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ABSTRACT
Spectral analysis plays an important role in detection of damage
in structures and deep learning. The choice of a floating-point
format plays a crucial role in determining the accuracy and per-
formance of spectral analysis. The IEEE Std 754TM floating-point
format (IEEE 754 for short) is supported by most major hardware
vendors for “normal” floats. However, it has several limitations. The
positTM format has been proposed as an alternative to IEEE 754.
Previous work has attempted to evaluate posit format with respect
to accuracy and performance. The accuracy of the posit has been
established over IEEE 754 for a variety of applications. For example,
our analysis of the Fast Fourier Transform shows 2x better accuracy
when using a 32-bit posit vs. a 32-bit IEEE754 format. For spectral
analysis, 32-bit posits are substantially more accurate than 32-bit
IEEE 754 floats. Although posit has shown better accuracy than
IEEE 754, a fair evaluation of posit with IEEE 754 format using a
real hardware implementation has been lacking so far. A software
simulation of posit format on an x86 CPU is about 69.3× slower
than native IEEE 754 hardware for normal floats for a Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) of 228 points. We propose the use of a software-
defined dataflow architecture to evaluate performance and accuracy
of posits in spectral analysis. Our dataflow architecture uses re-
configurable logical elements that express algorithms using only
integer operations. Our architecture does not have an FPU, and we
express both IEEE 754 and posit arithmetic using the same integer
operations within the hardware. On our dataflow architecture, the
posit format is only 1.8× slower than IEEE 754 for a Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) of 228 ≈ 268 million points. This performance is
achieved even though the number of operations for posit is almost
5× higher than IEEE 754. With this implementation, we empirically
propose a new lower bound for the performance of posit compared
to IEEE 754 format.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Spectral analysis is used in a wide variety of applications such as
detection of damage in structures [19] and deep learning [3, 4]. The
choice of format used for representation of real numbers with a
given precision plays an important role in the performance and ac-
curacy of spectral analysis. GNUMPFR [9] can be used for extended
precision calculations; however it is very inefficient for large prob-
lems. The IEEE 754 standard [1] is a legacy (1980s) floating-point
format that has been adopted by major hardware vendors who
have released hardware implementations using highly optimized
circuits. However, the IEEE 754 format has several limitations such
as non-associative addition and rounding error accumulation [11].
It also uses a fixed number of bits for the fraction and exponent,
which creates flat relative accuracy that is unrepresentative of the
requirements of applications.

The main computational kernel within spectral analysis is the
Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) [22]. Significant research has been
dedicated to improving the accuracy of the FFT with IEEE 754 arith-
metic. The FFT can be expressed as matrix multiplication operations
and combined with techniques such as the Ozaki scheme [18], cas-
cading GEMM [20] and mixed precision hardware [17] to improve
accuracy within the constraints of the IEEE 754 format. FFT imple-
mentations such as FFTX [10] pre-compute the twiddle factors and
reorder the computations to reduce rounding errors.

Another area of research for improved accuracy of the FFT has
been the use of a different implementation of floating point num-
bers (or floats, for short) using the same bit-length as IEEE 754.
Alternative implementations such as posits [13] have shown better
accuracy for a wide variety of applications [6, 15, 16], including the
FFT [7]. Posits overcome some of the limitations of IEEE 754 with
fully deterministic operations and more information-per-bit in the
sense of higher Shannon entropy.
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FFT speed is memory bandwidth bound. Although von Neumann
memory access designs in CPUs and GPUs have been the main-
stay of scientific computing, such architectures have proven to be
inefficient for bandwidth-bound applications. Moreover, most of
the power consumed by such architectures is used for loading and
storing data from the caches and memory instead of performing
calculations. FPGAs can overcome this memory access inefficiency
with non-von Neumann memory access designs; however, they are
hard to program.

Various hardware implementations of posits using RISC-V [21]
and FPGAs [5] provide efficient hardware-level multiplication and
addition routines for posits. The training of neural networks (NN)
has been compared using floats and posits [8, 15]. The comparison
by Montero et al. [15] uses VLSI synthesis to compare circuits for
IEEE 754 and posit arithmetic; De Silva et al. [8] uses a Xilinx
FPGA to compare NN accuracy. RISC-V implementations of posit
hardware such as CLARINET [21] compare posits with IEEE 754
floats for various important algorithms on simulations of a RISC-V
CPU. The FFT using posits and IEEE 754 floats has previously been
compared using a software-only implementation for small problem
sizes [14].

Although previous attempts shed some light on the pros and
cons of posits for various important applications, those attempts
fall short on several fronts. The aforementioned RISC-V implemen-
tations do not run the algorithms on real silicon, and the FPGA
implementations do not report a detailed performance analysis. The
non-RISC-V software implementations pit their posit algorithms
written in a high-level language (using only integer instructions)
against IEEE 754 implementations (normal floats only) that have
been optimized by floating-point unit (FPU) hardware designers
over several decades. Thus, a fair comparison of the accuracy and
performance between posit and IEEE 754 floats on real silicon for
an important application has been lacking in the current literature.

