph traversal API and combines the work from
Merrill and Davidson for a load balancing strategy for their framework [384]. Brahmakshatriya
et al. [55] provide a good overview of load balancing schemes for graph processing frameworks
and introduce an edge-based variant of “CTA+Warp+Scan”. Their framework Graphlt supports
seven different load balancing schemes.

The area of sparse matrices is closely related to graph processing. The AdELL sparse matrix for-
mat is designed for highly skewed sparse matrices and provides functionality to apply a heuristic
that balances the workload over the threads of a warp [239]. Ashari et al. present the adaptive CSR
format ACSR for sparse vector-matrix multiplication [35]. They place matrix rows in different bins
organized by the number of nonzeros and launch different kernels based on the number of nonze-
ros. Muhammed et al. present the SURAA format based on CSR where they add a permutation
array in which they sort and group rows with the same number of nonzeros [266]. Khorasani et al.
abstract from sparse formats and the typical algorithms and generalize it to “nested parallel pat-
terns”, a set of coarse-grained tasks where each has a set of fine-grained tasks [185]. They propose
Collaborative-Task-Engagement that aims at improving the performance of threads that perform
coarse-grained tasks that can be split up in more fine-grained tasks. They use shared memory to
register the fine-grained tasks and schedule the tasks avoiding warp inefficiencies. This technique
is also used by others [126].

Similar to reducing branch divergence, there are also solutions that sort the data such that
threads are likely to have equal work [4, 401]. Other solutions involve the work from Plauth et al.
that solves the N-queens problem where each thread searches for a solution in a tree of queen-
configurations [306]. Because at deeper levels, the number of correct solutions diminishes, they
adapt the workload for a thread by adjusting the search depth to compensate. Zhang et al. also fo-
cus on the N-queens problem but employ a work-queue per thread block from which threads fetch
a task [431]. They compare it with a single work-queue and conclude that there is too much con-
tention and that a work-queue per thread block performs better. Nasre et al. instead use a work-list
per thread and store it in shared memory [276].

Within a thread block. Within a thread block, warps can differ in the workload leading to un-
derutilized resources. Hong et al. mentioned above study graph algorithms on GPUs [154] and for

ACM Computing Surveys, Vol. 55, No. 11, Article 239. Publication date: March 2023.



239:54 P. Hijma et al.

Warp 1 Warp 2 Warp 3 Warp 4
Cycles
Thread 1 | Thread 2 | Thread 3 | Thread 4 | Thread 5 | Thread 6 | Thread 7 | Thread 8
1 12
) 3 Warp | Warp 2 Warp 3 Warp 4
3 =4 Cycles
4 2->1 3->1 4->1 Thread 1 | Thread 2 | Thread 3 | Thread 4 | Thread 5 | Thread 6 | Thread 7 [ Thread 8
5 255 455 -
6 456 IDLE | IDLE | IDLE | IDLE ! 1-=2 1-=3
2 1->4
7 4>7 B
8 4->8 3 2->1 2->5 3->1 4->1 4->5
o 522 | 64 | 704 854 4 IDLE | 426 | 47 IDLE
10 524 759 5 . . 458 ‘
1 97 6 552 5.4 6->4 74 759 854
\VAVAVAVAVYAVYAYA 7 | 9
(a) Vertices are assigned to threads. (b) Vertices are assigned to warps.

Fig. 24. Difference in load balance by assigning work to threads or warps (from Zhu et al. [437], © IEEE).

load imbalance within a thread block they store the tasks in a global worklist from which warps
fetch them. Zhu et al. [437] use a similar warp-centric technique (see Section A.3.3). In Figure 24
they show on the left an approach where vertices of a graph are assigned to threads in a breadth-
first search program. For example, the edges of vertex 1, 2, 5, and 9 are assigned to thread 1. At the
right, they assign the vertices to a warp with which the threads can work on various edges from
the same vertex in parallel, resulting in increased load-balance and performance.

Lee et al. [202] analyze graphs a-priori and reorganize the block allocation by splitting and
merging blocks. Nisa et al. perform sparse tensor computations and split the fibers assigned to
threads to balance the load [281]. Nasre et al. perform work-donation, donating work from a thread
to another thread using shared memory [275]. Zhang et al. sort sequences to align to balance the
workload among threads in a thread block [430]. Lee et al. [202] show that load balancing within a
thread block can lead to impressive speedups. They measure a performance improvement between
40 and 66% depending on the architecture (Pascal 2016, Volta 2017, and Turing 2018) averaged over
various graph algorithms.

