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Abstract

Minotaur is a superoptimizer for LLVM’s intermediate represen-
tation that focuses on integer SIMD instructions, both portable
and specific to x86-64. We created it to attack problems in finding
missing peephole optimizations for SIMD instructions—this is chal-
lenging because there are many such instructions and they can be
semantically complex. Minotaur runs a hybrid synthesis algorithm
where instructions are enumerated concretely, but literal constants
are generated by the solver. We use Alive2 as a verification engine;
to do this we modified it to support synthesis and also to support a
large subset of Intel’s vector instruction sets (SSE, AVX, AVX2, and
AVX-512). Minotaur finds many profitable optimizations that are
missing from LLVM. It achieves limited speedups on the integer
parts of SPEC CPU2017, around 1.3%, and it speeds up the test suite
for the libYUV library by 2.2%, on average, and by 1.64x maximum,
when targeting an Intel Cascade Lake processor.

1 Introduction

Generating high-quality code for vector instruction set extensions
remains challenging. For programs in high-level languages, it can be
difficult to extract the necessary parallelism and to map source-level
constructs onto semantically rich SIMD instructions. On the other
hand, writing vector code in assembly is slow and expensive, and
makes it difficult to support a wide variety of platforms. A popular
middle ground—mostly writing high-level code, but employing
SIMD intrinsic functions in hot loops—is workable but has its own
issues such as an impedance mismatch where mid-level compiler
optimizations lack semantics for intrinsics and cannot optimize
around them effectively.

This paper presents Minotaur, a synthesis-based superoptimizer
for the LLVM intermediate representation [15], that focuses on sup-
porting LLVM’s portable vector operations as well as Intel-specific
intrinsics. Our goal is to automatically discover useful optimiza-
tions that LLVM cannot currently perform. Since Minotaur’s search-
based approach requires significant compilation time, its primary
intended audience is compiler developers, who can then implement
the missing transformations. Even so, we have implemented a cache
that allows synthesis results to persist across compilations; with a
warm cache, the compile-time overhead when building SPEC CPU
2017 is 26%.1 Our current work is limited to integer operations; it
is not technically difficult to support floating point operations, but
the current state of the art in SMT solving is simply too slow to
make this practical.

Minotaur works on code fragments that do not span multiple
loop iterations; it is based on the assumption that existing compiler
optimization passes such as loop unrolling, software pipelining,
and automatic vectorization will create the necessary opportunities
for its optimizations to work effectively. For example, consider this

!Minotaur’s effect on compile time in the case of a cold cache is somewhat arbitrary,
since the aggressiveness of its synthesis algorithm is highly tunable.

loop, in C, from the compression/decompression utility gzip, where
name is the base address of a string and p is a pointer into the string:
do {
if (x=-p == "'.") *p =
} while (p != name);

[
-

When this loop is compiled by LLVM 15 for a target supporting
AVX2 vector extensions, this code is found inside the loop:

%1 = shufflevector %0, <31, 30, 29, ... , 0>
%2 = icmp eq %1, <46, 46, 46, . 46>
%3 = shufflevector %2, <31, 30, 29, ... , 0>

The first shufflevector reverses a 32-byte chunk of the string, the
icmp instruction checks which elements of the chunk are equal to 46
(ASCII for the period character), and then the second shufflevector
reverses the vector containing the results of the computation. This
code cannot be optimized further by LLVM; when it is lowered to
object code and executed on an Intel Cascade Lake processor, it
requires 13 uOps, or “micro-operations,” processor-internal RISC-
like instructions that modern x86 implementations actually execute.
This is according to LLVM-MCA, LLVM’s machine code analyzer,
which estimates execution costs using a microarchitectural model.

Minotaur, on the other hand, observes that the vector reversals
are unnecessary, and that this code fragment performs the same
job as the original instruction sequence, but more cheaply (3 uOps):

%1 = icmp eq %0, <46, 46, 46, , 46>

Our work builds on the Alive2 translation validation tool for
LLVM IR [20], to which we added support for 165 vector instruc-
tions, and LLVM-MCA [10], which we use to build a cost model.
On top of these foundations, we implemented a synthesis engine
that searches for improved code sequences, a cache that stores pre-
viously derived optimizations, and an LLVM plugin that runs as a
middle-end optimization pass. We evaluate Minotaur on a variety
of benchmarks, showing that it can achieve speedups of up to 2.3x.

2 Background
2.1 Vectors in LLVM

LLVM uses a typed, SSA-based intermediate representation (IR).
It supports a derived vector type; for example, a vector with eight
lanes, where each element is a 64-bit integer, would have type <8
x 164> Many LLVM instructions, such as arithmetic operations,
logical operations, and pointer arithmetic, can operate on vectors
as well as scalars. IR-level vectors are target-independent; backends
attempt to lower vector operations to native SIMD instructions, if
available.

Beyond the vertical ALU instructions that are element-wise vec-
tor versions of scalar instructions, LLVM supports a variety of
horizontal vector reduction intrinsics and an assortment of mem-
ory intrinsics such as vector load and store, strided load and store,
and scatter/gather. Additionally, there are three vector-specific data
movement instructions: extractelement retrieves the element at
a specified index from a vector, insertelement non-destructively
creates a new vector where one element of an old vector has



been replaced with a specified value, and shufflevector returns a
new vector that is a permutation of two input vectors using el-
ements whose indices are specified by a constant mask vector.
Finally, to provide direct access to platform-specific vector in-
structions, LLVM provides numerous intrinsic functions such as
@11vm.x86.avx512.mask.cvttps2dq. 512, aka “convert with trun-
cation packed single-precision floating-point values to packed signed
doubleword integer values.”