In this paper, we compare performance and accuracy of 32-bit
posit (posit32) and normal IEEE 754 32-bit formats (float32) using
a new software-defined dataflow architecture. We test our imple-
mentation of these formats using the FFT, and then extend this to
spectral analysis. Our architecture has no FPU. All operations are
expressed using only a subset of basic integer arithmetic operations
that are supported by hardware. With such an architecture we are
able to tailor the hardware implementation to the required number
format using software. Therefore, we are able to express both posit
and normal IEEE 754 formats using basic arithmetic operations.
This allows us to make use of our unique software-defined dataflow
architecture to make an unbiased comparison between posit and
IEEE 754 formats.

Note that there is no dedicated hardware for arithmetic oper-
ations on posit32 or float32 in our hardware. Although the ideal
comparison between the two formats would be the use of an opti-
mized hardware implementation for both, this would be orthogonal
to the objectives of this work. In this paper, we leverage our dataflow
architecture to build hardware implementations using integer op-
erations for both posit32 and float32 in order to make the first fair
comparison between the posit32 and float32 formats.

Our architecture uses a non-von Neumann memory model and
maps any algorithm to a directed acyclic graph (DAG). Each node of
the graph can be a basic compute operation, a load/store operation,

32 bits

8 bits 23 bits

Sign. Exponent. Fraction.

Figure 1: Bit sequence of a 32-bit IEEE 754 float. Unlike posits,
IEEE floats use a fixed number of bits for the exponent and
fraction.

or a register. Unlike CPUs and GPUs, our architecture is much
more efficient for memory-bound applications. Unlike FPGAs, our
architecture is much easier to program as a result of leveraging
compiler optimization of a high-level language like C for generation
of the DAG. We make the following contributions in this paper:

(1) Analysis of the achievable accuracy when using posit32 and
float32 for spectral analysis and the FFT. Our implementation
of FFT with posit32 shows more than 2× better accuracy
compared to float32.

(2) A comparison of the performance and implementation cost
of posit32 arithmetic compared to float32 (normal) arithmetic
using basic integer operations by employing our software-
defined dataflow architecture. We experimentally prove that
the performance of the FFT using posits can almost match
that of IEEE 754 (normals only) using our dataflow architec-
ture, reaching within 1.82× of IEEE 754 for a problem size
of 228 ≈ 268million.

This is a large improvement over the difference in the CPU per-
formance of 69.27× for the same problem size between a software
simulation of posit32 and a hardware implementation of float32.
With our implementation, we empirically propose a new lower
bound for the performance of posit compared to the IEEE 754 for-
mat.

2 IEEE 754 FLOATING-POINT NUMBERS
This section is specific to 32-bit (single-precision) normal floats,
hereafter called float32. A normal IEEE 754 binary float is of the
form

𝑥 = (−1)𝑠 ·𝑚 · 2𝑒 (1)

where 𝑠 is the sign bit (0 or 1),𝑚 is the significand1 that satisfies
1 ≤ |𝑚 | < 2, and 𝑒 ∈ {𝑒min, . . . , 𝑒max} is an integer that represents
the exponent. There are 225 = 33554432 exception cases to eq. 1.
for float32.

The exponent 𝑒 is an 8-bit field interpreted as an unsigned inte-
ger biased by 127 for normal floats, so −126 ≤ 𝑒 ≤ 127. The minimal
exponent value is reserved for the number 0 and subnormal num-
bers2. The maximal exponent value is reserved for representing the
special values infinity and Not a Number (NaN), the latter of which
is used to represent values that are not real numbers (for example,√
−1).

1The significand is sometimes called the mantissa, but the use of the term mantissa is
discouraged and should be used in the context of logarithms.
2formerly called denormalized numbers
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Figure 2: Posit32 with varying number of bits for the regime,
exponent, and fraction. The uppermost diagram uses all the
27 bits available for the fraction. The middle diagram has
more bits for the regime, but fewer fraction bits. The lower-
most diagram maximizes the use of the regime bits.

For normal numbers, 𝑚 ∈ [1, 2). The leading bit (also called
the implicit or the hidden bit) of the significand is always 1 and
is not explicitly stored. In the case of float32, the significand has
𝑝 = 24 bits. Subnormal numbers have the minimal exponent but
the fraction part is different from zero. The implicit bit in this case
is 0 and the exponent is set to 𝑒min = −126 so that we obtain

𝑥 = (−1)𝑠 ·𝑚 · 2−126 (2)
This study considers only normal floats. Almost all CPU and
GPU hardware FPUs trap exception cases (subnormals, infinities,
NaNs) and handle them with software or microcode, which run
much slower. Hardware support for the entire IEEE 754 specification
would require a massive increase in resources. The popular option
is to disable exception trapping to increase execution speed.

