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ABSTRACT

Consecutive matrix multiplications are commonly used in
graph neural networks and sparse linear solvers. These oper-
ations frequently access the same matrices for both reading
and writing. While reusing these matrices improves data
locality, it presents a challenge due to the irregular depen-
dencies between iterations across the two multiplication op-
erations. Existing fusion methods often introduce excessive
synchronization overhead or overlapped computations with
limited benefits. This paper proposes tile fusion, a runtime
approach that fuses tiles of the two matrix-matrix multipli-
cations, where at least one of the involved matrices is sparse.
Tile fusion aims to improve data locality while providing
sufficient workload for cores in shared-memory multi-core
processors. For a pair of matrix-matrix multiplications, tile
fusion outperforms unfused baseline and MKL implementa-
tions with a geometric mean speedup of 1.97X 1.64X, respec-
tively, on multi-core CPUs.

1 INTRODUCTION

Consecutive calls to matrix multiplications are the computa-
tional bottleneck in many scientific [22] and machine learn-
ing [13, 28] applications. Particularly this paper focuses on
accelerating a pair of matrix multiplications, represented as
an equation:

D = A(BC) (1)
where matrix A is sparse, B

nxn

nxbCol
and C isdense. For example, in a layer of graph con-
bColxcCol

volution network [15], either cases happen. Existing frame-
works such as PyTorch Geometric (PyG) [13] and Deep Graph
Library (DGL) [28] break the expression into two matrix
multiplication operations, D; = BC and D = AD;. The two
operations are commonly mapped to a pair of General Ma-
trix Multiplication (GeMM)-Sparse Matrix-Matrix Multipli-
cation (SpMM) or SpMM-SpMM routines when B is dense
and sparse, respectively. These routines benefit from efficient
tiling and load balancing techniques [14, 27] that enable us-
ing memory and computing resources efficiently. However,
D; is shared between the two routines and often a large ma-

is either sparse or dense,

trix that can be reused but it is not used when the operation
is mapped to GeMM or SpMM separately.
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Figure 1: The ratio of computations in coarse fused tiles
for all matrices from SuiteSparse for GEMM-SpMM
operation.

Fusing operations or loops are commonly used to remove
intermediate matrices between the two operations. Tensor
compilers [12, 16, 20] generate a fused code for Equation 1
when A is sparse and B and C are dense. The generated code
iterates over A and performs a general matrix-vector multi-
plication (GeMV) for each nonzero of A. While this removes
the need for storing intermediate results, i.e. Dy, it causes
random access to B and thus inefficient use of memory hier-
archy. Additionally, this methodology does not apply when
A and B are sparse because memory accesses are unknown
at compile time.

Prior approaches such as sparse tiling [17] and communication-

avoiding (CA) [11] methods have used sparsity informa-
tion at runtime to fuse sparse matrix-vector multiplications
(SpMV) and enable reuse between the two operations. They
model SpMV operations as an iteration data acyclic graph
(DAG) where vertices are iterations of the outermost loop of
SpMV and edges represent dependencies between iterations.
Then a scheduler tiles iterations of operations by grouping
vertices of DAG at runtime. Then, sparse tiling uses bar-
rier and atomic operations to ensure dependence between
tiles are not violated during parallel execution. Some CA
methods [11] replicate dependent iterations within a tile to
make all tiles independent so they run in parallel without
synchronization. Since GeMM, SpMM, and SpMV have par-
allel iterations in their outermost loops, the same techniques
can be adopted for fusing GeMM-SpMM and SpMM-SpMM.
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fuse: for(int i11=0; il<n; il++) // GeMM
for(int i2=0; i2<cCol; ++i2)
for (int i3=0; i3<bCol; ++i3) I ON
D1[i3][i2] += B[il][i3] * C[i2][i3];
fuse: for (int j1=0; jl<n; ++3jl) // SpMM
for (int j2=A.p[jl]; Jj2<A.p[jl+l]; ++32)
for (int 3j3=0; j3<cCol; ++3j3)
D[Jj1]1[33] += A.x[j2] » DL1[A.i[]J2]]([33];
b) GeMM-SpMM Code