2.2 Alive2

Alive2 [20] is an open-source, solver-based tool that takes a pair
of functions in LLVM IR and attempts to either prove that the
second one refines the first, or else provides a counterexample
showing that a refinement relation does not hold. When refinement
holds in both directions, two functions are equivalent. However,
an equivalence checker is unsuitable for translation validation of
LLVM optimizations: non-trivial refinements—transformations that
are legal in one direction, but that cannot be soundly reversed—are
very common.

2.3 LLVM-MCA

Predicting throughput of code running on modern microprocessors
is not straightforward. To help developers improve performance-
critical code, the LLVM Machine Code Analyzer (LLVM-MCA) [10]
was created. It is an interactive tool that emits a graphical depic-
tion of pipeline behavior, but its functionality can also be accessed
programmatically, and this is what Minotaur does. A problem with
LLVM-MCA (and all similar tools that we are aware of) is that it is
imperfect: in some cases it either over- or under-estimates the cost
of certain code sequences [22]. This is a limitation that we simply
live with.

3 Synthesizing Optimizations using Minotaur

Minotaur is invoked by loading it into LLVM’s optimization pipeline
as a plugin. For every integer typed, or vector-of-integer typed, SSA
value in the code being compiled, Minotaur performs a backwards
slice following dataflow edges, control flow edges, and memory
dependence edges to extract a loop-free program fragment. This
fragment is used as the specification for a synthesis problem, where
the objective is to synthesize a new program fragment that refines
the old one and is cheaper, using LLVM-MCA as a cost model.
When a cheaper fragment is found, Minotaur rewrites the code just
like a non-superoptimizing compiler pass would, and it also caches
the rewrite to avoid repeated synthesis calls. Figure 1 provides a
high-level view of how Minotaur works; the rest of this section
explains these steps in detail.

3.1 Representing and Caching Rewrites

Minotaur stores each potential optimization as a tuple: (F, V,R)
where F is a function in the LLVM intermediate representation (IR),
V is an SSA value from that function, and R is a rewrite—an expres-
sion in Minotaur’s own intermediate representation that describes
a different way to compute V in F. Rewrites are directed acyclic
graphs containing nodes that represent operations, and edges rep-
resenting data flow. Although the elements found in Minotaur IR
are similar to those found in LLVM IR, we could not reuse LLVM IR
to represent rewrites since LLVM IR does not support incomplete
code fragments, and also rewrites must contain enough information
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to support connecting the new code in the rewrite to code in the
unoptimized function.

To support caching, rewrites must be serializable. The F and V
elements of rewrite tuples can be serialized using existing LLVM
functionality, and we created a simple S-expression syntax for se-
rializing the R part. Rewrites are cached in a Redis instance—this
implementation choice allows the cache to be persistent across mul-
tiple Minotaur runs and also makes the cache network-accessible.

Figure 2 shows the syntax of the IR. For example, if a 32-bit value
is replaced by left shift by one bit position, the textual format for
the expression is (shl (val i32 %@), (const i32 1), i32).

3.2 Correctness for a Peephole Slicer

Peephole optimizers work because an optimization that is correct
for a fragment of a program is also correct in the context of the
entire program. Let us look at this in a bit more detail. The top-
level correctness criterion for an optimizer is that the optimized
code must refine the unoptimized code. The Alive2 paper [20]
discusses refinement for LLVM functions in detail. A peephole
optimizer works by finding a program fragment that can be rewrit-
ten. For example, consider a peephole that rewrites y = x X 8
as y = x < 3, where x and y are bitvectors. This rewrite is a
refinement: x X 8 = x < 3. The value of y is going to be con-
sumed by subsequent instructions, let us call the function com-
puted by those instructions f. Since refinement is compositional,
f(xx8) = f(x < 3). Using this kind of argument, we can estab-
lish whole-function (and whole-program) refinement. To be correct,
Minotaur’s slice extraction algorithm needs to faithfully extract an
overapproximation of how a given SSA value is computed. As long
as it does this, the compositionality of refinement guarantees that
its rewrites will be correct.