3 THE POSIT SPECIFICATION
A posit is either not-a-real (NaR) or a real number 𝑥 of the form
2𝑀 ×𝐾 , where 𝐾 and𝑀 are integers. Given 𝑛 total bits, the smallest
positive posit value, minPos, is 2−4𝑛+8 and the largest positive posit
value, maxPos, is 1/minPos = 24𝑛−8. We here consider 𝑛 = 32, also
called posit32. Unlike IEEE 754, there are no redundant represen-
tations; every posit maps to a unique real number or NaR. 0 is
represented by all bits to 0, and NaR by only the most significant bit
set to 1 followed by all 0 bits. The general format for posit encoding
is as follows:
• 𝑆 - sign bit; represents an integer of value 0 or 1.
• 𝑅 - regime bit field; sequence of identical bits of length 𝑘 ,
i.e., 𝑅𝑘−1 = . . . = 𝑅0. The sequence is terminated either by
𝑅0 = 1−𝑅0 or by the total length of bits. The field represents
an integer 𝑟 of value −𝑘 if 𝑅0 is 0 or 𝑘 − 1 if 𝑅0 is 1.
• 𝐸 - the exponent bit field has length 2 bits, representing an
unsigned integer 𝑒 of value in [0, 3]. If one or both bits are
pushed out by the regime field, those bits are 0.
• 𝐹 - fraction bit field; has length of max(0, 𝑛 − 5) bits, repre-
senting an𝑚-bit unsigned integer𝑀 divided by 2𝑚 resulting
in a fraction value 𝑓 in [0, 1).

A posit is represented by the function shown in Eq. 3. The power
4𝑟 +𝑒 is the scaling factor of the posit and the 𝑓 is the fraction. While
IEEE 754 uses sign-magnitude, posits use 2’s complement. All reals
are normalized and have an implicit 1, similar to normal IEEE 754
floats. Unlike IEEE 754 formats, posits have variable length bit fields
that are determined by the value being stored. Fig. 2 demonstrates

three possible configurations for a posit32. Values with scaling
factors near unity allow a greater number of bits for the significand
than values with extreme exponents. This works well for most
applications, including our target FFT application as will be shown
in Sec. 5. For positive posits,

𝑥 = (1.𝑓 ) × 24𝑟+𝑒 (3)

Negative posits values can be decoded by negating the bits as a
2’s complement integer, decoding as a positive posit, and negating
the 𝑥 result.

Standard posits support an exact dot product using a fixed-point
format that is 16 times as large as the posit precision. Our present
implementation does not support this feature.

Posit32 is between 1 and 16 times as accurate as float32 for real
values 𝑥 such that 2−20 ≤ |𝑥 | ≤ 220, that is, magnitude of about
one-millionth to one million. Outside that range, posit32 has lower
accuracy than float32. The dynamic ranges are very similar for
posit32 and float32.

3.1 Posit algorithms
Like floats, posits [12] require decoding before arithmetic opera-
tions. Alg. 1 shows the procedure for decoding a posit into its sign,
scaling factor, and fraction parts. Unlike IEEE 754, posits have only
two special states: 0 (all bits set to 0) and NaR (all bits except the
sign bit set to 0). Hence, there is no need to trap exceptions as is
done for IEEE 754.

Alg. 2 shows the algorithm we use to add two posits. The de-
coding step defined in Alg. 1 is used as the decode function in
this algorithm. Note that we handle the special cases of 0 and NaR
separately in the addition. Subtraction is done by adding the 2’s
complement of the subtrahend. Alg. 3 shows the algorithm for the
product of two posits. The fraction and scaling factor generated is
encoded back into a posit after rounding of the fraction [13].

4 DATAFLOW ARCHITECTURE
4.1 Comparison of a dataflow architecture with

a CPU
Fig. 3 illustrates a simple addition function on a general-purpose
CPU. The left side shows the function FP32_ADD that adds two
float32 values, which can be translated into three CPU instructions
(2×FLD (load float) and another FADD (add float)) by an optimizing
compiler. These instructions are executed by hardware specifically
dedicated to IEEE 754 arithmetic for normal floats. On the other
hand, the right side shows a function P32_ADD that performs the
addition of two posit32 values. Dedicated hardware for posit arith-
metic does not exist on general-purpose CPUs. Therefore, posit
arithmetic must proceed with dedicated algorithms such as decode
and add. The optimizing compiler will then convert these functions
into instructions that will be evaluated by hardware meant for inte-
ger calculations. Although Fig. 3 is made by keeping in mind the
CPU execution model, the same will apply to any device that makes
use of a von Neumann memory model and uses dedicated instruc-
tion pipelines and execution units for floating point instructions,
such as a GPU.

In contrast to the general-purpose CPU, we consider a dataflow
architecture, where a program is represented by a directed acyclic
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Algorithm 1: Decoding algorithm for posit32. The state is
set to 0 if the posit is 0, −1 if NaR, and 1 for all other values.
The scaling factor is sf.
Input: posit
Output: sign, sf, fraction, state

1 Function decode(posit):
2 if posit = 0 then
3 state← 0 /* Found zero. */

4 return sign = 0, exp = 0, fraction = 0, state
5 end
6 if posit = (1 ≪ 31) then
7 state← −1 /* Found NaR. */

8 return sign = 1, exp = 0, fraction = 0, state
9 end

/* Save the sign of the posit. */

10 sign← posit & (1 ≪ 31)
11 𝑟 ← posit & (1 ≪ 30) /* Regime sign. */

12 temp← posit ≪ 1
/* Count leading 1s or 0s. */

13 if r then
14 𝑙 ← CLZ(¬temp)
15 else
16 𝑙 ← CLZ(temp)
17 end
18 temp← temp ≪ 𝑙 + 1
19 if r then