Among thread blocks. Typically load balancing among thread blocks is not a problem because
the GPU programming model expects oversubscription of thread blocks onto the Streaming Mul-
tiprocessors. However, for irregular workloads this way of programming may not be the best. The
persistent threads model deviates from the default of oversubscribed thread blocks with maximal
launch where programmers allocate the maximum number of threads and blocks that can phys-
ically run concurrently on a GPU. The threads will run for the full duration of the kernel and
exchange work with queues. Gupta et al. [132] discuss this model extensively and compare it to
traditional GPU programming. They note that for some applications it can bring performance but
is not beneficial in any situation, as also pointed out by Nasre et al. [275]. The main advantage of
this model is load balancing and it makes inter-block synchronization more efficient, although it
requires the techniques discussed in Section A.3.10.

Several authors employ the persistent threads model [177, 399] often for irregular workloads [46,
155, 275]. Tzengy et al. divide the work into bins for a ray-tracing application [360] and employ
work-stealing and -donation which means that as soon as a bin is overflowing with work, the
thread block donates tasks to another streaming multi-processor in a round-robin fashion.

Another load balancing technique among thread blocks is found in the domain of sparse tensor
computations. Nisa et al. may encounter a thread block that dominates the others [281]. They
extend Ashari’s binning technique [35] (discussed above in Within warps) for balancing thread
blocks.

Between CPU/GPU. In applications that both use GPUs and the CPU (see Section A.4.2), it may
be necessary to balance the load between these two types of computing devices. Often authors
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Fig. 25. A simple reduction kernel using shared memory. Between each step it is required to synchronize the
threads for correctness (adapted from Phuong et al. [305], © Central South University Press and Springer-
Verlag GmbH Germany, part of Springer Nature 2017).

simply decide for a static partition, where a predetermined percentage of the total amount of work
is offloaded to the GPU, and the rest is left on the CPU [72, 355, 356].

However, this solution is not easily scalable and there are various examples of more general so-
lutions to this scheduling problem. Wan et al. dynamically determine the best ratio of tasks based
on feedback about execution times [377]. This works if the execution times are predictable, but
for irregular applications, such as sparse matrix-matrix multiplication this may not work. Matam
et al. show several heuristics to predict a good balance between the ratio of CPU/GPU computa-
tion [249]. Wang et al. learn a good ratio between workloads with the Support Vector Machine
algorithm [385].

A.3.8 Synchronization-related Balancing—Reduce Synchronization. Parallel algorithms rely on
synchronization primitives for a variety of reasons. Common among these reasons is ensuring that
all threads have reached a certain section of code, or that memory operations have completed and
updates to memory are thus available to all threads. In Figure 25 Phuong et al. [305] visualize a
simple reduction using shared memory. Threads in a thread block read two values from shared
memory, add those values and write back the result to shared memory. Since the threads act in
parallel, it is required to add a barrier between each of the steps.

However, synchronization can have a considerable impact on performance, especially when
there are not enough threads, and not enough work, to hide the latency caused by waiting idle.
Therefore, reducing synchronization can be seen as a performance optimization, however one
that often depends on algorithmic changes to avoid synchronization without affecting correct-
ness [97, 432]. An interesting example of this is provided by Petre et al. [303] using a version of
the Cooley-Tukey FFT algorithm that does not require synchronization. Other interesting work is
by Lin et al. [218] which replaces shared memory barriers with custom synchronization to improve
on branch divergence in nested branches.

It was somewhat common in CUDA programs to reduce explicit block-level synchronization by
using implicit warp-level synchronization [7, 13, 232, 258, 305, 393]. However this has been dep-
recated since CUDA 9.0, and programmers are advised to use explicit warp-level synchronization
primitives instead. Agarwal et al. [13] also note that without this implicit synchronization their
performance would be significantly worse. Implicit synchronization is also available in OpenCL us-
ing large vectors [43]. A rather similar approach is to use the implicit synchronization provided by
multiple kernel executions to get rid of in-kernel synchronization, as shown by Mawson et al. [252].
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Another technique used to reduce synchronization is to increase the amount of work per thread,
therefore reducing the need for synchronization among threads [79, 202, 280, 345, 405, 424] (see
Section A.3.4). Other optimizations can be used to achieve this goal, such as use shared memory
[345, 424] and blocking [32, 79, 280]. In particular, Reddy et al. [311] achieve the result of avoiding
synchronization by completely unrolling a tree-based reduction algorithm.