3.3 Extracting Slices

The state of the art in program synthesis is, at present, not even
close to being able to synthesize, from scratch, an optimized version
of an arbitrary LLVM function found in the wild. Instead, Minotaur
uses a divide-and-conquer approach. However, it is fundamentally
more aggressive than Bansal and Aiken’s approach [4], which ex-
tracts a small window of sequential instructions, and it is also more
aggressive than Souper [25], which refused to consider memory
operations and took a very limited view of control flow.
Algorithm 1 shows Minotaur’s value extraction algorithm; it
takes an SSA value V in a source function and produces a well-
formed, loop-free LLVM function that returns an overapproxima-
tion of the specified SSA value. The value extraction algorithm
can be split into two stages. In the first stage, Minotaur extracts
the SSA values involved in the computation, and their uses. These
values are extracted with a depth-first search; during the search,
two sets, Harvest and Unknown, are propagated which will be used
in the second stage for constructing the slice. To limit the size of
the fragment, we set a user-defined depth limitation for the search.
Minotaur uses LLVM’s LoopInfo pass [16] to identify loops in the
source function. If value V is in a loop, Minotaur will only extract
values that are defined inside the loop. All unsupported operations,
operations that are beyond the depth limit, and operations that are
outside the loop are discarded and replaced with free inputs.
Minotaur extracts the condition of conditional branch instruc-
tions, since conditions carry control flow information that is useful
during synthesis. Similarly, when it extracts a load from memory,
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LLVM Optimization Pipeline
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Figure 1. Overview of how Minotaur works, and how it fits into the LLVM optimization pipeline
Op = Inst| Constant | Value Algorithm 1 SSA Slice Extraction Algorithm
Inst == (BinaryOp Op, Op, Type) | : -
1: function EXTRACTSLICE(F: Function, V: Value)
(UnarylInst Op, Type) |
2 Harvested « 0
(Convinst Op, Type) |
. 3 Unknown « 0
(Intrinsic Op, Op) | WorkLi v
(iemp Cond Op Op) | o Worste (V) . | .
(insertelement Op, Op, Op) | 5: W] 1I e WVL\)]r E‘st is not empty do > Value Extraction
(extractelement Op, Op) | 6 'f<_‘ o.r- Et'ﬁopo
(shufflevector Op, Op, Constant) 7 if Lis v1s.1te then
Constant == (const Type number-literal) 8 cl(ontlnl}t? d
Value := (val Type 1lvm-identifier) o Mar Ias‘v1§1te .
T . R 10: if depth limit exceeded V I is unsupported then
ype = isz|<elements X isz> . I
Binarylnst == add|sub | mul|udiv |sdiv | 1 Inser't Tinto Unknown
xor | and | or | ashr | Ishr | shl 12: ) c(-)n.tmue . o
Unarylnst ==  ctpop | ctlz | cttz | bswap | bitreverse 13: if Visinaloop Alisnotin V’sloop then
o 14: Insert I into Unknown
ConvInst ==  zext|sext | trunc .
Cond == eq|ne|ult|ule]slt|sle 15: continue
Intrinsic == avx2.pavg.b ...(165 intrinsics in total) 16: Insert I into Harvested
17: if I is a Load instruction then
. P . . 18: M « I’s linked MemoryPhi or MemoryDef
Figure 2. Syntax for Minotaur rewrites 19: if M is a MemoryDef A M is a store then
20: Push M’s stored value into WorkList
. , . 21: else
Minotaur consults LLVM’s MemorySSA pass [17] to get a list of 22: for all operand Op in I do
stores that potentially influence the loaded value. MemorySSA 23: Push Op’s definition into WorkList
marks memory operations with one of the three memory access 24 T « terminator of I's basicblock
tags: MemoryDef, MemoryUse, and MemoryPhi. Each memory oper- 25: if T is a conditional branch instruction then
ation is associated with a version of memory state. A MemoryDef 26: Push T’s condition into WorkList
can be a store, a memory fence, or any operation that creates a 27:  Insert every terminator instruction in F to Harvested
new version of the memory state. A MemoryPhi combines multi- 28:  Remove instrs. in F except those in Harvested
ple MemoryDefs when control flow edges merge. A MemoryUse is a 29: Delete all the backedges in F
memory instruction that does not modify memory, it only reads 30:  Add values in pnkno"f’n to F’s argument list
the memory state created by MemoryDef or MemoryPhi; a load in- z; Cr:ate r;turn instruction for v
: return

struction is always a MemoryUse. Because it must overapproximate,
Minotaur is conservative when finding the load-affecting store: it
starts from the loads MemoryUse’s memory version and walks along
the MemorySSA’s def-use chain, and when the associated memory
operation is a MemoryDef, it checks if the operation is a store and
pushes the stored value into the worklist. Minotaur gives up when
the associated memory version is tagged with MemoryPhi, or when
the version is tagged with MemoryDef but the operation is not a
store instruction.

In the second stage, Minotaur builds the extracted function,
which first clones the original function, and then deletes all in-
structions that are not in the extracted fragment. Minotaur then

deletes all the loop backedges so that the extracted function is loop-
free. Finally, a return instruction is added to return the SSA value
that we are interested in.

The size of the extracted slice is important, and is controlled
by the slicer’s depth parameter. If too few instructions are sliced,
the extracted code will be a broad overapproximation, making it
difficult to find profitable optimizations. On the other hand, if too
many instructions are sliced, the extracted code may overwhelm
the solver, causing it to timeout during the synthesis phase. For all



Algorithm 2 semantics of {avx|avx2|avx512}.pavg.{b|w}

1: PAvG<lanes, width, masked>(Sq, Sp, PassThrough, Mask)
2: for each i in range [0 to lanes - 1]

3: if masked A— Mask[i] then

4 Sret[i].val « PassThrough[i].val

5 Sret[i].poison < PassThrough[i].poison

6: else

7 Sretlil-val « (Salil-val +vyigen Splil-val +yviden 1) » widen
8 Sret[1]-poison « S, [i].poison V Sp[i].poison

Algorithm 3 semantics of {sse2|avx2|avx512}.pmadd.wd

1: PMADD.WD<lanes, masked>(Sg,, Sp, PassThrough, Mask)

2: for each j in range [0 to lanes - 1]

3: if masked A = Mask[i] then

4 Sret[i].val « PassThrough[i].val

5 Sret[i].poison « PassThrough[i].poison

6: else

7 Sret[i].val « sext(S,[2-i].val X16 rr Sp[2-1].val) +32 g7
sext(Sq[2-i+1].val X6 prr Sp[2-i+1].val)

8: Sret[i].poison «— S, [2-1].poison V Sp[2-i].poison V

Sal[2-i+1].poison V Sp[2-i+1].poison

experiments reported in this paper, we have used five as the slicing
depth.