/* Regime magnitude. */

20 𝑘 ← −𝑙
21 else
22 𝑘 ← 𝑙 − 1
23 end
24 𝑒 ← temp ≫ 30 /* Exponential. */

25 fraction← temp ≫ 2 /* Fraction. */

/* Scaling factor. */

26 sf← 4 × 𝑘 + 𝑒
/* Non-zero and non-NaR. */

27 state← 1
28 return sign, exp, fraction, state
29 end

graph (DAG). The nodes of a DAG represent operators that are
applied to data objects. The edges of the DAG represent the move-
ment of data objects between the operators. An operator can have
several outputs and several or no inputs. The DAG is generated
using a special compiler from a high-level language such as C. The
DAG is then mapped by the managing software to an array of Log-
ical Elements (LEs) on hardware. Initially, the LEs on hardware
are generic and the managing software is responsible for repro-
gramming the generic LEs into target operators and activating the
appropriate interconnections between them. Broadly, the LEs can
be either arithmetic/logical operations such as ADD or SELECT, or
they can be registers or memory operations.

Algorithm 2: Addition algorithm for posit32 inputs.
Input: posit1, posit2
Output: sum

1 Function add(posit1, posit2):
2 𝑠1, sf1, frac1, state1 ← decode(posit1)
3 𝑠2, sf2, frac2, state2 ← decode(posit2)

/* One number is zero. */

4 if state1 = 0 then
5 return posit2
6 end
7 if state2 = 0 then
8 return posit1
9 end

/* Output is NaR. */

10 if state1 = −1 ∨ state2 = −1 then
11 return 1 ≪ 31
12 end

/* Add implicit bit to each. */

13 frac1 = (1 ≪ 31) | (frac1 ≫ 1)
14 frac2 = (1 ≪ 31) | (frac2 ≫ 1)

/* Calculate fraction shift. */

15 if sf1 ≤ sf2 then
16 shift← sf2 − sf1
17 frac2 = frac2 ≫ shift
18 sf = sf2
19 else
20 shift← sf1 − sf2
21 frac1 = frac1 ≫ shift
22 sf = sf1
23 end

/* Fraction addition */

24 fracsum, carry← frac1 + frac2
25 if carry then
26 sf = sf + 1
27 else
28 fracsum = fracsum ≪ 1
29 end
30 return encode(𝑠1 ⊕ 𝑠2, sf, fracsum)
31 end

Our hardware only supports a subset of integer arithmetic op-
erations. The set of operators may seem restrictive. However, the
main purpose of using such software-defined architecture is the
decoupling of the operational and computational complexity from
the underlying hardware implementation. In other words, similar to
other software-defined concepts, the goal is to use generic hardware
elements and offload the computational complexity to software.

Fig. 4 shows an illustration of addition on a dataflow architecture
for floats on the left and posits on the right. Contrary to Fig. 3, the
optimizing compiler passes into a datapath optimization and hard-
ware projection layer that generates the DAG shown in the dotted
gray box. The nodes of this graph represent the operations being
performed by the hardware and the edges are the data dependencies
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FP32_ADD(A,B):
  return A+B

FLD  REG0, A
FLD  REG1, B
FADD REG0, REG1

CPU Pipeline

Instruction decode

Optimizing compiler

Dedicated IEEE 754
compliant hardware

P32_ADD(A,B):
  EA,FA = DECODE(A)
  EB,FB = DECODE(B)
  return ADD(EA,FA, 
             EB,FB)

Optimizing compiler

DECODE(A) with Alg. 1
DECODE(B) with Alg. 1
ADDITION  with Alg. 2

CPU Pipeline

Instruction decode

Emulate addition with
INTEGER hardware

Figure 3: Comparison of the operations performedwithfloats
on the left vs. posits on the right using a general-purpose
CPU for addition. CPUs have dedicated hardware for normal
IEEE 754 floats whereas posits are emulated on integer hard-
ware.

between them. Nodes that do not have dependencies can execute
in parallel whereas those with dependencies must execute in serial.

The off-white rectangular nodes represent arithmetic and logical
operations. The blue rhombus-shaped nodes represent registers,
and the yellow ovals are memory operations. In contrast to the CPU
implementation shown in Fig. 3, both float and posit implementa-
tions are using the nodes of the dataflow architecture. Although
IEEE 754 exceptions are ignored here, the implementation allows
us to compare the two number formats and test them with various
algorithms, as will be further discussed in Sec. 5.2.2.

4.2 Expression of a DAG on our dataflow
architecture

Fig. 6 shows an overview of the layout of our software-defined
dataflow architecture. The whole chip is vertically split into tiles,
each of which is divided into 32 clusters, which are shown in deep
yellow. Each cluster contains several Logical Elements (LEs) that can
be programmed by software depending on the algorithm in use. The
software adds edges between the LEs as the per the dependencies
within the algorithm. The zoomed-in picture of the cluster on the
right shows the interconnections between LEs on a single cluster.
The edges can also spawn between LEs present on different clusters,
therefore allowing a DAG to spread across multiple clusters. In
addition to that, LEs between different tiles can communicate with
each other using inter-tile edges, therefore allowing large DAGs to
be accommodated on the chip using multiple tiles. All the tiles are
connected to volatile memory shown in orange color on the left.
The memory is accessed by special LEs programmed for memory
operations (such as those shown in the oval shapes in Fig. 4.

