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example: radix

int	  ∗dest	  =	  ...;	  //	  implicitly	  “exdet”

langdet	  int	  langdet	  ∗_source	  =	  cast(source);

BARRIER();
for	  (int	  i	  =	  ...)	  {
	  	  dest[COMPLICATED]	  =	  _source[i];
}
BARRIER();
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experimental setup

• 8-core 2.4GHz Intel Nehalem, 10GB RAM

• C benchmarks from SPLASH2, PARSEC

• CoreDet compiler with consistency 
optimizations from          [Devietti et al., ASPLOS ’11]
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characterization

workload LOC explicit sync ops 
(static)

barnes 2964 6

blackscholes 420 0

lu 993 1

radix 878 3

streamcluster 2347 4
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usability

workload annotations casts

barnes 6 7

blackscholes 8 0

lu 10 3

radix 2 2

streamcluster 3 1
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future work

• build fully integrated system

• supporting nondeterminism via
information flow tracking type system

• find gainful employment
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Questions?


