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Abstract—One key technical challenge in the age of au-
tonomous machines is the programming of autonomous ma-
chines, which demands the synergy across multiple domains,
including fundamental computer science, computer architec-
ture, and robotics, and requires expertise from both academia
and industry. This paper discusses the programming theory
and practices tied to producing real-life autonomous ma-
chines, and covers aspects from high-level concepts down to
low-level code generation in the context of specific functional
requirements, performance expectation, and implementation
constraints of autonomous machines.

Index Terms—Programming Languages, Compiler, Au-
tonomous Machine Computing, Runtime Systems.

I. Introduction
After decades of uninterrupted progress, information

technology has so evolved that it can be said we are
entering the age of autonomous machines [1]. One key
technical challenge in this context is the programming of
such autonomous machines, as it demands to operate a
synergy across multiple domains, including fundamental
computer science, computer architecture, and robotics,
and requires expertise from both academia and industry.

This paper discusses the programming theory and
practices tied to producing real-life autonomous ma-
chines, and covers aspects from high-level concepts
down to low-level code generation in the context of
specific functional requirements, performance expecta-
tion, and implementation constraints of autonomous
machines.

For instance, autonomous vehicles rely on a wealth of
specialized components according to the various tasks
they are required to perform, which includes (hard) real-
time tasks related to the outside environment, i.e., Local-
ization and Navigation, Object Detection and Avoidance,
etc. Each task communicates its data to other tasks within
a strict performance envelop, and may also rely on very
different hardware targets, e.g., scheduling with CPUs,
GPUs for neural network processing, FPGAs or DSPs
for image processing, etc [2]–[5].

Thus, there should be expressive “languages” to de-
scribe, at a high level, what each task should consist of,
the appropriate (domain-specific) semantics for it, and at
the same time, the interfacing between languages. As a
whole, real-time and run-time contexts can freely dictate
which part of the underlying hardware will be used
to run them at a specific moment during the motion
of the target autonomous machine. To do so, simply
designing a new set of DSLs is probably necessary,
but insufficient. As these autonomous machines tend to
heavily rely on Machine Learning techniques for at least
some of their tasks, there should also be a way to lower
the high-level description—semantic and performance
expectation—provided for each task down to an inter-
mediate representation which would allow the compiler
to produce code for a family of heterogeneous devices.
These considerations, which are both high and low level,
can be unified under a dataflow-oriented hierarchical
view of the system.

Hence, the main challenges we wish to address in
this paper are related to expressing the tasks of how
autonomous machines must perform at high-level, and
how the expression is best translated into low-level
operations:

• How to make autonomous machines more pro-
grammable, through the use of high-level languages;

• How can such high-level languages be translated,
i.e., lowered, to a suitable set of intermediate repre-
sentations for a compiler, in order to eventually pro-
duce executable code on heterogeneous hardware;

• How is the runtime system meant to deal with the
heterogeneity of the underlying hardware and dy-
namic performance envelop, and how can it benefit
from both high-level languages, and the knowledge
of the low-level machine models it has access to.

This paper is organized as follows: Section II explains
the computing patterns of autonomous machine comput-
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ing as well as the programming challenges; Section III
introduces a high-level programming language design
to express autonomous machine computing graphs; Sec-
tion IV unveils the methodology and tools we propose
to develop the autonomous machine computing system
software; Section V shows the experimental results ob-
tained using an early prototype, following some of our
methodology; Section VI presents some related work
and contrasts our approach with it; we conclude in
Section VII.

II. Autonomous Machine Computing: Prob-
lem Statement and Challenges

In this section, we introduce the patterns of au-
tonomous machine computing, define the problem state-
ment, and indicate the challenges of programming au-
tonomous machines. In the case of autonomous vehicles,
the system is a mission critical real-time system where
the system must make “correct” decisions in real-time
to react to varying traffic conditions, at a high speed.
Multiple computation intensive applications, such as
sensor processing, robotic perception, robotic localiza-
tion, as well as planning and control, etc. are employed
to deliver the required high precision tasks. Moreover,
the system needs to perform the computation under a
strict energy budget for battery considerations [6].

A concrete example is shown in Fig. 1 a.), which
presents an overview of the deep processing pipeline of a
commercial level-4 autonomous driving system. Starting
from the left side, the sensing system generates raw
sensing data from mmWave radars, LiDARs, cameras,
Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) receivers, and
Inertial Measurement Units (IMUs), where each sensor
produces raw data at its own frequency. For instance,
the cameras capture images at 30 FPS, the LiDARs
capture point clouds at 10 FPS, the GNSS/IMUs generate
positional updates at 100 Hz. Note that at the sensing
stage, an enormous amount of heterogeneous sensing
data is generated at a high frequency (e.g. over 100
MB/s), the key challenge at this stage is to provide
accurate, reliable, and comprehensive information about
the physical environment for later processing stages,
which can be achieved through precise temporal and
spatial synchronization [7].

Next, the 2D Perception node (e.g. YOLO [8]) con-
sumes raw images for object detection and scene seg-
mentation. the 3D Perception node (e.g. PointPillars [9])
consumes raw LiDAR scans for object shape and type
detection. The Perception fusion node consumes outputs
from the 2D Perception node, the 3D Perception node,
as well as the mmWave radars raw data to create a
comprehensive perception list of all detected objects.
The Localization node (e.g. LiDAR odometry and map-
ping [10]) consumes and fuses raw LiDAR scans as
well as GNSS/IMU data for vehicle positional updates.
Hence, the perception and localization system consumes

100 MB/s of raw sensing data and produces 5 MB/s of
semantic data in real time.

The perception list is then fed into the Tracking node
at 10 Hz to create a tracking list of all detected objects.
The tracking list then is fed into the Prediction node at 10
Hz to create a prediction list of all objects. The Tracking
and Prediction system consumes 5 MB/s of perception
inputs and further reduces the data size to 200 KB/s.

At last, both the prediction results and the localization
results are fed into the Planning node at 10 Hz to
generate a navigation plan. The navigation plan then is
fed into the Control node at 10 Hz to generate control
commands, which are finally sent to the autonomous
machine for execution at 100 Hz. The Control node
generates commands with size of 5 KB/s.