Atomic instruction: Not Needed
Synchronization Barriers: 1
Overlapped computation: 0

Atomic instruction: Not Needed
Synchronization Barriers: 0
Overlapped computation: 4 x bCol x cCol

Atomic instruction: Needed
Synchronization Barriers: 2
Overlapped computation: 0

BNO G A WN R

d) Atomic Tiling e) Overlapped Tiling f) Tile Fusion

Figure 2: Three different iteration fusion schedules (Figure 2d-f) for the GeMM-SpMM in Figure 2b and the matrix
in Figure 2a. Figure 2c shows the dependence DAG between iterations of the outermost loop of GeMM and SpMM,
where colored and white vertices correspond to GeMM and SpMM iterations, respectively. Dark solid lines show
synchronization barriers, the dotted red line shows a potential race condition, and vertical dashed lines show per

thread workload.

However, the computation of each fused iteration in the two
operations, is proportional with bCol and cCol, increasing
race conditions in sparse tiling and redundant computation
in CA methods.

Coarse-grain tiles provide opportunities for fusion in sparse
matrices and graphs without redundant computation or ex-
cessive synchronization. A coarse tile contains large enough
iterations of the first operation such that it allows running
some iterations of the second operation that solely depend
on iterations inside the tile. This allows tiles to execute in par-
allel without synchronization. Figure 1 shows the percentage
of GeMM-SpMM computations that share data across the op-
erations if coarse-grain tiles with the size of 2048 are selected
for all 2893 matrices from SuiteSparse matrix collection [10].
As shown, an average of 34% of GeMM-SpMM computation
reuse data in fused coarse tiles. However, growing the tiles
reduces the number of parallel workloads, affecting load
balance. Also, picking coarse grain tiles groups a larger num-
ber of iterations from the two operations. This grouping
improves locality if the memory accesses of the tile fit within
the size of the fast memory.

We propose sparsity-oriented tile fusion, in short, tile fu-
sion, that creates fused tiles based on the opportunities shown
in Figure 1 to improve locality in GeMM-SpMM and SpMM-
SpMM for shared memory multicore processors. This paper
makes the following contributions:

o Tile fusion scheduler and fused code that turn data
reuse between and across iterations of GeMM and
SpMM into locality. The tile fusion scheduler uses
the sparsity pattern of A and selects tile sizes and a
number of tiles to ensure locality and load balance.

e An implementation that is tested for a wide range of
graphs and matrices and provides a speedup of 1.97x

and 3.52X compared to existing unfused and best-
fused codes. Also an analysis and adoption of prior
tiling approaches and comparison with tile fusion.

2 MOTIVATING EXAMPLE

We use the matrix in Figure 2a to discuss how different fusion
strategies improve locality for computing Equation 1. The
corresponding code to the computation is shown in Figure 2b
where lines 1-4 perform GeMM, D; = BC, and lines 5-8
perform SpMM, D = AD;. Iterations of loops i1 and j1 are
independent so they execute in parallel. Fusing loops i1 and
j1 can potentially enable reusing D; but each iteration in j1
depends on a variant number of i1 iterations. This irregular
dependence is due to D1[A.i[j2]1]1[j3] in line 8 in Figure 2b,
stemming from sparsity pattern of A. The DAG shown in
Figure 2c shows the dependence between i1 and j1. Colored
and white vertices in Figure 2c represent iterations of i1
and j1 loops, respectively. Edges show dependence between
iterations. While grouping vertices with common edges as a
tile improves locality, dependence between tiles can prevent
keeping all cores busy. Three different fused schedules of
iterations for the DAG shown in Figure 2c are shown in
Figure 2d-f for a processor with three cores.

Figure 2d shows five tiles composed of vertices of both
computations with common edges. Dependent tiles are sep-
arated by synchronization barriers to ensure partial order.
Tiles are atomic to prevent race conditions. For example, tile
710 and 711 depend on tile 75 and 751 thus a synchroniza-
tion is needed between them. Iteration j=4 is split among
tiles 719 and 711, writing to the same location of C, thus an
atomic operation is needed. The race condition is shown
with the dotted red line in Figure 2. This schedule is inspired
by sparse tiling [17] and named atomic tiling due to atomic
operations used in tiles. The chance of race condition on



Improving Locality in Sparse and Dense Matrix Multiplications

writing to C increases as the number of columns in B nad C
increases.