3.4 Supporting Vector Intrinsics in Alive2

The version of Alive2 that we started with supports most of the core
LLVM intermediate representation, including its target-independent
vector operations. However, Alive2 did not have a semantics for
any of the numerous LLVM-level intrinsic functions that provide
predictable, low-level access to target-specific vector instructions.

We added semantics for 165 x86-64 vector intrinsics to Alive2;
these come from the SSE, AVX, AVX2, and AVX512 ISA extensions.
The resulting version of Alive2 supports all x86 vector intrinsics
except those that use floating point, those that are specifically in-
tended to support cryptographic applications, and some memory
operations that we did not see appearing in programs in practice.
There is significant overlapping functionality between vector in-
structions; for example, there are eight different variants of the
pavg instruction that computes a vertical (element-wise) average
of two input vectors. To exploit this overlap, our implementation
is parameterized by vector width, vector element size, and by the
presence of a masking feature that, when present, uses a bitvector
to suppress the output of vector results in some lanes. Algorithms 2
and 3 show, for example, our implementation of the pavg (packed
average) and pmadd. wd (packed multiply and add) family of instruc-
tions. This parameterized implementation enabled a high level of
code reuse, and our implementation of these semantics is only 660
lines of C++. Note in particular that the semantics here differ from
the semantics of the corresponding processor instruction because
at the LLVM level, we must account for poison values—a form of
deferred undefined behavior. Our strategy for dealing with poison
follows the one used by existing LLVM vector instructions: poison
propagates lane-wise, but does not contaminate non-dependent
vector elements. LLVM has a second kind of deferred undefined
behavior: the undef value, which we have not supported in our
instruction semantics. We believe this is the correct decision since
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undef is in the process of being deprecated by the LLVM commu-
nity.

Validating the vector instruction semantics. We found our-
selves having difficulty gaining confidence that our semantics for
vector intrinsics were correct, so we performed some randomized
differential testing of them. Each iteration of our tester creates
constant inputs to a single vector intrinsic and then:

1. Creates a small LLVM function passing the chosen inputs
to the intrinsic.

2. Evaluates the effect of the function using LLVM’s JIT com-
pilation infrastructure [18]. The effect is always to produce
a concrete value, since the inputs are concrete.

3. Converts the LLVM function into Alive2 IR and then asks
Alive2 whether this is refined by the output of the JITted
code.

Any failure of refinement indicates a bug. We choose input values
both systematically (for example, values close to a power of two)
and also randomly, hopefully catching most edge-case errors.

When we fielded this tester, it rapidly found 11 cases where
our semantics produced an incorrect result. For example, the se-
mantics for pavg were incorrect when the sum overflowed. It also
found three cases where Minotaur generated SMT queries that
failed to typecheck. For example, we set the wrong lane size when
parameterizing the semantics for psra.w and psra.d, causing the
solver to reject our malformed queries. After we fixed these 14 bugs,
extensive testing failed to find additional defects.

3.5 Augmenting Alive2 with Synthesis

To synthesize an optimization, Minotaur enumerates partially sym-
bolic candidates: instructions are always represented concretely,
but literal constants are symbolic and are synthesized during the
refinement check. The overall synthesis problem is bounded by a
limit on the number of new instructions that are being synthesized.
Minotaur generates all rewrites that fit into this limit. Next, the
rewrites are sorted using the cost function from the TargetTrans-
formInfo pass [19], which provides an approximate cost model that
captures the details of the target. Then, it uses Alive2 to filter out ev-
ery rewrite that does not refine the specification. When a candidate
rewrite contains at least one symbolic constant, Minotaur issues an
exists-forall query instead of the simpler query that Alive2 would
otherwise have used, effectively asking the question: “Does there
exist at least one set of literal constants that makes this rewrite
work for all values of the inputs?” If this query succeeds, the result-
ing model produced by the SMT solver contains the literal values
for the symbolic constants, giving a complete, sound optimization.

Unlike LLVM, Minotaur takes a low-level, untyped view of vector
values. For example, it internally treats a 16-way vector of 8-bit
values the same as an 8-way vector of 16-bit values: both of these
are simply 128-bit quantities. At the LLVM level, these two types are
not interchangeable: a “bitcast” instruction is required to convert
between them. Bitcasts have no runtime representation on x86
processors and Minotaur does not expend synthesis power to create
them: it inserts bitcasts as needed when converting its own IR into
LLVM IR. A consequence of Minotaur’s untyped view of vectors
is that, during synthesis, it does not have a fixed idea of how to
interpret a value. So, for example, when synthesizing addition for
256-bit vector values, it will try all of <32 x i8>,<16 x 116>, <8
x 132>, and <4 x 164> additions.
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3.6 Identifying Profitable Rewrites

Traditional compiler optimizations are sometimes based on an im-
plicit cost model. For example, eliminating a redundant store to
memory is something that a compiler can always perform, because
it is (presumably) always profitable. Other traditional optimizations
have an explicit cost model. For example, we might decide to per-
form inline substitution of every function body that contains seven
or fewer instructions. This kind of cost model is used not because
it is particularly accurate, but because it is cheap to evaluate at
compile time—the execution time of a compiler is an ever-present
concern in compiler developers’ minds—and it usually works well
enough.