Hence, the autonomous driving system processing
pipeline consumes 100 MB/s of raw sensing data at
the beginning and generates 5 KB/s of commands at
the end. Every 10 ms, the autonomous machine needs
to generate a control command. If any upstream node,
such as the Perception node, misses the deadline to
generate an output, the Control node must still generate
a command before the deadline. This could lead to disas-
trous results as the autonomous machine would then be
essentially driving blindly without timely participation
from the perception unit.

In addition to autonomous vehicles, we have iden-
tified similar patterns in other autonomous machines,
such as the robot vacuum computation graph shown
in Fig. 1 b.), albeit with variations in the depth of the
pipeline and the output frequencies.

Existing real-time computing techniques mainly focus
on the understanding of a specific system’s real-time
behavior through mathematical modeling [11], or de-
veloping scheduling algorithms for a particular architec-
ture [12]. However, as autonomous machine computing
is a newly emerging field, neither mature mathematical
models to understand the real-time behaviors of au-
tonomous machine systems, nor scheduling algorithms
on new architectures (such as the hybrid dataflow and
DSA architecture proposed in this article) exist, and an
real-time computing challenge for autonomous machines
is currently outstanding [13].

A key observation from our practical experiences of
deploying various types of autonomous machines is
that autonomous machine computing can be expressed
as dataflow graphs [14]. Indeed, as exemplified by
ROS [15], autonomous machine application program-
mers usually connect a limited set of basic operators
together to form a computation graph. ROS is a great
start, but in a way ROS is very heavy and the learn-
ing curve for ROS can be steep. Autonomous machine
application programmers have to learn many different
forms of communication between the ROS nodes and
handle the communication and resource allocation de-
tails themselves. Many of these details are not directly



Figure 1: Left: the software pipeline of a level-4 autonomous vehicle. Right: the software pipeline of a robot vacuum.
Other software organizations are possible.

related to the functionality of the autonomous machine
under development. Hence, a language is required to
allow autonomous machine application programmers
to express their dataflow graphs in a very concise and
precise way.

Second, ROS exposes a lot of low-level details to au-
tonomous machine application programmers. Unfortu-
nately, most autonomous machine application program-
mers don’t have the expertise on optimizing for perfor-
mance or energy efficiency [16], hence often leading to
hacks that make autonomous machine application pro-
grams un-maintainable, or programs that are not perfor-
mant. To exacerbate the problem, the computer architec-
ture and design automation communities often come up
with hardware accelerators trying to help autonomous
machine application programmers. But as more and
more accelerators come into existence, autonomous ma-
chine application programmers are not able to manage
the complexity and they are not building autonomous
machine SoCs to integrate these accelerators.

Therefore, we need a autonomous machine devel-
opment stack, likely including language, compiler and
runtime, to allow autonomous machine application pro-
grammers focusing on application programming instead
of system engineering. Based on the performance and
energy consumption specifications from the autonomous
machine application programmers, the runtime should
be able to automatically dispatch operators to the
underlying compute substrate (CPU, GPU, DSP, accel-
erators), or simply refuses to execute the program if the
specifications cannot be met.

We summarize our proposal in Fig. 2, the high-
level language allows the application programmers fo-
cusing on autonomous machine application program-
ming instead of the low-level system details, whereas
the autonomous machine runtime automatically judges
whether a proposed autonomous machine computing
graph can be mapped to the compute system, and au-

Figure 2: Computing Stack for Autonomous Machines

tomatically maps individual operators to the best-suited
compute substrates.

III. High Level Programming
In this section, we introduce how a concise and pre-

cise high-level language can be developed to represent
the computation graphs of autonomous machines. As
autonomous machine computing can be represented as
dataflow graphs, naturally a functional programming
paradigm provides an efficient way to describe the
behavior of autonomous machines. Indeed, in addition
to being a suitable programming model for dataflow
architectures, functional programming has already been
widely used in autonomous machines, see the Robotics
Domain-Specific Language (DSL) Models paragraph in
section VI. With functional programming, autonomous
machine application programmers can describe their
applications with a few lines of specifications and code
as illustrated in the following examples.

Algorithm 1 shows a λ-calculus expression [17] de-
scribing the cleaning robot computation graphs shown in
Fig. 1. Note that the first few lines of Require statements
specify the configurations (e.g. image resolution) and the
performance specifications for the compute substrates.
The proposed compiler goes through these statements



Algorithm 1 λ-calculus expression of the computation graph shown in Fig. 1b.)

Require: IR(frequency >= 50Hz) . infrared sensor
Require: Camera(resolution = 320× 240; frequency >= 30Hz)
Require: IMU(frequency >= 100Hz)
Require: WO(frequency >= 50Hz) . wheel odometry sensor
Require: 2DPerception(frequency >= 50Hz)
Require: Localization(frequency >= 50Hz)
Require: Control(frequency >= 50Hz)

1: perc← λ(IR)λ(Camera)λ(2DPerception)[2DPerception(IR,Camera)]
2: loc← λ(Camera)λ(IMU)λ(WO)λ(Localization)[Localization(Camera, IMU,WO)]
3: cmd← λ(perc)λ(loc)λ(Control)[Control(perc, loc)]

and ensures that these performance requirements can
be met. The next few lines of code specify the Com-
putation Graph. Based on the performance requirements,
i.e., the Require and Graph, the compiler will allocate the
corresponding buffer space to facilitate communications
between the nodes to avoid timing violations caused by
excessive stalls. Note that with this approach, complex
autonomous machine applications can be expressed with
a few lines of code using functional, event-driven pro-
gramming.

Similarly, Algorithm 2 describes the L4 autonomous
vehicle computation graph shown in Fig. 1, a more
complex computation graph compared to the robot vac-
uum. This example employs more sensors, and con-
structs a dataflow graph that is much deeper and wider.
Nonetheless, similar to the robot vacuum case, the L4 au-
tonomous vehicle dataflow graph can also be described
with only a few lines of Require as well as Computation
Graph statements.

To realize the promise of this approach, the key is
to rely on the system software (See Section IV) to hide
the details tied to real-time constraints in the underlying
compute substrates, by providing time specifications to
meet deadlines.

The system software must retain enough semantic
information to be able to correctly map specific compu-
tations to the right hardware compute unit, and equally
importantly, according to real-time constraints. The de-
tails regarding the target compiler & runtime system are
given in Section IV.