Figure 2e shows overlapped tiles that create independent
tiles by replicating dependent iterations. Replicated itera-
tions are shown with red vertices in two tiles in Figure 2e.
Therefore all fused tiles execute in parallel with no synchro-
nization. Each replicated vertex in the tile corresponds to
an iteration i1 which multiplies a row of B with C. There-
fore redundant computations increase with the number of
columns in B and C. Due to replicated iterations, this method
is called overlapped tiling, inspired by CA [11] methods.

The tile fusion schedule is shown in Figure 2f where two
groups of tiles are created, fused tiles and tiles of the SpMM it-
erations separated by one synchronization barrier. As shown,
tiles in the schedule can be large, such as tile 7, to enable
fusing more SpMM iterations, benefiting from coarse tile
fusion shown in Figure 1. The tiles contain a variable num-
ber of iterations to ensure the memory accesses of the tile
remain local to the fast memory. Also, both levels have three
independent workloads for all three cores. As a result of
tile fusion, the performance of GeMM-SpMM for a subset of
SuiteSparse matrices on a 20-core processor is faster than
atomic tiling, overlapped tiling, and unfused code with a
geometric mean of 13.6%, 3.5%, and 1.64X, respectively.

3 TILE FUSION

Tile fusion looks into the sparsity pattern of the input matrix
A in GeMM-SpMM or SpMM-SpMM and creates a fused
schedule. The tile fusion approach has an iteration scheduler
and fused code. Both pairs of operations are commonly used
in applications where the sparsity pattern of matrix A and B
(when sparse) remains static during the execution. Therefore
the created schedule will be computed once based on their
sparsity and reused for the rest of the computation. The
rest of this section explains how the scheduler computes the
fused schedule and how codes are fused.

3.1 Scheduler

The tile fusion scheduler is shown in Algorithm 1 where it
creates a schedule of fused tiles based on sparsity pattern at
runtime. This subsection explains inputs, output, objective,
and the two steps of the algorithm.

Inputs and output. The tile fusion scheduler takes the
DAG G, number of columns of B and C as bCol and cCol,
architecture-specific information p and cacheSize, and heuris-
tic parameter ctSize as inputs and creates a set of fused tiles
7. DAG G represents dependence between n iterations of
the two fused loops where G; ; = 1 shows iteration j of the
second loop depends on the iteration i of the first loop. p rep-
resents the number of physical cores and cacheSize shows
the total size of caches per core in the target architecture.

Algorithm 1: Tile Fusion Scheduler

Input : G, bCol, cCol, p, cacheSize, ctSize

Output: 7

/* Step 1: Coarse Tile Fusion */
1 I « range(rows(G))

2 J < range(cols(G))
3 if [|I|/ctSize] > p then t « ctSize else t « [|I|/p]

+ F = {L{D)
5 for i € I do
6 v it
7 Fo,0 < Fo,0 Urange(i,i+1t)
8 forj—i to i+t A jejdo
9 if (i < inEdges(G,j) <i+t)then %, «— FooUJj
10 else F1y — F10Uj
11 jej+1
12 end
13 ie—i+t
12 end
15 F1, < balance(F1,0, 1)

/* Step 2: Fused Tile Splitting */
16 forw « 0to 2 do
17 for v « 0 to |Fyy| do
18 if cost(Fuw,0, bCol, cCol) > cacheSize then

Tw — T U split(Fw,o, bCol, cCol, cacheSize)

19 else 7y «— 7o U Fup)
20 v—ov+1
21 end
22 we—w+1
23 end

Each tile in the output fused tile 7~ is shown with 75, , where
w and v are wavefront number and tile number, respectively.
Wavefront is a set of iterations that can execute in any order
without violating correctness.