Since a superoptimizer like Minotaur is inherently expensive,
and is not expected to be run by software developers during their
routine builds, our cost model does not need to be particularly fast.
Moreover, in our experience, simple and obvious cost models (such
as assigning a fixed cost to each instruction in LLVM IR) are diffi-
cult to make work well in the context of vector computations. For
one thing, LLVM backends are highly sophisticated and often turn
one IR instruction into multiple machine instructions, or many IR
instructions into a single machine instruction. For another, estimat-
ing the execution cost of machine instructions on modern cores
is not straightforward. Thus, Minotaur’s main cost model is based
on compiling the LLVM IR to object code and then analyzing its
execution on a specific target machine using LLVM-MCA: its ma-
chine code analyzer component. In other words, Minotaur accepts
a rewrite when it not only refines the specification, but also when
it has a lower predicted execution cost than the specification and
all of the other candidate rewrites.

Although LLVM-MCA can estimate the cycle cost of code frag-
ments, we instead use the number of uOps (“micro-operations,” a
modern x86 processor’s internal instruction set) as the estimated
code. We do this because we tried using both cycles and uOps, and
uOps work better, perhaps because they represent the total pipeline
resources used by the computation.

3.7 Integration with LLVM

Minotaur is loaded into LLVM as a shared library where it runs
as an optimization pass. We arranged for it to run at the end of
LLVM'’s optimization pipeline. We call InstCombine and Dead Code
Elimination pass after Minotaur to clean up the code.

4 Evaluation

This section evaluates Minotaur. We begin by showing some op-
timizations that it has found, and then we examine its efficacy in
making code faster.

4.1 Optimizations Discovered by Minotaur

The purpose of this section is to examine Minotaur’s strengths by
presenting some optimizations that it found while compiling bench-
mark programs. None of these optimizations can be performed by
the version of LLVM that Minotaur is based on,? at its -03 opti-
mization level. We present optimizations in an SSA format that is
close to LLVM IR, but we have edited it slightly for compactness
and legibility.

2The version of Minotaur used for all results in this paper is based on an LLVM
snapshot from March 15, 2023. Thus, our version of LLVM is slightly newer than
LLVM 16, which was tagged on March 12.

One might be inclined to ask, while reading this section, “Why
is LLVM incapable of performing this transformation?” Alas, there
is no single answer. In some cases, performing the transforma-
tion would require the optimizer to have a semantic model of a
processor-specific intrinsic function, but mostly these models do
not exist. In other cases, such as Example 5 below, generic reason-
ing about the code would be very difficult, and a specific pattern
matcher might not be robust enough to be worth implementing.
Finally, our observation is that vector support in LLVM is some-
what newer and less mature than support for other IR features, and
the optimizers have simply not had enough time to accumulate the
requisite optimizations.

Example 1. This code is from perlbench in SPEC CPU 2017:

%0 = zext <16 x i8> %x to <16 x i16>

%1 = zext <16 x i8> %y to <16 x 116>

%2 = call @avx2.pavg.w(%0, %1)

%3 = trunc <16 x 116> %2 to <16 x i8>

ret <16 x i8> %3

=>
%0 = call @sse2.pavg.b(%x, %y)
ret <16 x i8> %0

The unoptimized code zero-extends each 8-bit element of the two
input vectors to 16 bits, calls the AVX2 variant of pavg to perform
element-wise averaging of the extended vectors, and then truncates
elements of the resulting vector back to eight bits. The optimized
code simply calls an SSE2 version of the pavg instruction that
operates on 8-bit elements, reducing the uOp cost of the operation
from four to one.

Example 2. This code is from libYUV, “... an open source project
that includes YUV scaling and conversion functionahty”:3
%0 = call @avx2.pmadd.wd(%x, <@, 1, @, 1, ...>)
%1 call @avx2.pmadd.wd(%x, <1, @, 1, @, ...>)
%2 = sub nsw <8 x 132> %1, %0
ret <8 x 132> %2
=
%0 = call @avx2.pmadd.wd(%x, <1, -1, 1, -1, ...>)
ret <8 x i32> %0

The pmadd.wd (multiply and add packed integers) instruction
multiplies signed 16-bit integers element-wise from two input vec-
tors, and then computes its output by adding adjacent pairs of ele-
ments from the resulting vector. Thus, the input to this instruction
is two 16-way vectors containing 16-bit elements, and its output is
a single 8-way vector of 32-bit elements.

In this example, the second argument to each pmadd.wd instruc-
tion in the unoptimized code is a vector of alternating zeroes and
ones, which has the effect of selecting odd-indexed elements into %@
and even-indexed elements into %1. Then, after the sub instruction,
which simply performs element-wise subtraction of %@ and %1, the
overall effect of this code is to compute the difference between adja-
cent pairs of elements of %x. Minotaur is able to perform this same
computation using a single pmadd.wd instruction which negates
odd-numbered elements of %x before performing the addition. The
optimized code requires 5 uOps to execute whereas the original
code requires 8.