IV. System Software: Compiler and Runtime
Leveraging functional constructs naturally fit in our

dataflow-inspired context, as shown in the previous
section. Such a high-level language could be one that
implements Algorithms 1 and 2 as part of a declarative
syntax, or as part of an imperative syntax with added
functional mechanisms 1. In general, type safety, im-
mutable states, and functional constructs tend to greatly
help toward data-race free parallel programs [18]–[21].

1Several languages take this path: OCaml, Scala, and more recently
Swift, Rust, etc.

1) A Compiler for Autonomous Machines

As explained in Section III, the right high-level syntax
helps the programmer tremendously with productivity.
However, the compiler still requires explicit machine-
specific information, called annotations. These annota-
tions will provide resource mapping information, real-
time deadline and dataflow dependencies, as well as
declare when a “basic computation block” should be
used (through the use of intrinsic functions).

Expressing Resource Mapping Preferences. Require-
ments (See Algorithm 1 and 2) will be used to express
mandatory compute-to-device mapping. They will most
likely be used when the programmer already has pro-
filing information (e.g., through micro-benchmarking) at
their disposal. In addition, hints are also available. They
are “advice” to express resource mapping preferences
which are useful when no precise timing information
about a given computation is already known, but there is
general information which i, e.g., control-intensive code
tends to best run on general-purpose CPUs, whereas
image processing kernels tend to behave very well on
GPUs or DSPs. Once processed, annotations will be
passed from the compiler down to the runtime during
code generation (see Section IV-2 below).

Expressing Autonomous Machines Intrinsics. The
compiler should also know about autonomous machines
“basic computation blocks,” expressed as intrinsic func-
tions. Intrinsics represent a processing step often found in
autonomous machines programs, e.g., feature extraction
on a stream of pixels. The compiler can then substitute
the intrinsic call with library calls, or code generated and
optimized for the hardware target.

Expressing Real-time Constraints. Autonomous
machines must obey real-time (RT) constraints for safety
and security reasons. The compiler must accept and en-
force RT constraints annotations, as with resource map-
ping. Moreover, in addition to time constraints, the com-
piler must accept computation and/or data dependence
descriptions, as this will help it compute the overall RT-
based deadlines and make all computation blocks fit the
individual deadlines expressed by the programmer. This
will naturally result in a graph-based representation of



Algorithm 2 λ-calculus expression of the computation graph shown in Fig. 1a.)

Require: Radar(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: Camera(resolution = 1920X1080; frequency >= 30Hz)
Require: LiDAR(resolution = 64beams; frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: GNSS(frequency >= 100Hz)
Require: 2DPerception(frequency >= 30Hz)
Require: 3DPerception(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: PerceptionFusion(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: Localization(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: Tracking(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: Prediction(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: Planning(frequency >= 10Hz)
Require: Control(frequency >= 100Hz)

1: 2dperc← λ(Camera)λ(2DPerception)[2DPerception(Camera)]
2: 3dperc← λ(LiDAR)λ(3DPerception)[3DPerception(LiDAR)]
3: loc← λ(LiDAR)λ(GNSS)λ(Localization)[Localization(LiDAR,GNSS)]
4: percfus← λ(2dperc)λ(3dperc)λ(PerceptionFusion)[PerceptionFusion(2dperc, 3dperc)]
5: traj ← λ(percfus)λ(Tracking)[Tracking(percfus)]
6: pred← λ(traj)λ(Prediction)[Prediction(traj)]
7: plan← lanning(pred, loc)]
8: cmd← λ(plan)λ(Control)[Control(plan)]

RT constraints analyzable by the compiler.
In any case, the programmer should not have to

directly deal with the low-level runtime API to express
computation-to-hardware mapping, and the tedious tun-
ing to satisfy performance requirements. Instead, the
compiler should be able to convert the programmer’s
source code into either direct CPU/GPU/DSP/FPGA
code when necessary, or call to an already-optimized
library if it is available on the target system2.

Moreover, the use of different hardware resources
should lead to the static allocation of low-level buffers
to allow efficient communication between compute de-
vices, but also flexible/dynamic memory (buffer) man-
agement to deal with the production and consumption
of data between computation blocks. The latter buffers
will see their size vary dynamically according to the real-
time context.

2) Associated Runtime System

The high-level syntax allows low time-to-solution pro-
grams generation for autonomous machines; the com-
piler will provide in-depth program analysis and, with
the help of the programmer’s annotations, will also
express “good computation-to-device mapping defaults”
to the runtime system, including memory management
guidelines.

Such a runtime must fulfill several objectives. It must:
(1) Of course, be low-overhead; (2) be able to map com-
putation tasks to the best fit available compute unit at
the time of scheduling; (3) fulfill real-time requirements

2For instance, Intel’s compiler performs pattern-matching in the code
to substitute naïve linear algebra kernels with MKL ones.

in a very dynamic context; (4) be able to deal with real-
time based task dependencies.

Low resource management overhead. Autonomous
machines include e.g., self-driving vehicles, which may
be running at high speeds, and require to meet hard RT
deadlines. It is thus paramount that task and resource
scheduling takes as little time as possible.

Efficient computation-to-device mapping. The target
hardware composing autonomous machines is highly
heterogeneous, and can be comprised of, e.g., CPUs,
GPUs, DSPs, FPGAs, etc. As a result, the efficiency in
terms of performance, and/or power and energy con-
sumption may vary a great deal between two similar-
yet-different hardware targets.

The more challenging task is the dealing with when
the running application may drastically change its be-
havior when environmental constraints make it neces-
sary. Hence, the runtime must be able to dynamically
adapt its resource management policy to accommodate
new constraints. Hence, the runtime system must dy-
namically adapt computation-to-resource mapping, as
the situation evolves. In the absence of precise timing
information, the compiler must rely on the “good de-
faults information” provided by the compiler.

Real-time constraints satisfaction. RT constraints
will be expressed as meta-data fields in the runtime, to
be taken into account by the resource manager [22]. The
latter will then evaluate which mapping policy is the best
at the time of scheduling. The policy itself should obey
the hint vs. requirement annotations expressed by the
programmer, i.e., and compute unit specific requirements.

However, both the compiler and the runtime sys-



tem should be able to warn against impossible sched-
ules when RT constraints will be obviously violated.
Taking RT constraints into account will naturally re-
sult in the runtime building a semi-static data-driven
task dependence graph. This will in turn lead to the
use of established scheduling policies, both static (e.g.,
HEFT [23] and its variants), and more dynamic ones (e.g.,
PDAWL [24]).