It is also interesting to point out how there can be conflicting applications of reduce synchro-
nization. As an example, on one side we have Bauer et al. [45] reducing synchronization overhead
by replacing barriers with more fine-grained primitives, and on the other side, we have Nasre
et al. [274, 275] replacing fine-grained synchronization with barriers. Nasre et al. [274] provide an
indication of the potential speedup by reducing atomic instructions: In various graph algorithms,
depending on the architecture (Fermi 2011 and Kepler 2012), the graph algorithm, and the input
they measure a speedup of between 3% and 50%.

A.3.9 Synchronization-related Balancing—Reduce Atomics. Atomic operations allow program-
mers to perform memory updates with the guarantee that there will be no conflicting results. This
guarantee is particularly important for GPUs where there can be thousands of threads running
in parallel potentially operating on the same memory locations. However, although important for
the correctness of many algorithms, atomics introduce computational overhead because of seri-
alization: if two or more atomic operations access the same location, only one at a time can be
executed, while the others have to wait. It is then clear that the higher the number of conflicts is,
the higher the performance penalty is.

Therefore GPU programming literature consists of two common optimizations: avoid atomics
and reduce atomics. Although the two optimizations are similar, with avoid atomics we refer to the
goal of replacing all atomics in the code with something else, while with reduce atomics we refer
to the goal of replacing only part of them, while keeping the essential ones.

Avoid Atomics. There is no single way to avoid using atomics, and most of the techniques to
implement avoid atomics are application-specific. For example, Leist et all. [206] achieve this by
simply replacing a counter with a boolean flag, while Vetter et al. [370] have to perform some
preprocessing to achieve the same result.

A similar approach is proposed by Cecka et al. [66], and it consists of applying an application-
specific partitioning of the data such that it avoids conflicts allowing the authors to avoid atomics.
There are even cases where the way to avoid atomics is to relax some constraints and maintain an
approximate view of the status of a graph [255], or cases where it is necessary to relax the appli-
cation’s memory model [65]. By enforcing ordering on when threads see the results of memory
operations with the use of barriers, Burtscher et al. [59] present another implementation of this
optimization.

Cecilia et al. [64] manage to avoid atomics by applying another optimization such as the scatter-
to-gather transformation, while Soman et al. [334] rely on intrinsic properties of their application
to achieve the same result. Stfelak et al. [338] avoid atomics by using a fine-grained parallelization
strategy. Finally, a widely known example of avoid atomics is the lock-free implementation of Xian
et al’s inter-block synchronization strategy [400] that does not rely on atomics.

Reduce Atomics. Similarly to the previous optimizations, there are multiple ways to implement
reduce atomics, and most of them are application-specific. Pai et al. [298], for example, aggregate
push operations on a graph to reduce the total number of updates necessary, and therefore reduce
the atomic operations, while Leist et al. [206] reduce the number of atomics operating on global
memory atomics by introducing atomic operations in shared memory.
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Fig. 26. Prefetching data into shared memory with inter-block synchronization (from Wu et al. [396], © IEEE).

Having threads collaborate at the block or warp level to reduce the number of updates to global
memory is another technique that is used to reduce atomics. Gaihre et al. [115] reduce the num-
ber of atomics to just one per warp, at the cost of more intra-warp collaboration and the use of
shuffle instructions (see Section A.1.2). A similar technique is employed by Anzt et al. [28]. Gaihre
et al. gain an average performance improvement of 35% over various datasets in their breadth-
first-search implementation making use of a Pascal GPU (2016). Others show that atomics can be
reduced by using third-party libraries [77, 208].

Samadi et al. [321] selectively reduce atomics, by removing only the instances with the highest
degree of possible conflict, while leaving the others in the code. It is also possible that another
independent parameter influences the amount of atomic operations in the code, as it is the case for
Ashari et al. [34], by controlling the amount of work per thread block. Anzt et al. reduce atomic
collisions between threads by sorting the data and reduce the chance of threads performing an
atomic update at the same time [28].