3https://chromium.googlesource.com/libyuv/libyuv/
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Example 3. This code is from libYUV:
%0 = shufflevector <32 x i8> %x, poison,
<3, 7, 11, 15, 19, 23, 27, 31>

%1 = 1lshr <8 x i8> %@, <6, 6, 6, 6, 6, 6, 6, 6>

%2 = zext <8 x i8> %1 to <8 x i32>

ret <8 x 132> %2

=>

%0 = bitcast <32 x i8> %x to <8 x 132>

%1 = call @avx2.psrli.d(<8 x i32> %0, i32 30)

ret <8 x 132> %1

The shufflevector instruction in the unoptimized code selects

every fourth byte-sized element from the input %x. The resulting
8-way vector is right-shifted element-wise by six bit positions, and
that result is zero-extended to an 8-way vector of 32-bit elements.
Minotaur’s optimized version (which executes in 4 uOps instead of
11) first reinterprets the input vector’s data as 32-bit elements; this
bitcast is relevant to LLVM’s type system, but it is a nop at the CPU
level. Then, the prsli instruction shifts each 32-bit element to the
right by 30 bit positions. This right-shift-by-30 achieves the same
effect as the unoptimized code, where the shufflevector can be
seen as a right-shift-by-24, followed by an explicit right-shift-by-6.

Example 4. This code, from compiling perlbench from SPEC
CPU 2017, illustrates Minotaur’s ability to reason about control
flow:

entry:

br i1 %c, label %body, label %if.end
body:

br label %if.end
if.end:

%p1 = phi [ %a, %body 1, [ %b, %entry ]
%p2 = phi [ %b, %body 1, [ %a, %entry ]
%r = call @avx2.pavg.b(%pl1, %p2)

ret <32 x i8> %r

=>

%r = call @avx2.pavg.b(%a, %b)
ret <32 x i8> %r

The intent of the code is to compute the element-wise average
of input vectors %a and %b, with a Boolean value %c determining
the order in which the input vectors are presented to the pavg
instruction. However, the order of arguments to this instruction
does not matter, and Minotaur’s version executes in 4 uOps while
the original code requires 10. Note that Minotaur was not explicitly
taught that pavg is commutative; the necessary information was
inferred naturally from the formal specification.

Example 5. This is an optimization discovered by Minotaur
when it was used to compile GMP, the GNU Multiple Precision
Arithmetic Library, a widely-used library for arbitrary precision
integer computation:4

%0 = lshr i64 %x, 1

%1 = and 164 %@, 0x5555555555555555
%2 = sub 164 %x, %1

%3 = 1shr i64 %2, 2

%4 = and 164 %2, 0x3333333333333333
%5 = and 164 %3, ©x3333333333333333
%6 = add nuw nsw i64 %4, %3

%1 = 1lshr 164 %6, 4

4https://gmplib.org/
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%8 = add nuw nsw i64 %7, %6
%9 = and 164 %8, oxfofofefofofefef
ret i64 %9

=

%0 = bitcast i64 %x to <8 x i8>
%1 call @llvm.ctpop(<8 x i8> %0@)
%2 = bitcast <8 x i8> %1 to i64
ret i64 %2

The original code performs a series of bit-level manipulations on
a 64-bit integer value, with the net result of performing an 8-way
vectorized 8-bit popcount operation.’ The optimized code simply
calls an intrinsic function to do the popcount; it costs 13 uOps
instead of the original code’s 19. Although robust recognition of
open-coded idioms is not the focus of our work, Minotaur does
sometimes manage to achieve this.

4.2 A Loop Micro-Benchmark Suite

We obtained a collection of 5,409 compilable loops in C that were
automatically extracted, using a custom Clang-based tool, from
FFMPEG, Freelmage, DarkNet, xz, bzip2, and the LivermoreC bench-
mark.® All of the extracted loops are inner-most loops, and they can
be compiled because they are extracted along with sufficient con-
text: type declarations, variable declarations, etc. However, these
extracted loops are not runnable—they lack necessary runtime con-
text such as code for actually allocating the arrays that they access.
The intended purpose of this collection is to support empirical
research into loop-based codes.

From the original set of loops that we obtained, we created
a loop micro-benchmark for Minotaur by eliminating loops that
process floating-point values, and also eliminating loops that, when
compiled by LLVM, fail to contain any usage of a vector register in
the XMM, YMM, or ZMM families. (A lot of the loops that we filtered
out contain trivial or empty loop bodies, and were completely
optimized away.) This resulted in 1,337 loops for our Intel Cascade
Lake experiment, and 1,234 loops for our AMD Zen 3 experiment.

Figure 3a shows the effect of Minotaur on these loops, when
LLVM’s code generation and also Minotaur’s cost model are tar-
geted at Intel’s Cascade Lake microarchitecture. Then, since we
cannot run the loops, we used LLVM-MCA again to estimate the
performance of the baseline generated code (compiled using clang
-03 -march=cascadelake) and the code as optimized by Minotaur,
which in this case obtains a mean speedup of 6.1%. (The graph
does not show 661 loops that Minotaur was unable to optimize,
but we did include these loops when computing mean speedup.)
Figure 3b shows the analogous result when targeting the AMD
Zen 3 microarchitecture; here the mean speedup is 2.1%.

4.3 Speedups for Benchmarks and Applications

In this section, we show how Minotaur speeds up real-world bench-
marks and applications.

Experimental setup. We used two machines for our evaluation:
one with an Intel Xeon Gold 6210U processor running at 2.5 GHz
(this implements the Cascade Lake microarchitecture [12]) and the
other with an AMD Ryzen 5950x processor running at 3.4 GHz (this
implements the Zen 3 microarchitecture [2]). The Intel machine
supports the AVX-512 instruction set. Both machines run Linux
5The popcount, or Hamming weight, of a bitvector is the number of “1” bits in it.