3) Bridging the Compile-Runtime System Gap

So far, it may seem the goals expressed for both
the compiler and the runtime system may match, but
that they may be quite hard to realize in practice from
an implementation perspective: how do we make the
needs expressed in a high-level language w.r.t. hardware
resource usage, real-time, data, and code constraints, and
using high-level concepts to eventually perform low-
level optimized computations work together?

A promising lead is the use of hierarchical and or-
thogonal intermediate representation dialects. The use
of a compiler which allows for progressive lowering
or even raising of the required properties could help
tremendously. MLIR [25], [26] allows a compiler writer
to specify a dialect, which can also be combined with
other existing ones, in order to provide domain-specific
abstract syntax trees (ASTs) which retain the right level
of information to make informed decisions, such as
choosing which version of a given computation kernel
should be used, depending on the available devices on
the target platform, the hints or guidelines provided
by the programmer, etc.. The end-result can be lowered
down to LLVM’s intermediate representation, which can
then be used to generate actual code.

MLIR also allows for outlining regions of codes, i.e.,
transforming the currently analyzed code into a func-
tion call that can then be “injected” into the original
code. Hence, a language intrinsic may call for a dot
product computation. Such operations can be defined
in MLIR, such that the compiler “knows” about them,
and has been informed of their properties (which in turn
may help with uncovering optimization opportunities).
Hence, if an optimized sdot code already exists for the
target platform, MLIR can outline the intrinsic call to
insert a call to the real function.

V. Prototype: Description and Results
In this section, we utilize the ORB [27] as an ex-

ample to illustrate the programming methodology we
presented in the previous section. ORB is an essential
component in Simultaneous Localization And Mapping
(SLAM) [28], 3D reconstruction [29], and many other
autonomous applications [30].

We have implemented SLAM on a quad-core ARM
v8 mobile SoC and identified that the feature extrac-
tion stage (in ORB) consumes >50% of the CPU re-
sources [31]. Further, we have run ORB on a Qualcomm

Figure 3: ORB performance and energy consumption on
mobile CPU, mobile GPU, mobile DSP, and FPGA-based
accelerator [32]

Snapdragon 820 SoC and on a FPGA-based accelera-
tor [32], the performance and energy consumption profil-
ing results are shown in Fig. 3. It shows a highly diverse
performance portfolio even for the relatively simple ORB
workload.

Per discussion before, the main challenge faced by the
industry is that most autonomous machine engineers
don’t have the skills to optimize the autonomous ma-
chine system for best performance or energy efficiency.
Hence it is imperative to have a compiler and runtime
system to automatically map the autonomous machine
basic blocks onto the appropriate compute substrates.
An early prototype of a runtime system for autonomous
machine vision workloads was proposed by Liu et al. [2].

In this case study, we will demonstrate the capability
of the proposed programming language for ORB in au-
tonomous machine applications from three aspects: the
capability to specify performance expectation/contract
in programming; the enforcement of the contracts in the
system software through compilation techniques, run-
time adaptation, and dynamic mapping to computing
substrates. We will evaluate the capability through an
experiment that simulates the use ORB in autonomous
machines and with multiple data benchmarks.

A. Performance Contracts and Envelop

Performance contracts for autonomous machines
needs to provide specific guidelines. The meaning-
ful timing-related metrics include latency/frequency,
throughput, variance, etc. Also, the power consumption
(Watts) and the energy consumption (Joules) may also
need to be specified.

However, some performance contracts may not feasi-
ble. The proposed programming language compilation
and execution support can help the specification of
performance contracts, and equally important, can guide
developers establish the feasible performance “envelop”
based on computing substrates as well as characteristic
of input data.



B. Compiler’s and Runtime’s Enforcement of Perfor-
mance Contracts

The system software for the proposed language will
enforce the performance contracts. The main techniques
includes contract decomposition, code versioning, and
profiling and adaptation.

“Contract decomposition” means that the performance
requirements for a higher level program construct, such
as library modules, are broken down into subcontracts
for composing program constructs. Usually it is only
advisable for engineers to specify those top-level con-
structs and the language compiler and runtime system
will automate the process of the contract decomposition.

“Code versioning” means that multiple versions of
a program construct might be generated to adapt to
different performance requirements or computing sub-
strates. For example, ORB might need to be optimized
in different ways when it is to run at 1000Hz in contrast
to running at 100Hz, or is to run onto different hardware.

“Profiling and adaptation” is the methodology that
profiles the performance, gauges the deviation from the
performance contract, and remedies the deviation.

In this case study, we will demonstrate an initial
capability of our language to decompose higher-level
performance contract for ORB, then generate multiple
versions to adapt to different scenarios, and at runtime,
automatically deal with performance deviations.

C. Experiment Setup and Evaluation

In this study, we simulate the ORB [27] from
OpenCV 4in our language. Different from the implemen-
tation as illustrated in Fig. 3 that is based on ad-hoc
tuning, the prototype is re-implemented with the core
concepts proposed in this paper, and runs in a computer
system with heterogeneous computing resources with
dynamically changing image inputs. In this process, the
system software support will be able to automatically
establish the performance envelop of various hardware
+ input scenarios, and at runtime, maintain pre-specified
performance contracts.

Specifically, the hardware setup is as follows: the CPU
is AMD Ryzen 5950X with 16 cores running at 3.4 GHz;
and the GPU is a Nvidia GeForce RTX 3080 with 8960
CUDA cores running at 1.71 GHz. The data benchmarks
we use are KITTI [33] and TUM RGB-D [34] datasets.

1) Experiment 1: Establish the Performance Envelop

In order to accept and enforce user-specified per-
formance contracts through the whole development
pipeline, our proposed system needs to first answer the
question of what are the practical performance envelops
of a piece of code on target hardware. The performance
metrics that compose a performance envelop typically
include latency, throughput and variability. The metrics
may leading to conflicting compilation tuning choices,
e.g., optimizing for latency may lead to less throughput.

Therefore, the performance envelop is actually a com-
promise, i.e., a Pareto curve of local optima.