A.3.10  Synchronization-related Balancing—Inter-Block Synchronization. Both CUDA and
OpenCL provide a way to easily synchronize threads in the same thread block by means of
a barrier. However, historically the only way for synchronization at a scope larger than the
thread block is via multiple kernel calls. To overcome the overhead associated with multiple
calls, researchers have proposed various methods to implement inter-block synchronization, and
because this technique can be used to improve performance, we consider it as an optimization.
As an example, Wu et al. use inter-block synchronization to prefetch data in shared memory (see
Section A.1.9) for after the global barrier, something not possible with only kernel calls [396].
In Figure 26 they show on the left, that it is not possible to prefetch data into shared memory
because global memory is synchronized implictly with a second kernel call. On the right, they
show that with an inter-block barrier they can prefetch data in shared memory to be used in the
second phase.

The oldest reference to this optimization can be found in [375], where, in the context of micro-
benchmarks to investigate the performance of linear algebra kernels, Volkov and Demmel in-
troduce a global barrier, implemented using atomic operations in global memory. Nevertheless,
the two implementations of a global barrier introduced by Xiao et al. [400], one using atomic
operations and one lock-free, are the most common use of this optimization in the literature
[18, 77, 132, 236, 397]. Xiao et al. show a performance improvement of the lock-free technique
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between 11 and 66% depending on the benchmark on a Tesla GPU (2008). Overall, all of these
implementations of inter-block synchronization, including similar ones found in [48, 74, 113], are
based on having a synchronization data structure in global memory that all thread blocks can
access and modify.

NVIDIA recognized the usefulness of inter-block synchronization and more fine-grained syn-
chronization and released in 2017 a new version of CUDA (9.0) that supports cooperative groups.
Cooperative groups allow programmers to define a group of threads for synchronization, shuf-
fle, and voting functions (see Section A.1.2). It allows to define groups smaller than warps for
barrier synchronization, it allows to define a group for thread blocks, equivalent to the traditional
thread block barrier, and it allows to define groups larger than thread blocks, potentially the grid of
thread blocks or even multiple grids for multiple GPUs. This advanced inter-block-synchronization
requires architectural support provided by the Pascal (2016), Volta (2017) and later architectures.

A.4 Host Interaction

A.4.1  Host Communication. The predominant model for GPU computing is the CPU as the host
and the GPU as a PClI-express card as an accelerator. This makes it necessary to copy data back and
forth between the host memory and the GPU memory, the device memory over the PCI-express bus.
The PCI-express bus has limited bandwidth compared to the bandwidth between device memory
and the compute units and in many cases, it is necessary to optimize the host communication to
increase the overall application performance.

Communicating between host and device can essentially happen in two ways: with implicit
transfers and explicit transfers. Implicit transfers occur when page-locked or pinned memory has
been allocated on the host but is memory mapped into the address space of the device. Transfers
over the PCI-e bus still occur but overlap with the executing kernels. This technique is sometimes
called zero-copy [155, 297, 300].

A more sophisticated version of implicit transfers is Unified Memory (sometimes called managed
memory) where devices (GPUs or the host) acquire and exchange pages on demand. This both
simplifies code [142, 271] and has potential for speed up [271], although Lu et al. [235] do not
measure performance improvement most likely caused by the memory access pattern. Unified
Memory can give performance benefits in pointer-heavy code, providing access to data elements
directly via the pointers because of exchanged pages, whereas zero-copy access will result in PCle
transfers for each data element via a pointer [142].

It is also possible to explicitly transfer data from the host to the device in the host program.
Using pinned memory makes it possible to overlap these transfers with kernel execution. Often this
happens in the CUDA abstraction “streams” or OpenCL “command queues”. Kernel executions and
data transfers are commands that are associated with a stream or enqueued in an OpenCL queue
where the streams or queues are independent of each other. Each command returns an event and
synchronization between the streams or queues is possible with those events. In OpenCL queues
can be in-order, equivalent to CUDA streams, but also out of order, which requires synchronization
using events [343]. Van Werkhoven et al. [392] show in Figure 27 the performance benefit that extra
streams can provide. Transfers can be overlapped with GPU computation resulting in increased
performance.