FP32_ADD(A,B):
  return A+B

Optimizing compiler

Datapath optimization
and hardware projection

LOAD

A B

LOAD

STORE

C

Execute
Directed Acyclic Graph

P32_ADD(A,B):
  EA,FA = DECODE(A)
  EB,FB = DECODE(B)
  return ADD(EA,FA,
             EB,FB)

Optimizing compiler

Datapath optimization
and hardware projection

LOAD

A

STORE

C

LOGIC LOGIC LOGIC

EA FA EB FB

FCEC

EA FA EB FB

EC FC

Execute
Directed Acyclic Graph

LOGIC

LOGIC
LOGICLOGIC

LOGIC

LOGIC LOGIC

LOAD

B

LOGIC LOGIC

LOGIC

LOGIC

LOGIC

LOGIC

LOGICLOGIC

Figure 4: Comparison of addition of float32 on the left and
posit32 on the right on a software-controlled dataflow ar-
chitecture. The computation is projected onto the hardware
using an optimizing compiler and hardware projection soft-
ware stack, and then executed as per the flow of data.

As shown in Sec. 4.1, an optimizing compiler can compile a
programwritten in a high-level language such as C, and then project
it onto our hardware as shown in Fig. 6. This dataflow graph can
then be executed with data loaded from the volatile memory. The
execution of the program happens from the top of the chip to the
bottom. Loops within a program go over the same graph as long
as they need to iterate. Unlike a general-purpose CPU, dataflows
within the chip use specialized LEs that act like registers. This
non-von Neumann memory model is further elaborated in Sec. 4.3.

4.3 Memory access design
General-purpose CPUs make use of the von Neumann memory
model, where computing is separated from data storage such as
cache and memory. A limited number of registers within each core
are used for storage of intermediate results. The von Neumann
design has found widespread adoption; however, it is extremely in-
efficient with regards to memory access, and does not perform well
for memory-bound applications. Moreover, computer architectures
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Algorithm 3: 32-bit posit multiplication algorithm.
Input: posit1, posit2
Output: 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡

1 Function multiply(posit1, posit2):
2 𝑠1, sf1, frac1, 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒1 ← decode(posit1)
3 𝑠2, sf2, frac2, 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒2 ← decode(posit2)

/* Test for NaR */

4 if 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒1 = 1 ≪ 31 ∨ 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒2 = 1 ≪ 31 then
5 return NaR
6 end

/* Test for zero. */

7 if 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒1 = 0 ∨ 𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒2 = 0 then
8 return 0
9 end

10 sf← sf1 + sf2
/* XOR sign bits. */

11 sign← 𝑠1 ⊕ 𝑠2
/* Add implicit bit. */

12 frac1 ← (1 ≪ 31) | (frac1 ≫ 1)
13 frac2 ← (1 ≪ 31) | (frac2 ≫ 1)
14 frac← frac1 × frac2
15 return encode(sign, sf, frac, 1)
16 end

that make use of von Neumann designs typically spend a majority
of their power consumption on fetching and storing data.

Our software-defined dataflow architecture uses a non-von Neu-
mann memory model. Intermediate results are stored within the
chip by programming LEs to behave like registers, thereby saving
a lot of cycles and energy that would have otherwise gone into
fetching and storing data from memory. Data can be loaded and
stored in these registers from volatile memory as shown in Fig. 6.
However, far fewer trips are needed between registers and memory
in a non-von Neumann architecture.

General-purpose CPUs typically make use of uniform memory
access, i.e., the latency for fetching a particular byte from anywhere
in memory at a particular hierarchy is the same. However, our
dataflow architecture has non-uniform memory access. This means
that if a byte is stored in the north side of the volatile memory
and an LE in the south side requests that data, it will accrue longer
latency than if the byte was present on the south side of the volatile
memory. This has implications for the achievable throughput of a
DAG, as will be further discussed in Sec. 5.2.1.

4.4 Threading model
Fig. 5 shows the threading model of a general-purpose CPU on the
left, and that of our dataflow architecture on the right. The CPU
model on the left (assuming no SimultaneousMulti-Threading) runs
a single thread per physical core of the CPU. Each core contains
various ‘ports’ that contain execution units such as the FPU or the
load/store unit. The cores are then connected to a volatile memory.
Each thread can execute independently. The throughput of a set
of instructions depends on the speed of the execution units and

Port 0 Port 0 Port 1Port 1

Volatile Memory
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Figure 5:Multi-threaded execution on a general-purposeCPU
(left) vs. our software-defined dataflow architecture (right).

the memory latency. All threads in the CPU can start and stop
independently.