In this experiment, we demonstrate a collection of
preliminary compiler and profiling techniques to auto-
matically establish the performance envelop of ORB on
the target hardware. Figure 4 illustrates the performance
envelop as a Pareto surface in the 3D space of latency,
throughput and variability. The results confirm that the
same code, in this case ORB, can be implemented and
tuned towards widely different performance contracts.
Our system can map the envelop of possibilities and help
developers select a Pareto-optimal point that suits their
specific goals.
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Figure 4: Performance Envelop of ORB+Matching

2) Experiment 2: Decompose and Dynamically
Maintain Performance Contracts

To enforce a user-provided overall performance
contract, the development system needs to do two
things: breaking down the overall contract onto sub-
components, and adapting to runtime deviations from
nominal. These two tasks are probably the most involv-
ing and challenging problems for autonomous machine
engineers. In this experiment, we will demonstrate with
ORB how our proposed system can automate the solu-
tions for these two tasks.

A typical working flow for ORB has three steps: key-
points finding, descriptor generation, and point match-
ing. Here, we show that the performance contract for
ORB can be broken down into the performance expecta-
tions on these sub-components, and at runtime, we can
dynamically adapt the implementation choices to main-
tain an overall contract. Figure 5 demonstrates different
strategies and dynamism lead to different performance
at these stages. Each line represents a different imple-
mentation strategy that involves the tuning of resource
utilization, devices and optimization prioritization. The
"Adaptive" lines shows that our system can use input-
and runtime-derived heuristics to adapt. The results
show that our proposed system can adapt and maintain
the given performance contract despite the dynamism
from input scenarios or execution situations.
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VI. Related Work
In this section, we review related work in autonomous

machine programming.
Adaptive Dynamic Runtime Frameworks. Au-

tonomous Machines (AM) need to operate across a
variety of challenging environments which impose
continuously-varying deadline and runtime-accuracy
tradeoffs on the computing pipelines [4], [35]–[37]. To
meet stringent safety-critical requirements which ensure
the fulfillment of strict deadlines in worst-case scenar-
ios in real time, optimized computationally intensive
AM algorithms, combined with sophisticated scheduling
techniques are implemented onto (heterogeneous) multi-
core systems [38]–[41], hardware accelerators (ASIC [42],
[43], FPGA [32], [44]–[48]), mobile SoC [49], [50], etc.
However, the commuting resources under-utilization is-
sue is a pervasive problem since the applications in
different pipeline stages exhibit environment-dependent
runtime features which exhibit a wide variance between
average and worst-case runtimes [4], [35], [40], [51].
Thus, to efficiently execute AM algorithms and max-
imize runtime-accuracy, the framework must interact
with a continuously-evolving environment [40], [51].

Adaptive real-time systems [24], [52], [53] determine
the best service at runtime from multiple application-
defined levels using feedback-based scheduling algo-
rithms and optimization techniques. Gan et al. [54] pro-
posed Eudoxus, a framework for autonomous machine
localization, to adapt to different operating scenarios by
fusing fundamental algorithmic primitives. Liu et al. [47]
proposed Archytas, a framework that automatically gen-
erates synthesizable localization accelerators from high-
level algorithm descriptions given power, latency, and
resource specifications. Liu et al. [2] proposed π-RT, a
robotic vision runtime framework that dynamically man-
ages task executions onto local mobile SoC systems with
multiple accelerators, as well as on the cloud consider-
ing latency, throughput and energy constraints. These
systems inspire elements of our graph-based deadline-
sensitive runtime framework design equipping with flex-

ibility of graph features to deploy tasks based on the
tasks features, the dynamic real-time constraints as well
as the high-performance requirements.

Gog et al. [40] proposed their D3 (Dynamic Deadline-
Driven) execution model, which decomposes the AM ap-
plications as fine-grain computation graphs along with
an environment-based deadline policy and centralizes
the management of deadlines, and ERDC, which utilizes
proactive strategies and exception handlers to adaptively
execute the fine-grained events and handle deadline
misses cases, and finally to fulfill varying deadlines
demanded by the environment. Similar to D3/ERDC,
to obtain a good runtime-accuracy tradeoff, an anytime
planning algorithm [55], [56] and multiple task execution
versions are utilized, which can guarantee that as least
one event can be completed before deadline or can
release a coarse-grained event to downstream, if the
current event deadline is missing, to make sure the
overall deadlines are satisfied.

The most notable difference between D3/ERDC and
our approach is that our envisioned runtime framework
organizes AM tasks in a graph structure and targets
on platforms with various and plug-in-enable (change-
able) hardware resources. Furthermore, user-friendly
APIs will be provided to deal with specific user-defined
constraints.

Robotics Domain-Specific Language (DSL) Models.
Functional programming (FP) [18]–[21] provides a high-
level and declarative way which has been used in an-
alyzing, describing and verifying the behaviors of AM-
s/robotics. Peterson et al. [57] developed Frob, a domain-
specific language embedded in Haskell [58] for robot
control, which describes the interaction between a robot
and its stimuli in a purely functional manner. Frob hides
the details of low-level robot operations, promotes a style
of programming largely independent of the underlying
hardware and supports complex control regiments in a
concise and reusable manner. Hudak et al. [59] proposed
Yampa, a DSL to be utilized to program industrial-
strength hybrid mobile robots [60], [61] with real-time
constraints. This approach demonstrates how functional
programming can ease the task of the robotics applica-
tion programmer compared to imperative programming
models. The primary aspects of FP are lamdbas, map
operations, and recursion. Most modern languages now
support all three of those aspects. In addition, multiple
multi-paradigm languages have integrated functional
aspects to their core, e.g., JavaScript, C#, Rust, etc.

Low-level wise, open-source C/C++ libraries such as
OpenCV [38], DBoW2 [62], g2o [63] etc., are widely
utilized in AM algorithms. These libraries can be imple-
mented onto multiple hardware platforms/accelerators.
Furthermore, assisted with High-Level Synthesis (HLS)
tools [64], C/C++/Python functions can be compiled
into logic elements and layout onto FPGA.

On the other side, MLIR, see section IV-3, has been in-



tegrated into the Tensorflow and PyTorch ecosystem [65],
Deep Learning frameworks [66]–[68], High-level syn-
thesis (HLS) tools [69], [70], etc., that affects a lot
of AM algorithms optimization/ implementation, and
provides a good interface between the AM programming
language development and application implementation.