The most effective optimization is eliminating communication altogether by executing all of
the algorithm on the GPU [59, 95, 138] or perform as much as possible on the GPU or keeping
as much as possible data on the GPU [29, 40, 88, 165, 173, 223]. Another approach is to compress
the data that is to be transferred over the PCI-e bus [53, 279]. Dominguez et al. [95] provide an
indication of what kinds of speedups can be expected of this optimization. On a Tesla (2009) and
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Fermi (2010) GPU, they report a performance improvement of 28.9 and 18.9% respectively, applying
the technique on a meshfree computational fluid dynamics application.

Li et al. have an interesting approach. They apply dynamic parallelism (where threads are able
to launch kernels as well) to transfer CPU computations to the GPU [210]. From the host, they
launch a kernel with one thread that will call the other kernels, essentially moving the control
loop calling kernels to the GPU. They require to tweak the synchronization overhead as a result
of this scheme.

Hong et al. also have an interesting approach. They use an implementation of Asymmetric Dis-
tributed Shared Memory (ADSM) called Global Memory for Accelerators (GMAC) on top
of OpenCL with which data transfers are simplified and sped up [153]. It provides users a unified
memory view on the CPU and GPU memory in OpenCL, something that CUDA also provides.

Many improvements for host communication are targeted at how transfers are organized. Many
simply use pinned memory to speed up the transfers [106, 128, 136, 205, 211, 235, 326, 335, 362].
Others use pinned and/or mapped memory to also overlap transfers with computations [29, 40, 197,
213, 250, 377]. More advanced overlapping schemes are possible with using streams or command
queues [12, 70, 92, 98, 235, 237, 362, 419], called “streamlizing” by Ma et al. [237].

Streams are used in various schemes, for example with multiple threads, each thread a
stream [338], one stream for the transfers, one for kernel execution [171], or streams for disk
to host transfer, host-to-device, and kernel execution [73].

In these more elaborate schemes it is also necessary to manage the buffers properly. Some apply
double buffering [195, 249, 364] or even triple buffering [367] with three threads and three streams
for host-to-device communication, device-to-host communication, and kernel execution. Hu et al.
use a buffer that is tuned such that loading and computation is perfectly overlapped [160].

With these techniques pipelining is possible, which is especially beneficial for bandwidth-
limited kernels [79]. For example, Zhu et al. have a double buffer, and a pipeline with three buffers,
two command queues, one for transferring data, one for kernel execution and synchronization is
achieved with events [437]. Lee et al. use streams and break up tasks into smaller ones to over-
lap the transfers [204]. Many more use pipelining [73, 128, 174, 253, 316] but Zhang et al. have
an interesting application for it [426, 427]. They have a pipelining scheme to hide the latency of
“thread-data remapping”, discussed in Section A.2.2.

A.4.2 CPU/GPU Computation. GPUs are, almost always, used as part of a system that includes
one or more CPUs, host memory, interconnection to other systems, and I/O. It is therefore left
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to developers to decide on which computational device each part of an application should run,
and although often the choice is to run either on the CPU or the GPU, this is not always true.
This optimization technique consists of splitting the computation between CPU and GPU, using
both devices to perform useful work [72, 112, 406]. An indication of performance is given by Che
et al. [72] who measure a performance improvement of 15 and 20% depending on the data layout
of a k-means application measured on a Fermi (2010) GPU.

A common use-case for this optimization is when an application can be divided in a set of
independent or semi-independent tasks [23, 102, 355, 356]. If there are dependencies between these
tasks, optimizing the data transfers between CPU and GPU becomes important for performance,
as exemplified by Fan et al. [102]. Another example of this technique is to leave the execution of
non performance-critical sections of code to the CPU [388].

When the choice about how to split the computation between CPU and GPU is not obvious, a
critical task is to find some balance between the two devices as was discussed in the section about
load-balancing (Section A.3.7). To conclude, it is also worth mentioning that this optimization
technique does not always lead to improved performance [40, 95].

B METHODOLOGY

This appendix extends Section 3 with more details on the selection process and how articles were
processed.

B.1 Phase 1, based on Title, Venue, and Keywords

For phase 1 we took a set of articles on the topic of GPU optimizations that we as authors knew
well. We gathered the author keywords from these articles and extracted a set of keywords with
which we bootstrapped our query for the Scopus database to find articles on optimizations.