Objective and Constraints. The objective of the tile fusion
scheduler is to maximize the fused ratio across all tiles 7~
while tiles fit into fast memory and only two wavefronts
are allowed. The fused ratio is computed as total iterations
of the second computation in the first wavefront over total
iterations as shown in Equation 2:
|70l
fused_ratio = M (2)
1+ 1J1
where J,,, represents the list of iterations from the second
operation in tile 7;,, and I and J shows the list of all itera-
tions (or iteration space) of the first and second operations,
respectively. 7y is the set of tiles in the first wavefront. Oper-
ator |.| shows the cardinal number for a set or size of a list.
The tile fusion scheduler maximizes fused ratio under two
constraints, load balance constraint and locality constraint.
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Figure 3: Tile fusion schedule after step 1

The load balance constraint ensures the schedule has a max-
imum of two synchronization barriers (or two wavefronts)
and the number of tiles in each wavefront is larger than the
number of cores, ie., VO < w < 2; |7,| > p. The local-
ity constraint ensures the data movement cost for a tile is
smaller than cache sizes for each core (cacheSize). In other
words the Yw,v;  cost(7,,) < cacheSize where cost(7,)
is data movement cost of T,,,.

Figure 2c shows an example DAG G. There is an edge from
the first iteration of GeMM to the second iteration of SpMM
thus Gy 2 = 1. The output schedule in Figure 2f has two tiles.
In tile 751 = {5,6,6}, {5,6} € Ip; and {6} € Jo1.

3.1.1 Step 1. The first step of the tile fusion scheduler cre-
ates an intermediate fused schedule ¥, composed of uniform
coarse fused tiles to maximize the fused ratio while ensur-
ing the load balance constraint. The scheduler first finds
fused iterations from tiles of consecutive iterations to im-
prove spatial locality and reduce the scheduler overhead.
The scheduler also ensures iterations in different tiles of a
wavefront are independent, no synchronization is needed.
Lines 3-15 in Algorithm 1 shows how the intermediate
fused tiling 7 is created. The scheduler first computes the
uniform tile size of t using the given coarse tile size ctSize
in line 3. As shown, the tile size is chosen to be ctSize if the
number of tiles, i.e., [|I|/ctSize] is larger than or equal to p
otherwise, it defines t = |I|/p. This ensures the number of
tiles in each wavefront is larger than p, i.e., the load balance
constraint. Each fused tile 7k is created from ¢ consecutive
iterations of I as shown in line 7 and some of ¢ consecutive
iterations of J as shown in line 8-15. An iteration of J is
added to tile Fy x if all of its incoming edges are already in
the tile as shown in line 9. Iterations that do not satisfy the
criteria in line 9 are added to tile 77 . in the second wavefront
as shown in line 10. The iterations in the second wavefront,
%1 is evenly distributed into ¢ tiles using the balance routine
in line 15 to ensure load balance in the second wavefront.
The coarse tile size parameter, ctSize used for specifying
t in line 3 in Algorithm 1, is determined heuristically. To
select the best value for ctSize, we compute how the fused
ratio changes when tile size increases. Figure 4 shows tile
size changes on the x-axis and the average of fused ratio
changes for all matrices of the SuiteSparse repository on the
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Figure 4: Variation of fused ratio versus tile size.

y-axis. The value of ctSize should be selected to maximize
the tile fusion objective. Since after ctSize = 2048 in Figure 4,
the rate of fused ratio improvement is slowed down, we use
ctSize = 2048. While going beyond this value can slightly
increase the fused ratio, it reduces the number of tiles in a
wavefront, potentially leading to load imbalance.

Figure 3 shows the output of step 1 for the example shown
in Figure 2. For this example, we assume ctSize = 4and p = 3
which makes a tile size t = 4. Two coarse tile size is shown
in Figure 3 %o = 1, 2, 3,4 and then since iterations 1,2,3 € J
depend on iterations 1, 2,3 € I and they already exist in 7o,
then the three iterations are added.

3.1.2 Step 2. The second step of the tile fusion scheduler
splits coarse tiles created in the first step, ¥, to fit them
into fast memory. As a result, tiles with different sizes are
created to ensure the locality constraint of the tile fusion. The
scheduler iterates over # and measures their data movement
with a data movement cost model. Fused tiles whose data
movement is larger than the size of fast memory are split to
fit into the fast memory.