VII. Conclusion
This paper presents a vision for a holistic software

stack design to efficiently and productively program
autonomous machines. The stack is divided into three
main parts: a declarative high-level language geared
specifically toward autonomous machines; an optimiz-
ing compiler which can be driven or at least guided by
the programmer to pick the best computational kernels
and efficiently map them to the target heterogeneous
hardware; a runtime system of which the compiler
is aware, capable of handling hardware constraints as
well as real-time induced tasks and data dependencies.
The stack in turn exposes the need to provide a set
of performance contracts between the programmer, the
compiler, and the runtime system, for a given hardware
target. A case study centered around ORB and image
matching is tackled, to provide a view of what the
system software’s performance contract could look like,
leveraging performance measurements of actual runs
on a general-purpose multicore + GPU combination.
We believe the proposed design provides a precise and
concise abstraction of the underlying autonomous ma-
chine computing system, which greatly improves the
productivity of autonomous machine programming.

References
[1] S. Liu and J.-L. Gaudiot, “Rise of the autonomous machines,”

Computer, vol. 55, no. 1, pp. 64–73, 2022.
[2] L. Liu, J. Tang, S. Liu, B. Yu, Y. Xie, and J.-L. Gaudiot, “π-rt:

A runtime framework to enable energy-efficient real-time robotic
vision applications on heterogeneous architectures,” Computer,
vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 14–25, 2021.

[3] S. Liu, J. Tang, Z. Zhang, and J.-L. Gaudiot, “Computer architec-
tures for autonomous driving,” Computer, vol. 50, no. 8, pp. 18–25,
2017.

[4] B. Yu, W. Hu, L. Xu, J. Tang, S. Liu, and Y. Zhu, “Building
the computing system for autonomous micromobility vehicles:
Design constraints and architectural optimizations,” in 2020 53rd
Annual IEEE/ACM International Symposium on Microarchitecture
(MICRO), pp. 1067–1081, IEEE, 2020.

[5] S. Liu, Z. Wan, B. Yu, and Y. Wang, “Robotic computing on fpgas,”
Synthesis Lectures on Computer Architecture, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 1–
218, 2021.

[6] B. Yu, J. Tang, and S. Liu, “On designing computing systems for
autonomous vehicles: A perceptin case study,” in Proceedings of the
26th Asia and South Pacific Design Automation Conference, pp. 742–
747, 2021.

[7] S. Liu, B. Yu, Y. Liu, K. Zhang, Y. Qiao, T. Y. Li, J. Tang, and
Y. Zhu, “Brief industry presentation: The matter of time–a general
and efficient system for precise sensor synchronization in robotic
computing,” in 27th IEEE Real-Time and Embedded Technology and
Applications Symposium (RTAS), IEEE, 2021.

[8] J. Redmon, S. Divvala, R. Girshick, and A. Farhadi, “You only look
once: Unified, real-time object detection,” in Proceedings of the IEEE
conference on computer vision and pattern recognition, pp. 779–788,
2016.

[9] A. H. Lang, S. Vora, H. Caesar, L. Zhou, J. Yang, and O. Bei-
jbom, “Pointpillars: Fast encoders for object detection from point
clouds,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, pp. 12697–12705, 2019.

[10] J. Zhang and S. Singh, “Loam: Lidar odometry and mapping in
real-time.,” in Robotics: Science and Systems, vol. 2, 2014.

[11] M. Joseph and P. Pandya, “Finding response times in a real-time
system,” The Computer Journal, vol. 29, no. 5, pp. 390–395, 1986.

[12] C. L. Liu and J. W. Layland, “Scheduling algorithms for multipro-
gramming in a hard-real-time environment,” Journal of the ACM
(JACM), vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 46–61, 1973.

[13] PerceptIn, “Rtss 2021 industry challenge,” http://2021.rtss.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/06/RTSS2021-Industry-Challenge-v2.pdf, 2021.

[14] S. Liu, Y. Zhu, B. Yu, J.-L. Gaudiot, and G. R. Gao, “Dataflow
accelerator architecture for autonomous machine computing,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.07047, 2021.

[15] M. Quigley, K. Conley, B. Gerkey, J. Faust, T. Foote, J. Leibs,
R. Wheeler, A. Y. Ng, et al., “Ros: an open-source robot operating
system,” in ICRA workshop on open source software, vol. 3, p. 5,
Kobe, Japan, 2009.

[16] S. Liu, J.-L. Gaudiot, and H. Kasahara, “Engineering education
in the age of autonomous machines,” Computer, vol. 54, no. 4,
pp. 66–69, 2021.

[17] H. P. Barendregt et al., The lambda calculus, vol. 3. North-Holland
Amsterdam, 1984.

[18] J. Hughes, “Why functional programming matters,” The computer
journal, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 98–107, 1989.

[19] P. Wadler, “The essence of functional programming,” in Proceed-
ings of the 19th ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT symposium on Principles of
programming languages, pp. 1–14, 1992.

[20] S. L. Peyton Jones and P. Wadler, “Imperative functional pro-
gramming,” in Proceedings of the 20th ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT
symposium on Principles of programming languages, pp. 71–84, 1993.

[21] P. Hudak, “Conception, evolution, and application of func-
tional programming languages,” ACM Computing Surveys (CSUR),
vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 359–411, 1989.

[22] S. Liu, B. Yu, N. Guan, Z. Dong, and B. Akesson, “Real-time
scheduling and analysis of an autonomous driving system,” in
42nd IEEE Real-Time Systems Symposium (RTSS) Industry Challenge,
IEEE, 2021.

[23] H. Topcuoglu, S. Hariri, and M.-Y. Wu, “Performance-effective
and low-complexity task scheduling for heterogeneous comput-
ing,” IEEE Transactions on Parallel and Distributed Systems, vol. 13,
no. 3, pp. 260–274, 2002.

[24] T. Geng, M. Amaris, S. Zuckerman, A. Goldman, G. R. Gao, and
J.-L. Gaudiot, “A profile-based ai-assisted dynamic scheduling
approach for heterogeneous architectures,” International Journal of
Parallel Programming, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 115–151, 2022.

[25] C. Lattner, M. Amini, U. Bondhugula, A. Cohen, A. Davis,
J. Pienaar, R. Riddle, T. Shpeisman, N. Vasilache, and O. Zinenko,
“Mlir: A compiler infrastructure for the end of moore’s law,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2002.11054, 2020.