The keywords that we used in the query for the Scopus database are listed below. If necessary,
we provided context for a keyword by appending it with AND KEY(gpu) and other GPU-related
terms. Each line is a separate query that is used in combination with the fixed query:

{3} AND SUBJAREA(COMP OR ENGI) AND DOCTYPE(ar OR cp) AND (PUBYEAR > 2005)

where {} is replaced with one of those lines. This helps us to track the effectiveness of the separate
keywords.

KEY(gpu) AND KEY(optimizationx)

KEY(graphics processing unit) AND KEY(optimizationx)
KEY(gpgpu) AND KEY(optimizationx)

KEY(cuda) AND KEY(optimizationx)

KEY(opencl) AND KEY(optimizationx)

KEY(many*core) AND KEY(optimizationx)

KEY(control flow divergence)

KEY (warp-synchronous programming)

KEY(branch divergence)

KEY(warp execution)

KEY(thread-data remapping)

KEY (memory coalescing)

KEY(coalesced memory accesses)

KEY(divergence) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(divergence) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)
KEY(divergence) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY(divergence) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(divergence) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(divergence) AND KEY(manyxcore)

KEY(kernel fusion) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(kernel fusion) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)
KEY (kernel fusion) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY (kernel fusion) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(kernel fusion) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(kernel fusion) AND KEY(many*core)
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KEY(fusion) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(fusion) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)

KEY(fusion) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY(fusion) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(fusion) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(fusion) AND KEY(manyx*core)

KEY(irregular algorithms) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(irregular algorithms) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)
KEY(irregular algorithms) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY(irregular algorithms) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(irregular algorithms) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(irregular algorithms) AND KEY(many#*core)

KEY(irregular computations) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(irregular computations) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)
KEY(irregular computations) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY(irregular computations) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(irregular computations) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(irregular computations) AND KEY(many*core)

KEY(data transformation) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(data transformation) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)
KEY(data transformation) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY(data transformation) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(data transformation) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(data transformation) AND KEY(manyxcore)

KEY(graph representation) AND KEY(gpu)

KEY(graph representation) AND KEY(graphics processing unit)
KEY(graph representation) AND KEY(gpgpu)

KEY(graph representation) AND KEY(cuda)

KEY(graph representation) AND KEY(opencl)

KEY(graph representation) AND KEY(manyxcore)

The query was performed on 29 November 2019 and repeated on 27 May 2021 to update the
database with the newly published articles. The query resulted in 3,973 articles that we sorted
descending by year and within a year descending by a number of citations. We did this to have a
first impression on the importance of the articles where we assume that the number of citations
within a year is comparable and that the number of citations is a reasonable metric for the impact of
a article. These articles were presented with title, a number of citations, year, venue, and keywords.
Articles were selected when it was apparent that some form of GPU optimization was performed.
So, for example, articles that merely ported an application to the GPU were discarded. Based on
this information we discarded 2,853 articles and 1,120 were selected.

B.2 Phase 2, based on Abstract and Authors

In phase 2 we used the same sorting and presentation as in phase 1 but added the author list and the
abstract. Based on this information we then either selected articles, discarded articles, or marked
them as auxiliary. An example of an auxiliary article is a relevant survey or articles that analyze
GPUs for security properties. The selection of a article requires some evidence of performing a
GPU optimization. In this phase, we discarded 386 articles, selected 532 articles and marked 202
articles as auxiliary. The auxiliary articles were reviewed again and split in relevant categories and
10 of these articles were selected, resulting in 542 selected articles.

B.3 Phase 3, Scanning the Articles

In this phase we “scan” the articles, which means that we read the title, authors, venue, keywords,
and the abstract. We then inspect the tables, figures, and the headings of sections. Based on this
information we decide on the inclusion and exclusion criteria which are the following:

Inclusion criteria.

(1) Introducing optimizations for a GPU kernel
(2) Introducing optimizations for multiple GPU kernels (fusion)
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(3) Introducing optimizations for heterogeneous CPU-GPU

(4) Introducing optimizations for CPU-GPU data communication
(5) Apply auto-tuning on GPU kernels

(6) Applying optimizations directly on GPUs

(7) Measuring the effects of the optimizations

Exclusion criteria.