®The loop data set was provided by Alexander Brauckmann and Michael O’Boyle at
the University of Edinburgh, UK. At present, no citable reference for this work exists.
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Figure 3. Speedups—estimated by LLVM-MCA—due to running Minotaur on a loop micro-benchmark suite

and were idle except for a single core running our benchmarks.
To reduce the performance variation caused by frequency scaling,
we disabled turbo boost on the Intel machine and the core per-
formance boost on the AMD machine. We invoked LLVM with
the -march=native compilation flag to ask it to take maximum
advantage of processor features; we left other compilation flags
unchanged, except where noted. All benchmarks are compiled at
the -03 optimization level. We set the timeout for Z3 [9] queries
to 20 seconds. Finally, for each SSA value that it tries to optimize,
Minotaur gives up if no solution is found within 20 minutes.

Benchmark selection. We evaluate on SPEC CPU 20177 because
it is a widely accepted standard benchmark. We only evaluate on
the integer subset of the SPEC suite, and we omit 648.exchange
as it is a Fortran benchmark. We additionally use GMP, the GNU
Multiple Precision Library, and libYUV, which is used by Google
Chrome/Chromium for manipulating images in the YUV format.
We chose these libraries because they have been heavily tuned
for performance, they rely on loops containing integer operations,
and they come with performance benchmark suites that we could
simply reuse.

Compile times. Table 1 shows how long it takes Minotaur to
process our benchmarks, along with the number of potentially
optimizable values and the number of optimizations found. In most
cases, Minotaur found more optimizations when targeting the AMD
processor. We believe this is because LLVM is more mature targeting
AVX2 than AVX512. As a result, Minotaur extracts more slices.

"https://www.spec.org/cpu2017/

Solving queries with 256-bit vectors is also less likely to cause Z3
to timeout than are 512-bit vectors. Minotaur is quite slow when it
runs with a cold cache because it performs a large number of solver
queries.

Optimizing GMP with Minotaur. GMP provides a portable
C-language implementation and then, for several platforms, a faster
assembly language implementation. For this evaluation, we selected
the C implementation, because Minotaur works on LLVM IR and
cannot process assembly code at all. The benchmark suite that
we used is GMPbench.® Figure 4 summarizes the results. When
Minotaur targets the Intel Cascade Lake processor, and when the
resulting executables are run on that same microarchitecture, all
the benchmarks sped up; across all of the benchmarks, the mean
speedup was 7.3%. The analogous experiment using the AMD Zen 3
microarchitecture resulted in one benchmark slowing down, and
the rest of benchmarks speeding up, for an overall mean speedup
of 6.5%.

Optimizing libYUV with Minotaur. This library has an exten-
sive test suite, part of which is explicitly intended for performance
testing; we used this part as a benchmark. Each of them scales,
rotates, or converts a 1280 by 728 pixel image 1,000 times. Figure 5
shows the results of this experiment. When Minotaur targets an
Intel processor, 148 programs slowed down, 72 did not change
performance, and 2,312 sped up, for an overall speedup of 2.2%.
Targeting an AMD processor, 188 programs slowed down, 85 did
not change performance, and 2, 259 sped up, for an overall speedup

8https://gmplib.org/gmpbench
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Intel Cascade Lake AMD Zen3
Compilation Time (min) [ Optimizations Found Compilation Time (min) [ Optimizations Found
Benchmarks | cold cache ~ warm cache clang | #expr. #opt. | coldcache  warm cache clang | #expr. # opt.
SPEC CPU 2017 1,645 3 2 93,281 2,401 1,731 4 3 95,185 2,537
gmp-6.2.1 440 less than 1 less than 1 9,170 336 445 less than 1 less than 1 9,265 387
libyUv 2,196 less than 1 less than 1 6,849 334 2,193 less than 1 less than 1 6,809 357

Table 1. Compile-time statistics
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Figure 4. GNU Multiple Precision Library (GMP) speedups

of 2.9%. Minotaur can make code slower because it looks at opti-
mizations in isolation; it does not attempt to model interactions
between optimizations.

libYUV is portable code, but it has already been heavily tuned for
performance; most commits to its repository over the last several
years have been performance-related. Our hypothesis is that this
manual tuning has already eaten up most of the performance gains
that we would have hoped to gain from Minotaur. For some time
now, Google’s released versions of Chrome have been compiled
using LLVM; the Chrome engineers have had ample time to ensure
that this compiler achieves decent code generation for performance-
critical libraries.

Optimizing SPEC CPU2017 with Minotaur. Figure 6 shows
the effect of optimizing the integer-heavy benchmarks from SPEC
CPU2017 using Minotaur. When optimizing for, and running on,
the Intel processor, we observed a mean speedup of 1.3%. When
optimizing for, and running on, the AMD processor, we observed
a mean speedup of 1.2%. It is notoriously difficult to speed up the

SPEC CPU benchmarks because compiler engineers have already
put considerable effort into achieving good code generation for
them.