[26] C. Lattner, M. Amini, U. Bondhugula, A. Cohen, A. Davis, J. Pien-
aar, R. Riddle, T. Shpeisman, N. Vasilache, and O. Zinenko, “Mlir:
Scaling compiler infrastructure for domain specific computation,”
in 2021 IEEE/ACM International Symposium on Code Generation and
Optimization (CGO), pp. 2–14, IEEE, 2021.

[27] E. Rublee, V. Rabaud, K. Konolige, and G. Bradski, “Orb: An
efficient alternative to sift or surf,” in 2011 International conference
on computer vision, pp. 2564–2571, Ieee, 2011.

[28] H. Durrant-Whyte and T. Bailey, “Simultaneous localization and
mapping: part i,” IEEE robotics & automation magazine, vol. 13,
no. 2, pp. 99–110, 2006.

[29] A. Geiger, J. Ziegler, and C. Stiller, “Stereoscan: Dense 3d recon-
struction in real-time,” in 2011 IEEE intelligent vehicles symposium
(IV), pp. 963–968, Ieee, 2011.

[30] R. Mur-Artal, J. M. M. Montiel, and J. D. Tardos, “Orb-slam: a
versatile and accurate monocular slam system,” IEEE transactions
on robotics, vol. 31, no. 5, pp. 1147–1163, 2015.

[31] J. Tang, B. Yu, S. Liu, Z. Zhang, W. Fang, and Y. Zhang, “π-
soc: Heterogeneous soc architecture for visual inertial slam ap-
plications,” in 2018 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent
Robots and Systems (IROS), pp. 8302–8307, IEEE, 2018.



[32] W. Fang, Y. Zhang, B. Yu, and S. Liu, “Fpga-based orb feature ex-
traction for real-time visual slam,” in 2017 International Conference
on Field Programmable Technology (ICFPT), pp. 275–278, IEEE, 2017.

[33] A. Geiger, P. Lenz, C. Stiller, and R. Urtasun, “Vision meets
robotics: The kitti dataset,” The International Journal of Robotics
Research, vol. 32, no. 11, pp. 1231–1237, 2013.

[34] J. Sturm, N. Engelhard, F. Endres, W. Burgard, and D. Cremers,
“A benchmark for the evaluation of rgb-d slam systems,” in 2012
IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems,
pp. 573–580, IEEE, 2012.

[35] S.-C. Lin, Y. Zhang, C.-H. Hsu, M. Skach, M. E. Haque, L. Tang,
and J. Mars, “The architectural implications of autonomous driv-
ing: Constraints and acceleration,” in Proceedings of the Twenty-
Third International Conference on Architectural Support for Program-
ming Languages and Operating Systems, pp. 751–766, 2018.

[36] H.-H. Sung, Y. Xu, J. Guan, W. Niu, B. Ren, Y. Wang, S. Liu,
and X. Shen, “Brief industry paper: Enabling level-4 autonomous
driving on a single $1 k off-the-shelf card,” in 2022 IEEE 28th Real-
Time and Embedded Technology and Applications Symposium (RTAS),
pp. 297–300, IEEE, 2022.

[37] S. Liu, J. Wang, Z. Wang, B. Yu, W. Hu, Y. Liu, J. Tang, S. L. Song,
C. Liu, and Y. Hu, “Brief industry paper: The necessity of adap-
tive data fusion in infrastructure-augmented autonomous driving
system,” in 2022 IEEE 28th Real-Time and Embedded Technology and
Applications Symposium (RTAS), pp. 293–296, IEEE, 2022.

[38] G. Bradski and A. Kaehler, “Opencv,” Dr. Dobb’s journal of software
tools, vol. 3, p. 120, 2000.

[39] C. Campos, R. Elvira, J. J. G. Rodríguez, J. M. Montiel, and J. D.
Tardós, “Orb-slam3: An accurate open-source library for visual,
visual–inertial, and multimap slam,” IEEE Transactions on Robotics,
vol. 37, no. 6, pp. 1874–1890, 2021.

[40] I. Gog, S. Kalra, P. Schafhalter, J. E. Gonzalez, and I. Stoica, “D3:
a dynamic deadline-driven approach for building autonomous
vehicles,” in Proceedings of the Seventeenth European Conference on
Computer Systems, pp. 453–471, 2022.

[41] J. Redmon and A. Farhadi, “Yolo9000: better, faster, stronger,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, pp. 7263–7271, 2017.

[42] Z. Li, Y. Chen, L. Gong, L. Liu, D. Sylvester, D. Blaauw, and
H.-S. Kim, “An 879gops 243mw 80fps vga fully visual cnn-slam
processor for wide-range autonomous exploration,” in 2019 IEEE
International Solid-State Circuits Conference-(ISSCC), pp. 134–136,
IEEE, 2019.

[43] A. Suleiman, Z. Zhang, L. Carlone, S. Karaman, and V. Sze,
“Navion: A 2-mw fully integrated real-time visual-inertial odom-
etry accelerator for autonomous navigation of nano drones,” IEEE
Journal of Solid-State Circuits, vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 1106–1119, 2019.

[44] B. Asgari, R. Hadidi, N. S. Ghaleshahi, and H. Kim, “Pisces:
power-aware implementation of slam by customizing efficient
sparse algebra,” in 2020 57th ACM/IEEE Design Automation Con-
ference (DAC), pp. 1–6, IEEE, 2020.

[45] Q. Gautier, A. Althoff, and R. Kastner, “Fpga architectures for
real-time dense slam,” in 2019 IEEE 30th International Conference
on Application-specific Systems, Architectures and Processors (ASAP),
vol. 2160, pp. 83–90, IEEE, 2019.

[46] R. Liu, J. Yang, Y. Chen, and W. Zhao, “eslam: An energy-
efficient accelerator for real-time orb-slam on fpga platform,” in
Proceedings of the 56th Annual Design Automation Conference 2019,
pp. 1–6, 2019.

[47] W. Liu, B. Yu, Y. Gan, Q. Liu, J. Tang, S. Liu, and Y. Zhu, “Archy-
tas: A framework for synthesizing and dynamically optimizing
accelerators for robotic localization,” in MICRO-54: 54th Annual
IEEE/ACM International Symposium on Microarchitecture, pp. 479–
493, 2021.