The second step of the tile fusion scheduler is shown in
Lines 16-23 in Algorithm 1. The algorithm iterates over all
tiles in the two wavefronts 7, and #; and computes the data
movement cost of each tile using a cost function as shown
in line 18. If the data movement cost of a tile 7 ; is larger
than the size of fast memory cacheSize, the scheduler splits
the tile recursively to create a set of tiles, each fitting into
the fast memory using the split routine as shown in line 18.
The resulting split tiles are added to the same wavefront of
the final schedule 7.

Data movement cost. The tile fusion scheduler relies on a
cost model to approximate data movement for a coarse tile.
As shown in line 18 in Algorithm 1, the data movement cost
model computes the cost of a tile 7; ; for a given bCol and
cCol. The cost model is computed as shown in Equation 3:

cost (7, bCol, cCol) =
(nz(7ij) +uc(Tij) +t + |Jij|) * cCol +idx (3)
where, nz(7; ;) is the number of unique nonzeros in the tile

from A and B. When B is dense, all n x bCol is added. uc(7;;)
is the number of nonzeros with unique columns in the tile,
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| /i j| is the number of fused iterations from the second op-
eration and idx is the indexing cost for when A or B are
sparse.

The final fused schedule 7 in Figure 2f is computed from
the coarse fused tile schedule in ¥ in Figure 3. The schedule
has two coarse fused tiles. Each tile is labeled with its data
communication cost. Assuming bCol = cCol = 1,t = 4, the
cost of %y is computed based on Equation 3. Since the cost
of %o, is less than cacheSize = 30, the tile will be directly
added to 7. However, %o is larger than cacheSize and is
split in two smaller tiles that has a cost less than cacheSize.

Computational Complexity. The first step of the algo-
rithm, for every tile with size ¢, it checks inEdges for only
t columns of G in the same range. Since tiles are disjoint,
inEdges is called once per iteration, makes the first step
of the algorithm O(nnz). Accessing incoming edges for an
iteration is possible in linear time. The second step only
iterates over fused iterations in J and their dependent itera-
tions from I for splitting. Since the set of iterations is split
by a factor of 2, and each split function can visit up to nnz
edges, therefore, its complexity is O(nnz * log(ctSize). The
second wavefront only operates on unfused iterations which
take O(|J|). Therefore the complexity of the second step is
O(|J| + nnz = log(ctSize).

3.2 Fused Code

The fused code is created by fusing the outermost loop of
the two operations. The fused code is then replaced with
a doubly nested loop that iterates over the tiles in parallel
using the OpenMP scheduler. The fused code uses the fused
tiling schedule 7~ and maps iterations of fused tiles to their
associated code version to ensure correctness. Listing 1 and
Listing 3 show the fused code for GEMM-SpMM (Figure 2)
and SpMM-SpMM (Listing 2). As shown the fused code is
composed of a version of the two operations. Lines 4-7 and 8-
11 in Listing 1 correspond to the innermost loops of GEMM
and SpMM respectively. Lines 3-7 and 8-11 in Listing 3 cor-
respond to the innermost loops of the first SpMM (D = AC)
and the second SpMM (D = AD;) respectively. Loop-bounds
in line 4 in Listing 1 and line 3 in Listing 3 are determined
by the schedule 77, playing as a runtime check to switch be-
tween the two versions. Therefore, the fused code follows the
schedule order and ensures all dependence between fused
iterations. The outermost loop of the two computations is
fused and replaced with a pair of loops that go over the tile
fusion schedule.

Fused code also turns data reuse between fused iterations
into temporal locality while also preserving the locality of
each operation. The code versions are next to each other in
the code and when they execute right after each other, the
data reuse between them turns into temporal locality. For

the first tile in the schedule shown in Figure 2, the arrays
corresponding to rows 1-4 stay in the cache when the fused
code in Listing 1 switches to the SpMM loop in line 8, thus
improving temporal locality. Both fused codes in Listings 1
and 3 benefit from the fact that consecutive iterations are
grouped in the scheduler. The consecutive choice will elimi-
nate the need for conditional checking for every iteration of
computations. It also improves spatial locality and temporal
locality exist within iterations of each operation, e.g. spatial
and temporal locality in GeMM will be in place in fused tiles.