(1) Introducing/applying optimizations for multi-GPU cluster
(2) Optimizations in hardware (warp schedulers, and so on.)
(3) Compiler optimizations not available for programmers

(4) Optimizations on the algorithmic level

The inclusion criteria select optimizations for kernels or optimizations that involve multiple ker-
nels such as fusion. Inclusion criteria (3) and (4) also involve optimizations on the host level and the
last three select articles that do not necessarily introduce or discuss optimizations, but only apply
existing optimizations possibly with auto-tuning. The exclusion criteria filter out optimizations
for GPU clusters, optimizations in hardware or optimizations performed by compilers in such a
way that these optimizations cannot be performed manually, for example polyhedral analysis. The
last exclusion criterion filters out optimizations that only consist of changing the algorithm. Based
on these criteria, we either select or discard articles and from this selection process we selected
401 articles and discarded 141.

B.4 Frequently Cited Articles

We used the Scopus library to find all articles that this selection of 401 articles cited. From these
cited articles we gathered the ones that were not already in our set and that were cited more than
5 times by articles within our set. Since our selection of articles cited these articles frequently, we
deemed the articles important enough to be incorporated in the overall selection process. This
resulted in an additional 149 articles on which we applied the selection process from phase 2. This
resulted in 63 articles. We then applied the selection process from phase 3 which resulted in 49
articles.

B.5 Phase 4, Extracting the Optimizations

In this phase, we analyze the 450 articles (401 articles from phase 3 and the 49 frequently cited ar-
ticles) and extract the optimizations, explicitly mentioned performance bottlenecks, and the GPUs
used. If we find an optimization in the article, we store the optimization under a specific key, such
as “blocking” or “coalesced-access” together with a key for the article and we store a quote from
the article that shows that this optimization is indeed in the article. The GPUs in the article are
also stored under a key, such as “titanx” together with the key of the article and we do the same
for the performance bottlenecks.

B.6 Phase 5, Describing the Optimizations

In this phase we cleaned the database with optimizations, GPUs, and performance bottlenecks.
We sorted the optimizations and bottlenecks based on the number of articles. Our selection of
optimizations contained a large tail with few articles and because of time and space restrictions
we cut off the tail at the optimization with 20 articles or less.

We described the various optimization techniques that we captured in sections that cover a
topic, such as “Use dedicated memories” that are based on various optimizations, such as “use

»

shared mem”, “use constant mem”, “use texture mem”. These sections are listed in Appendix A
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and essentially form a reference resource for readers that want to know more details on a specific
optimization technique.

C DATA ANALYSIS

This appendix extends Section 4 with more graphs and details. Scopus reports the publication
source and Figure 28 shows a number of publications per source. IPDPS, SC, and PPoPP are the
three most popular conferences for research into GPU optimizations, while CPE, TPDS, and JPDC
are the three most popular journals. The distribution has a long tail: there is a total of 188 unique
venues, many having only one or two articles from our dataset. This indicates that research into
GPU optimizations is ubiquitous and not necessarily specific to one certain community or publi-
cation venue.

For each article, we manually extracted the GPUs used during evaluation since this is a good
indicator for the type of architecture targeted by the authors. The number of times each GPU is
mentioned across all articles is shown in Figure 29, note that one article can mention multiple GPUs.
It is evident from this figure that NVIDIA is by far the most popular vendor for GPUs. Figure 30
shows the number of articles per architecture. NVIDIA GPUs make up the fast majority of GPUs
used for benchmarking, while AMD GPUs are used in slightly more than 10% of the articles.

Figure 4 on page 5 shows the number of times GPU architectures are mentioned by articles for
each year. We see that there is a clear rise and fall of each architecture throughout the years. For
instance, the Fermi architecture was released in 2010. There is one article targeting Fermi in 2010,
this number increases per year and reaches a peak in 2013 when 73% of articles use Fermi, after
which it decreases per year. GPUs have a long lifetime. For instance, even as late as 2019, Kepler
GPUs were still the most common architecture even though the architecture had been released
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7 years earlier. In 2021, the most common architectures are Pascal, Volta, and Maxwell, despite
their respective release years of 2016, 2017, and 2014.