The dataflow architecture on the right of Fig. 5 has a different
threading model. The execution of the DAG has to flow from top to
the bottom, and the multi-threading in this case begins with thread
0, which first starts at the LOAD node at the top of the DAG, and
works its way to the bottom. Thread 1 can start execution once
thread 0 has moved down the DAG. Multiple threads can execute
the same DAG in this manner. Each thread runs the same algorithm
with different data that can be read from the volatile memory. This
allows the dataflow architecture to execute parallel loops using
the same DAG. Each thread has access to multiple execution units
(similar to ports in a CPU) and can therefore execute multiple
independent LEs in parallel.

Assuming each LE takes one clock cycle to execute, the threading
model of the dataflow architecture can ensure an ideal throughput
of one clock cycle for any DAG. However, several reasons can
reduce the throughput. For example, lack of data reuse between
successive threads can lead to thread stalling as a result of excessive
reads and writes from volatile memory. If a single thread stalls, the
threads before must wait for it to resume. Tall DAGs that spawn
multiple tiles (Fig. 6) can also lead to loss of performance because
threads must save their context in one tile and reestablish it in
the next, thus leading to further stalling. The number of execution
units for a particular kind of LE is limited per thread. Therefore,
excessive port pressure owing to many parallel LEs of the same
kind can also contribute to reduced performance.

5 RESULTS
We first analyse the accuracy for the FFT and spectral method when
using posit32 vs. float32 in Sec. 5.1. We then build on this implemen-
tation and evaluate the use of float32 and posit32 arithmetic on our
software-defined dataflow architecture. All operations for all num-
ber formats and algorithms are reported assuming that denormals,
NaNs and infinity never occur in the computation (also known as
‘fast-math’ mode in some compilers). Therefore, the parts of the al-
gorithms for posit shown in Sec. 5.2.2 that deal with NaR values are
disabled when reporting results. All the code for our dataflow archi-
tecture is written in C, and compiled with the NextSilicon compiler,
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Figure 6: Block diagram of our software-defined dataflow
architecture. The chip is vertically split into multiple tiles,
each of which is divided into clusters. The cluster contains
Logical Elements (LEs). The LEs can access data from volatile
memory shown in orange on the left. Algorithms can spawn
multiple clusters and tiles. The zoomed-in cluster on the right
shows the connections between the software-programmed
LEs.

which converts the code into a DAG that can be projected on the
chip. All the code for the CPU results is written in C and compiled
using Clang 16.0 with compile options -Ofast -march=native
-fopenmp -lm.

5.1 Analysis of accuracy of posit32 vs. float32
5.1.1 Accuracy analysis of the FFT. Our posit implementation is
compared with floats using an FFT implemented using the radix-
4 iterative Stockham algorithm. The same algorithm is used for
implementation of an Inverse Fast Fourier Transform (IFFT). We
run the input through a 1D FFT followed by an IFFT in order to
check the accuracy of the floating point representation scheme. The
inputs are normally distributed random values within [−1, 1]. Fig. 7
shows a histogram of the inputs to the 1D FFT for a vector size of
218. The values are between the interval [−1, 1], where posits have
the greatest accuracy advantage compared to IEEE 754 [16].

error =

√√√
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=0
(𝑥𝑖 − 𝑦𝑖 )2 (4)

Fig. 8 shows the comparison of accuracy between posit32 and
float32. The accuracy of the FFT is calculated by passing a vector 𝑥𝑁
of length 𝑁 through a radix-4 FFT and IFFT as described in Sec. 5
and obtaining an output vector 𝑦𝑁 . The error is then calculated
as shown in Eq. 4. It can be seen that posit32 is consistently much
more accurate than float32 for all vector sizes.

5.1.2 Accuracy analysis of the spectral method. Spectral analysis
can make use of the FFT for polynomial convolution [22], making
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Figure 7: Histogram of the inputs of the FFT.
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Figure 8: Accuracy of the FFT using posit32 vs. float32.

the accuracy and performance of the FFT important for spectral
analysis. We model a 1D wave in an isotropic medium using the
spectral method and test it with our posit and float implementa-
tions. We assume a simple 1D Laplace kernel as our governing
PDE. The input vector is denoted by 𝑥 , where 𝑥 varies uniformly
from 0 to 𝑁 with a uniform interval of 2𝜋

𝑁 ·𝑑 , where 𝑑 is a constant
(20 in this case). We use 1000 time steps for all experiments. The
source wavelets for these experiments consist of sines and cosines,
therefore guaranteeing convergence of the Fourier series.

Fig. 9 shows the error norm between the result of a spectral
method calculation using full-precision numbers with the GNU
MPFR library compared with posit32 and float32 implementations.
The error norm on the the 𝑦-axis is calculated by running the
spectral method using a 250-bit precision using the MPFR library
and then comparing it against the given floating point format using
Eq. 4.
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Figure 9: The error shown by a 1D spectral method when
using posit32 and float32.

The error norm of posit32 is better than that of the float32 for
most cases. The values fed into the FFT are not necessarily close
to [-1,1] as shown in Fig. 7. Since the FFT and IFFT are the most
intensive kernels within spectral analysis, we expect the perfor-
mance on our dataflow architecture to be similar to that shown in
Sec. 5.2.