[48] Y. Gan, Y. Bo, B. Tian, L. Xu, W. Hu, S. Liu, Q. Liu, Y. Zhang,
J. Tang, and Y. Zhu, “Eudoxus: Characterizing and accelerating
localization in autonomous machines industry track paper,” in
2021 IEEE International Symposium on High-Performance Computer
Architecture (HPCA), pp. 827–840, IEEE, 2021.

[49] G. Klein and D. Murray, “Parallel tracking and mapping on a
camera phone,” in 2009 8th IEEE International Symposium on Mixed
and Augmented Reality, pp. 83–86, IEEE, 2009.

[50] A. Weimert, X. Tan, and X. Yang, “Natural feature detection on
mobile phones with 3d fast,” International Journal of Virtual Reality,
vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 29–34, 2010.

[51] M. Alcon, H. Tabani, L. Kosmidis, E. Mezzetti, J. Abella, and
F. J. Cazorla, “Timing of autonomous driving software: Problem
analysis and prospects for future solutions,” in 2020 IEEE Real-
Time and Embedded Technology and Applications Symposium (RTAS),
pp. 267–280, IEEE, 2020.

[52] D. Rosu, K. Schwan, S. Yalamanchili, and R. Jha, “On adaptive
resource allocation for complex real-time applications,” in Proceed-
ings Real-Time Systems Symposium, pp. 320–329, IEEE, 1997.

[53] A. Block, B. Brandenburg, J. H. Anderson, and S. Quint, “An
adaptive framework for multiprocessor real-time system,” in 2008
Euromicro Conference on Real-Time Systems, pp. 23–33, IEEE, 2008.

[54] Y. Gan, Y. Bo, B. Tian, L. Xu, W. Hu, S. Liu, Q. Liu, Y. Zhang,
J. Tang, and Y. Zhu, “Eudoxus: Characterizing and accel-
erating localization in autonomous machines,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2012.01353, 2020.

[55] S. Karaman and E. Frazzoli, “Sampling-based algorithms for opti-
mal motion planning,” The international journal of robotics research,
vol. 30, no. 7, pp. 846–894, 2011.

[56] W. Xu, J. Wei, J. M. Dolan, H. Zhao, and H. Zha, “A real-
time motion planner with trajectory optimization for autonomous
vehicles,” in 2012 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and
Automation, pp. 2061–2067, IEEE, 2012.

[57] J. Peterson, P. Hudak, and C. Elliott, “Lambda in motion: Control-
ling robots with haskell,” in International Symposium on Practical
Aspects of Declarative Languages, pp. 91–105, Springer, 1999.

[58] J. Peterson, K. Hammond, L. Augustsson, B. Boutel, W. Bur-
ton, J. Fasel, A. Gordon, J. Hughes, P. Hudak, T. Johnsson,
et al., “Haskell 1.4: A non-strict, purely functional language,” The
Haskell Committee, 1997.

[59] P. Hudak, A. Courtney, H. Nilsson, and J. Peterson, “Arrows,
robots, and functional reactive programming,” in International
School on Advanced Functional Programming, pp. 159–187, Springer,
2002.

[60] H. Nilsson, A. Courtney, and J. Peterson, “Functional reactive pro-
gramming, continued,” in Proceedings of the 2002 ACM SIGPLAN
workshop on Haskell, pp. 51–64, 2002.

[61] I. Pembeci, H. Nilsson, and G. Hager, “Functional reactive
robotics: An exercise in principled integration of domain-specific
languages,” in Proceedings of the 4th ACM SIGPLAN international
conference on Principles and practice of declarative programming,
pp. 168–179, 2002.

[62] D. Gálvez-López and J. D. Tardos, “Bags of binary words for
fast place recognition in image sequences,” IEEE Transactions on
Robotics, vol. 28, no. 5, pp. 1188–1197, 2012.

[63] R. Kümmerle, G. Grisetti, H. Strasdat, K. Konolige, and W. Bur-
gard, “g 2 o: A general framework for graph optimization,”
in 2011 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation,
pp. 3607–3613, IEEE, 2011.

[64] R. Nane, V.-M. Sima, C. Pilato, J. Choi, B. Fort, A. Canis, Y. T.
Chen, H. Hsiao, S. Brown, F. Ferrandi, et al., “A survey and
evaluation of fpga high-level synthesis tools,” IEEE Transactions
on Computer-Aided Design of Integrated Circuits and Systems, vol. 35,
no. 10, pp. 1591–1604, 2015.

[65] J. Pienaar, “Mlir in tensorflow ecosystem,” 2020.
[66] L. Sommer, C. Axenie, and A. Koch, “Spnc: an open-source mlir-

based compiler for fast sum-product network inference on cpus
and gpus,” in 2022 IEEE/ACM International Symposium on Code
Generation and Optimization (CGO), pp. 1–11, IEEE, 2022.

[67] S. Neuendorffer, A. K. Khodamoradi, K. Denolf, A. K. Jain, and
S. Bayliss, “The evolution of domain-specific computing for deep
learning,” IEEE Circuits and Systems Magazine, vol. 21, no. 2,
pp. 75–96, 2021.

[68] P. A. Martínez, G. Bernabé, and J. M. García, “Hdnn: a cross-
platform mlir dialect for deep neural networks,” The Journal of
Supercomputing, pp. 1–17, 2022.

[69] M. Urbach and M. B. Petersen, “Hls from pytorch to system
verilog with mlir and circt,” Latte’22, 2022.

[70] H. Ye, C. Hao, J. Cheng, H. Jeong, J. Huang, S. Neuendorffer, and
D. Chen, “Scalehls: Scalable high-level synthesis through mlir,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.11673, 2021.


	I Introduction 
	II Autonomous Machine Computing: Problem Statement and Challenges
	III High Level Programming
	IV System Software: Compiler and Runtime
	IV-1 A Compiler for Autonomous Machines
	IV-2 Associated Runtime System
	IV-3 Bridging the Compile-Runtime System Gap


	V Prototype: Description and Results
	V-A Performance Contracts and Envelop
	V-B Compiler's and Runtime's Enforcement of Performance Contracts
	V-C Experiment Setup and Evaluation
	V-C1 Experiment 1: Establish the Performance Envelop
	V-C2 Experiment 2: Decompose and Dynamically Maintain Performance Contracts


	VI Related Work
	VII Conclusion
	References