Figure 3 on page 4 shows, for each optimization, the percentage of articles that mention that
specific technique. Coalesced access and use dedicated memories are the most popular, which is
expected since they have a crucial impact on the performance of GPUs. Reduce branch divergence
and loop unrolling are also highly popular because control flow also plays an important role in
performance analysis. Auto-tuning is also very common, with over 1/8th of the articles applying
automatic parameter tuning in one way or the other.

D BALANCING PARAMETERS FOR PERFORMANCE

This appendix extends Section 5.4 with a simple model presented by Volkov [373] that captures
the meaning of a properly utilized GPU kernel. The model takes the viewpoint of a single SM and
it is assumed that the number of thread blocks is high enough for overall GPU performance.

Often, the term occupancy is used to describe the utilization of a GPU. Occupancy refers to the
number of active warps divided by the maximum number of warps that an SM supports. The gen-
eral believe is that if you choose the number of registers, shared memory, and/or thread block
size such that the occupancy is low, it is not possible to achieve high performance. However,
Volkov [373] states that occupancy as a measure of utilization only counts for TLP, whereas it is
also important to take instruction-level parallelism and BLP, vector instructions, or data types into
account. Moreover, they state that low occupancy is even required for certain kernels to achieve
high-performance.

In later work, Volkov discusses the importance of the instructions in the instruction stream,
shows that many analytical performance models lack the concept of ILP, and presents a detailed
and complex analytical performance model that does take ILP into account [374]. In this section, we
present Volkov’s simplified model of utilization [373] which is sufficient to explain the importance
of balancing parameters.

In the model we use the following parameters:

latency the latency of a memory or arithmetic instruction, measured in cycles
throughput the throughput of instructions measured in #cores / SM
parallelism measured in #ops / SM

nrThreads #threads per block, defined by the programmer

activeTBs #active thread blocks per SM

ILP #independent instructions in the instruction stream

BLP the vector width

Given these parameters, we will look at the most important instructions in the instruction stream,
for example, single-precision floating point operations, and we look up or determine with a bench-
mark the latency of these operations. We then determine the throughput of these instructions by
looking at the number of computational units for these instructions (for example, our GPU in
Figure 5 on page 5 has a throughput of 64 cores per SM for single-precision floating point opera-
tions). Finally, we determine the minimum amount of parallelism we require by applying Little’s
law [222]:
parallelism,,;,, = latency X throughput. (1)
In this equation latency is measured in cycles, throughput is measured in #cores / SM, and paral-
lelism in #ops / SM where #ops = #cores X #cycles.
The TLP is determined by the number of active thread blocks that can run on an SM and as
said above, the specific number for activeTBs is dependent on the thread block size, the number of
registers per thread, and the amount of shared memory allocated per thread block. The equation
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for TLP is
TLP = activeTBs X nrThreads. (2)

In this equation, each active thread is assumed to be able to carry out 1 operation, so TLP is mea-
sured in #ops / SM.
Given the above, utilization is then defined as follows:

TLP x ILP X BLP)

utilization = min (1, parallelism_ (3)
Utilization is a ratio between 0 and 1. The fraction inside the minimum function can become larger
than one, but then it means that the kernel is overprovisioned in terms of parallelism to overcome
the latency of the instructions.

An example, from Volkov [373]: On a GTX480, latency is about 18 cycles for a single-precision
operation, the throughput is 48 cores per SM, so the minimum parallelism is 864 operations per SM.
Without independent instructions and bit level parallelism 864 active threads per SM are required
to reach 100% utilization, whereas with two independent instructions in the instruction stream,
only 432 active threads would be required, and with four independent instructions, only 216 active
threads, and so on.

The same applies for bandwidth for which bit-level parallelism can be used. So, if you are able
to reach peak bandwidth with a certain number of threads n while loading 32-bit float elements,
then you require n/2 threads if you load float2 elements.

Given the above, it is clear that achieving high-performance is often a balancing act, where
TLP and ILP are to some extent communicating vessels but with buckets in between so that the
result is not always immediately clear unless one of the buckets overflows. For example, increasing
instruction-level parallelism is often beneficial until you hit a resource limit on the SM, for example
the number of registers decreasing the number of active blocks and therefore TLP. Figure 8 on page
24 shows how all these terms influence each other.
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