5 Related Work

A superoptimizer is a program optimizer that meaningfully relies
on search to generate better code, in contrast with traditional com-
pilers that attempt a fixed (but perhaps very large) sequence of
transformations. The eponymous superoptimizer [21] exhaustively
generated machine instruction sequences, using various strategies
to prune the search space, and using testing to weed out infeasible
candidates. Also predating modern solver-based methods, Davidson
and Fraser [8] constructed peephole optimizations from machine de-
scription files. In contrast, modern superoptimizers rely on solvers
to perform automated reasoning about program semantics.
Souper [25] is a synthesizing superoptimizer that works on
LLVM IR; it is the most directly connected previous work to Mino-
taur. Souper’s slicing strategy is similar to Minotaur’s in that it
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Figure 5. LibYUV Library speedups

extracts a DAG of LLVM instructions that overapproximates how a
given SSA value is computed. However, unlike Souper, Minotaur ex-
tracts memory operations and multiple basic blocks, so it is capable
of (we believe) strictly more transformations than Souper is able to
perform. Additionally, Souper’s undefined behavior model does not
capture all of the subtleties of undefined behavior in LLVM, whereas
we reuse Alive2’s model, which is probably the most widely used
formalization of these semantics, and is generally recognized as
being correct. Finally, Minotaur focuses on vector-related transfor-
mations, whereas Souper supports neither LLVM’s portable vector
instruction set nor its platform-specific intrinsics.

Minotaur is also strongly inspired by Bansal and Aiken’s work [4];
their superoptimizer operated on x86 assembly code and was able
to make interesting use of vector instructions. Starting from unop-
timized assembly produced by GCC, it was able to produce code
competitive with higher optimization levels. The overall structure
of this superoptimizer, where program fragments are extracted,
canonicalized, checked against a cache, and then optimized in the
case of a cache miss, is very similar to Minotaur, but there are many
differences in the details, particularly in Minotaur’s slice extractor
which allows its synthesis specification to approximate the original
code’s effect much more closely. Another assembly superoptimizer,
STOKE [26-28], is not as closely related; it is based on randomly
perturbing assembly-language functions. STOKE can potentially
perform transformations that Minotaur cannot, but we believe that

its results are more difficult to translate into standard peephole
optimizations than are Minotaur’s.

Several recent projects have focused not on optimizing indi-
vidual programs but rather on generating program rewrite rules.
OptGen [5] finds scalar peephole optimizations that meet a speci-
fied syntactic form. Even at small rewrite sizes, it was able to find
numerous optimizations that were missing from the 2015 versions
of GCC and LLVM. VeGen [6] generates SLP vectorization rules—an
SLP vectorizer [14] merges a set of scalar operations into vector
instructions. VeGen parses the Intel Intrinsics Guide [13] and uses
this to build pattern matchers for x86 vector instructions. VeGen ap-
plies the pattern matchers to an input scalar program, and replaces
scalar expressions with vector instructions when it finds a profitable
match. VeGen uses syntactic pattern matching rather than solver-
based equivalence/refinement checking. Diospyros [33] is another
vector rewrite rule generator, it takes an equality saturation [30]
approach and uses a translation validator to reject unsuitable can-
didates. As an equality saturation-based tool, Diospyros builds its
search space with existing rewrite rules.

Program synthesis—generating implementations that conform
to a given specification—is intimately related to superoptimization.
Rake [1] performs instruction selection for vectorized Halide [24]
expressions using a two stage synthesis algorithm. First, Rake syn-
thesizes a data-movement-free sketch [29], and then in the second
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Figure 6. SPEC CPU2017 integer benchmark performance and compilation time

stage it concretizes data movement for the sketch via another syn-
thesis query. Rake targets Hexagon DSP processors [31] which share
some functionally similar SIMD instructions with x86. Cowan et
al. [7] synthesized quantized machine learning kernels. Their work
introduces two sketches: a compute sketch, which computes a ma-
trix multiplication, and a reduction sketch that collects the compu-
tation result to the correct registers. It relies on Rosette [32] to gen-
erate an efficient NEON [3] implementation that satisfies the speci-
fications for those two sketches. Swizzle Inventor [23] is another
tool built on Rosette; it synthesizes data movement instructions
for a GPU compute kernel, and it requires user-defined sketches
describing the non-swizzle part of the program. MACVETH [11]
generates high-performance vector packings of regular strided-
access loops, by searching for a SIMD expression that is equivalent
to a gather specification. All of these works show good performance
results, but they focus on relatively narrow tasks, whereas Minotaur
attempts to improve SIMD programs in general.

Most previous superoptimizers and program synthesizers use
simple cost models. For example, Souper [25] assigns each kind
of instruction a weight and uses the weighted sum as the cost of
a rewrite. This kind of cost model is not a very good predictor of

performance on a modern out-of-order processor. Minotaur and
MACVETH [11] use the LLVM-MCA [10] microarchitectural per-
formance analyzer, which can still lead to mispredictions, but it is
generally more accurate than simple approaches are.

6 Conclusion

We created Minotaur because we noticed that LLVM appeared to be
missing relatively obvious optimizations in code containing both its
portable vector instructions and also its platform-specific intrinsic
functions that provide direct access to hardware-level primitives.
Minotaur slices loop-free DAGs of instructions—including branches
and memory operations—out of LLVM functions and then attempts
to synthesize better implementations for them. When improved
code is found, the optimization is performed and also the synthesis
result is cached. On the libYUV test suite, Minotaur gives speedups
up to 1.64x, with an average speedup of 2.2%. We expect to see
impact not by convincing application developers to use Minotaur,
but rather by convincing compiler developers to implement useful
optimizations that we can discover.
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