Listing 1: Fused code of GeMM-SpMM, D = A(BC).
i1for (w in T){ // for each wavefront
2#pragma omp parallel for
3 for(t in T[wl){ // for each tile
v for (il in t.first)

5 for(int i2=0; i2<cCol; ++1i2)

6 for(int i3=0; i3<bCol; ++i3)

7 D1[i3][i2] += B[i1J[i3] * C[i2][i3];

g for(jl in t.second)

9 for(int j2=A.p[j11; j2<A.p[j1+1]; j2++)

10 for(int j3=0; j3<cCol; j3++)

11 DLj11012] += A.x[j2]1 %= DI[A.i[j2]11[j3
1;

12 }3}

Listing 2: D = A(AC) where A is CSR.

1fuse: for(int i1=0; il<n; ++il1) // SpMM 1

2 for(int i2=A.p[i1]; i2<A.p[il1+1]; ++3j1)

3 for(int i3=0; i3<cCol; ++i3)

4 D1[i11[i3] += A.x[i2] = C[A.i[i2]][i31];
s5fuse: for(int j1=0; jl1<n; ++j1) // SpMM 2

6 for(int j2=A.p[j1]; j2<A.p[j1+11; ++3j2)

7 for(int j3=0; j3<cCol; ++3j3)

8 DLj110j3] += A.x[j2] = DI[A.i[j2]11[3j31];

Listing 3: Fused code for SpMM-SpMM, D = A(AC).

i1for (w in T){

2#pragma omp parallel for

3 for(t in TLwl){

4 for(il in t.first)

5 for(int i2=A.p[i1]; i2<A.p[i1+1]; ++i2)

6 for (int i3 = @; i3<cCol; ++i3)

7 D1[i1]1[i3] += A.x[i2] = C[A.i[i2]][i3
1;

g for(jl in t.second)

9 for(int j2 = A.p[j1]; j2<A.plj1+11; j2

++)
10 for(int j3 = 0; j3<cCol; j3++)
11 DLj11C33] += A.x[j2]1 * DI[A.i[j2]1]1[]3
1
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Platform CascadeLake EPYC
# of sockets X cores 2 X 20 cores 2 X 32 cores
L1/L2/L3 Cache Sizes 32K/1M/28M 32K/512K/256M
Compiler ICC 2022 GCCv.11
BLAS MKL BLAS 2022 [27] BLIS [26]

Table 1: Platform details

The fused code enables thread-level parallelism by map-
ping fused tiles to parallel threads. Mapping tiles to threads is
done using omp scheduler as shown in line 2 in Listing 1 and
line 2 in Listing 3. The fused code will keep all fine-grain par-
allelism opportunities such as vectorization that exist in the
unfused code. For example, lines 4-7 in Listing 1 is mapped
to a highly optimized GEMM BLAS to benefit from vector
processors. Similarly, inner loop vectorization is performed
in lines 6 and 10 in Listing 3.

4 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

This section discusses the performance of tile fusion with
existing fused and unfused implementations for sparse matri-
ces across two different shared memory processors. Overall
tile fusion is faster than unfused and best-fused code with a
geomean speedup of 1.98x and 3.52% and is scalable to 40
and 64 cores.

4.1 Setup

4.1.1  Environment. All experiments are executed on multi-
core processors shown in Table 1 to show the performance
of tile fusion cross-platform. The experiments are done in
single-node except stated otherwise. Since both computa-
tions are used in GNN [31] and sparse iterative linear solvers
with multiple right-hand side [1], we test tile fusion for
double-precision (DP) and single-precision (SP) data types,
commonly used in machine learning and scientific comput-
ing respectively. All experiments are tested for three different
numbers of columns, 32, 64, and 128 in B to enable testing
different matrix sizes B and C. Each reported time in the
paper is the median of 7 runs. For each matrix, the theoret-
ical FLOPs for the unfused code is computed and used for
all implementations. Parameter cacheSize in Algorithm 1 is
set to the sum of L1+L2+(L3/cores) cache sizes in row 2 in
Table 1. A close thread binding is selected and each thread is
pinned to a physical core.