5.2 Evaluation of posit32 and float32 on our
dataflow architecture

Sec. 5.1 empirically proves that posit is more accurate than IEEE 754
for the same bit-length for both the FFT and spectral method. CPU
implementations of posit32 do not implement posit32 arithmetic in
hardware, and are therefore much slower than float32. In this sec-
tion, we will empirically prove that our posit32 implementation us-
ing dataflow hardware is much faster than the CPU implementation
and then elaborate on the reasons of this improved performance.

5.2.1 Performance of the FFT. Fig. 10 shows the normalized time
taken to compute a 1D FFT followed by an IFFT for a 1D vector
using posit32 and float32. The 𝑥-axis shows the size of the input data
and the𝑦-axis shows the normalized time taken for FFT followed by
IFFT. We use the same data as shown in Fig. 7 for these experiments.
The absolute time is not shown in these measurements to emphasize
the performance differences between the dataflow architecture and
general-purpose CPUs.

Fig. 10a shows the normalized performance of posit32 and float32
on our software-defined dataflow architecture, and Fig. 10b on a
Intel Xeon 6338 using 12 physical cores. Fig. 10a and Fig. 10b show
that the difference in performance of posit32 and float32 is much
less when using our dataflow architecture than when using the
Intel Xeon CPU. Concretely, Table 2 shows the difference in the
performance of posit32 vs. float32 on our dataflow architecture and
on the CPU.

Table 2 shows that the CPU performance of posit32 compared to
float32 is about 2.77× slower for a vector size of 24 and increases to
69.27× for a vector size of 228. The CPU implementation is heavily
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(a) Performance of posit32 vs. float32 on our dataflow architecture.
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(b) Performance of posit32 vs. float32 on the Intel Xeon 6338.

Figure 10: Performance comparison of FFT followed by IFFT
for posit32 and float32. The values in graphs are normalized
to the highest value in each graph, i.e. the time for posit32
for the 228 case.

biased in favour of floats as a result of a hardware implementation
of normal cases of the format along with other factors which will be
explained later. However, the posit implementation for our dataflow
architecture is only 1.31× slower for a vector size of 24 and 1.82×
for a vector size of 228.

The posit32 FFT is slower than float32 by a narrowmargin on the
dataflow architecture. An ideal throughput and latency will ensure
similar performance for both. However, the hardware imposes some
limitations on the performance. Table 5 shows that the latency for
posit32 is higher than latency for float32. Although the latency
is not twice as much higher, the DAG of posit32 is spread across
3 tiles instead of 2 tiles for float32. This causes excessive thread
context changes on our architecture, which limits the throughput
of the posit32 FFT and IFFT algorithms. Therefore, the reduced
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LE Description Posit32 Float32
ADD SUB MUL ADD SUB MUL

Min/max 13 13 12 5 5 2
Integer arithmetic 85 85 66 14 14 5
Bitwise operations 150 146 104 16 17 10

Special proprietary LEs 64 66 48 13 13 5
Total 333 331 241 47 48 22

Table 1: Type of LEs used for the posit32 and float32 operators.

Vector Size Dataflow
Posit/Float

CPU
Posit/Float

24 1.31 2.77
26 1.39 12.25
28 1.58 26.47
210 2.19 24.81
212 2.19 52.94
214 2.18 57.41
216 2.26 56.11
218 2.10 56.77
220 2.11 62.00
222 2.01 66.67
224 1.83 68.41
226 1.83 68.16
228 1.82 69.27

Table 2: Difference in performance between posit32 and
float32 on our dataflow architecture.

Posit32 Float32
Reciprocal throughput 660.5 53.25

Table 3: Reciprocal throughput of the FFT innermost loop
assuming no cache latency for Intel Xeon 6338 from Fig. 10b.

performance of posit FFT+IFFT compared to floats is due to a com-
bination of factors such as more operations for basic arithmetic, the
resulting longer DAG and its larger latency, and the fact that this
longer DAG spans multiple tiles and limits the throughput of the
algorithm. A discussion on the impact of latency and throughput
can be seen in Sec. 4.4.

Fig. 10b shows that the performance of float32 is much faster that
of posit32 on the CPU. The difference can be understood by analyz-
ing the throughput on the Ice Lake micro-architecture used by the
Intel Xeon 6338. Table 3 describes the peak reciprocal throughput
of the innermost loop of the radix-4 FFT for float32 and posit32
using uiCA [2]. We do not describe IFFT since the radix-4 kernel
has an identical number of floating-point operations.

The fact that the posit32 computations have a reciprocal through-
put that is more than 10 times higher than both float32 and float64,
coupled with the memory bound nature of the FFT, explains the
difference in the performance of posits compared to floats for the
CPU.

Posit32 Float32
ADD SUB MUL ADD SUB MUL

Height 90 92 78 21 21 12
Width 5 5 4 3 4 3

Table 4: Height and width of basic arithmetic operators (in
number of LEs) on our software-defined data flow architec-
ture.

5.2.2 Arithmetic operations of normal float32 and posit32. As shown
in Sec. 4.1, our software-defined dataflow architecture can express
any operation using basic operations as a DAG and execute these
operations directly on hardware. The DAG is composed of distinct
LEs that are connected with some data dependency. Table 1 shows
the composition of the DAG for add, subtract and multiply opera-
tors for posits compared to floats on our architecture. We do not
account for division since it is not used in the algorithms that we
test. Each row then represents the type of LEs present for each
operator of posit or float arithmetic. The last row shows the total
number of LEs for each operator.