4.1.2  Matrix Dataset. We select 233 matrices from SuiteS-
parse [10] matrix repository to evaluate GeMM-SpMM and
SpMM-SpMM computations. We select two groups of matri-
ces to represent scientific computing and machine learning
applications. I all 132 symmetric positive definite matrices
larger than 10° nonzero values. II. all 111 square matrices
related to graph applications larger than 10° nonzeros with

32 64 128

MKL 1.64 141 1.36

Single Precision UnFused 136 124 1.14

Coscadelale Double Precision MKL 137133123
UnFused 145 134 1.24
EPYC Single Precision | UnFused 1.67 173 1.84

Double Precision | UnFused 1.81 193 1.97

Table 2: The summary of gmean of speedups for GeMM-
SpMM.

either integer or real types. We define a matrix as graph-
related if a“graph” keyword is included in its metadata.

4.1.3  Fused and Unfused Implementations. To compare with
unfused implementations, we use OneAPI MKL [27] library
v2022. Since fused versions of GEMM or SpMM are not
supported in MKL, we called routines cblas_?gemm and
mkl_sparse_?_mm for double/single precision of GeMM and
SpMM, respectively. We set the number of threads in MKL
with mk1l_set_num_threads() to the number of physical
cores. We also develop an unfused parallel implementation
for both GeMM-SpMM and SpMM-SpMM with the same set
of optimizations to show the effect of tile fusion.

Tile fusion is compared with existing fused implementa-
tions and some in-house implementations of prior fusion
techniques. For GeMM-SpMM, we use the generated C++
code from TACO [16] and SparseLNR [12] tensor compil-
ers for the expression D(i,1) = A(i,j) * B(j,k) =*
C(k,1) where A is sparse and other matrices are dense. We
added both generated codes and reported their best timing as
Best of Tensor Compilers. We also additionally vectorize
the generated tensor compiler code by using MKL GeMV
BLAS [27] to ensure the effect of vectorization is incorpo-
rated.

For SpMM-SpMM, tensor compilers do not support fusing
SpMM-SpMM and, therefore excluded from the benchmark.
Since the code for communication-avoiding [11] and sparse
tiling [17] are not publicly available, per the authors’ rec-
ommendation, we adopted the idea and applied them to
SpMM-SpMM. For communication-avoiding methods, we
first equally partition iterations of the first SpMV, and then
we add all dependent iterations to the same partitions. This
implementation is called overlapped tiling. For sparse tiling,
we partition iterations of the first SpMM equally. Then we
add dependent iterations of the second SpMM to each par-
tition to create balanced partitions. Finally, dependence is
resolved with atomic and barriers. This implementation is
named atomic tiling.

We only report the fused code execution time for all ex-
periments operating on matrices. The scheduler overhead is
separately evaluated and illustrated.
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Figure 6: GeMM-SpMM performance of fused imple-
mentations on graph matrices.

4.2 GEMM-SpMM Evaluation

4.2.1 Performance in FLOPs. Figure 5 shows the overall per-
formance of GeMM-SpMM using tile fusion with unfused
MKL for the two architectures and three beols. As shown tile
fusion is faster than MKL for 90% of matrices across bclos.
Table 2 shows speedup details for GeMM-SpMM and for sin-
gle and double precision for the target architectures shown
in Table 1.

The performance of tile fusion increases as bCols increase
due to increasing arithmetic intensity. The tile fusion perfor-
mance increases from a mean of 152 GFLOP/s when bCol=32
to 328 GFLOP/s when bCol=128. While MKL implementa-
tion changes from 92 GLOP/s to 241 GFLOP/s when bCols
changes from 32 to 128. As bCols increase, the arithmetic
intensity of fused tiles increases and tile fusion can take
advantage.

All implementations have a better performance for SPD
matrices than graph matrices. The reason is that the fused
ratio in SPD matrices is on average 2 times higher than graph
matrices. The performance of Tile Fusion for single preci-
sion is 2X better than double precision. When operating on
double, the data movement increases, making computation
more memory-bound than single, thus reducing GFLOP/s.
Also, since the EPYC processor has a larger L3 cache, the
performance gap between tile fusion and unfused baseline
for large matrices is higher than the CascadeLake processor.