It can be seen that all posit32 operations consume more LEs
than their float32 counterparts. This can be mainly attributed to
the expensive encode and decode operations for posit as shown in
Alg. 1. Although the variable length fraction, regime and exponent
fields give posits an advantage with regards to relative accuracy,
this comes at the additional cost of having to read these fields using
more operations than for normal floats. If float32 were made to
handle subnormal floats, the performance would be much more
similar since decoding then involves the same count-leading-zeros
task.

Table 4 reports the height and width of each operation of posit32
and float32. The height of the posit operations is greater than that of
the float operations, largely because the regime size must be found
before the exponent and fraction can be decoded; floats can decode
the scaling factor and significand concurrently. Each LE can show a
different latency, and LEs that are independent of each other can be
scheduled in parallel using multiple execution units, similar to that
in a CPU. Therefore, the total latency of each operation depends
on both its height and the LE types it uses.

5.2.3 Hardware projection of the FFT. Table 5 shows the compari-
son between the hardware projection of the FFT between posit32
and float32. All results are normalized with respect to posit32 to
emphasize the difference between the formats and not the absolute
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Posit32 Float32
LEs 1 0.20

LE utilization 1 0.76
Latency 1 0.64
Area 1 0.86
Height 1 0.66

Table 5: Comparison of the projection of the 1D FFT for posits
and floats on our dataflow architecture. All measurements
are normalized according to the posit measurements.

Posit32 Float32
Power consumption 1 0.965

Table 6: Normalized (average) power usage for the FFT fol-
lowed by IFFT for a vector size of 218 on our chip. Allmeasure-
ments are normalized according to the posit measurement.

numbers. We do not report numbers for the IFFT since the struc-
ture of the DAG is identical to the FFT. The first row indicates the
number of logical elements (LEs) that are present in the projection
of the entire algorithm. This is analogous to the total LEs shown for
the basic arithmetic operators in Sec. 5.2.2. The LE utilization shows
the number of LEs that are actually used out of the total number
of LEs in the clusters occupied by the DAG relative to posit32. The
area of the projection is normalized according to the number of
‘clusters’ occupied by the LEs, as described in Sec. 4.2.

A large DAG is split into multiple clusters by our projection
algorithm. The latency is reported as the number of clock cycles
it would take for a single thread to pass through the entire DAG
using the threading model shown in Sec. 4.4.

5.2.4 Power consumption of the FFT. Table 6 shows the power con-
sumption of the FFT followed by the IFFT for a vector size of 262144.
We measured the power consumption in watts and then normalized
the values to posit32 watts. The average power consumption is the
same for all vector sizes (not shown). It can be seen that our dataflow
architecture takes the most power for the posit32 algorithm. This is
because of the higher LE utilization of the posit algorithm as shown
in Table 5. A similar trend can be seen between float32 and float64,
where the power consumption of float64 is higher than that of the
float32 as a result of higher LE utilization.

6 CONCLUSION
Posits have been proposed as an alternative to IEEE 754 to over-
come some of the limitations of IEEE 754 such as loss of accuracy.
We empirically show that posit is more accurate for important al-
gorithms such as spectral analysis and FFT when using the same
bit length as IEEE 754. Posit format is most competitive in terms
of accuracy when the values are clustered around 0 in the range
[−1, 1], achieving about 2× better accuracy than IEEE 754 for the
same bit length.

Our implementation of the posit and IEEE 754 (normals only)
floating-point specification makes use of a unique software-defined
dataflow architecture that implements both specifications using ele-
mentary integer operations. Using this architecture, we perform the

first comparison using an actual hardware implementation of the
posit and IEEE 754 specifications for an important application such
as spectral analysis. Our implementation allows us to overcome
the limitations of currently available comparisons which either
report results obtained via VLSI synthesis or compare software-
based posit implementations with hardware-optimized IEEE 754
implementations. Such limitations can be mainly attributed to the
cost and time constraints of building hardware from scratch.

Our implementation allows us to propose a new lower bound for
the performance of posits compared to floats. Our 32-bit posit imple-
mentation uses about 5× more operations than the 32-bit IEEE 754
floating point format. In spite of this, our posit implementation is
only 1.31× slower for a problem size of 24 and 1.82× slower for a
problem size of 228 on our dataflow architecture. This is in stark
contrast to the CPU implementation which is about 2.77× slower
for a problem size of 24 and 69.27× for a problem size of 228. The
CPU implementation is heavily biased in favour of IEEE 754 as a
result of the high optimization of IEEE 754 instructions for normal
floats. The integer-based software simulation of posit arithmetic
on x86 CPUs severly limits its performance.

In the future, we believe our dataflow architecture will allow
posits to surpass or match the performance of floats. We plan to do
this by optimizing (via instruction and chain dependency reduction)
our posit implementation further (for example the posit encoding
and decoding algorithms) in order to reduce the latency of the posit
DAG.
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