Tile fusion also supports fusing Equation 1 when the trans-
pose of C should be multiplied. Tile fusion provides a geo-
metric mean of 1.49, 1.24, and 1.26 over unfused MKL on
CascadeLake for bCol=cCol=32, 64, 128, respectively.

Figure 6 shows the performance of tile fusion compared
to other fused implementations. Tile fusion is faster than
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performance of tile fusion for GeMM-SpMM
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tensor compilers, atomic tiling, and overlapped tiling with
an average speedup of 9.4%, 13.6X, and 3.5X%, respectively.
Tensor compilers perform redundant computations and also
do not use memory hierarchy due to vector operations.

4.2.2  Ablation Study. This section analyzes the effect of tile
fusion on locality and load balance and the effect of the two
steps of the tile fusion scheduler on the performance. We
selected all 111 graph matrices, a subset of the matrix dataset
for profiling and analysis. All analysis is also done on the
CascadeLake target architecture.

We measure an average memory cycle to analyze the ef-
fect of tile fusion on improving locality in GeMM-SpMM.
We measure average memory access time (AMT) as AMT
= hit time + miss ratio * miss penalty for all three levels of
caches in the target architecture. We use PAPI [25] perfor-
mance counters, PAPI_L1_TCM, PAPI_L2_TCM, PAPI_L3_TCM
to measure L1 accesses, L2 accesses, L3 accesses, and main
memory accesses, respectively to compute hit and miss ratio
for each level. Average memory access times for the selected
subset of matrices are shown in Figure 7. As shown, tile
fusion improves AMT for 92% of graph matrices between
1.1-1.3X compared to the unfused implementation which is
the main cause for improving the performance.

We measure the potential gain of both fused and unfused
code to show the effect of tile fusion on the load balance of
GeMM-SpMM. Potential gain (PG) is defined as the maximum
time that can be saved if all threads are balanced. We measure
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the average difference between the maximum time of threads
and other threads’ time. We use PAPI counter PAPI_TOT_CYC
to measure the number of cycles for each thread. Figure 8
shows the PG compared to unfused. As shown, the tile fusion
load balance is close to unfused. The unfused code has a
larger number of fine-grain tasks, enabling it to be more
balanced.

Figure 9 shows the performance breakdown of the two
steps of the tile fusion inspector. As shown, the first step of
tile fusion improves the performance of sequential baseline
code with a gmean speedup of 6.7x. The second step of tile
fusion contributes to the performance of 90% of matrices
shown in Figure. This first step contributes more because it
adds threading and improves locality. The second step fur-
ther balances the loads and improves the parallel workloads
of step 1. The second step selects tile sizes based on the cost
model provided in Equation 3. For the selected graph matri-
ces, the tile sizes selected by the second step vary between
64-2048.

4.2.3  Scheduler Overhead analysis. The tile fusion performs
scheduling once per sparsity pattern and can be reused as
long as sparsity remain static. Figure 10 shows the number of
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Figure 12: SpMM-SpMM performance of fused imple-
mentations

32 64 128

Single Precision MKL 12 102111

CascadeLake UnFused 1.17 1.15 1.14
Double Precision MKL 109116 111

UnFused 1.14 115 1.13

EPYC Single Precision | UnFused 1.14 1.17 1.19
Double Precision | UnFused 1.14 1.20 1.22

Table 3: G-mean speedups for SpMM-SpMM

iterations that fused code should run to amortize the sched-
uler overhead with respect to the fastest baselines. The num-
ber of fused code runs is computed as ;— frf:’f;i';ls‘zgé;";e i
As shown, tile fusion needs less than 100 iterations to amor-
tize the cost of the scheduler. In many applications such
as GNN training, GeMM-SpMM is called over hundreds or

thousands of times.

4.3 SpMM-SpMM Evaluation

The performance of tile fusion is compared with unfused
implementations for SpMM-SpMM as shown in Figure 11.

Tile fusion is faster than unfused baseline and MKL imple-
mentations in 100% and 70% of all matrices in any bCol that
we experimented on and for SP/DP. The detailed speedup for
both CascadeLake and EPYC and SP and DP are illustrated in
Table 3. The performance of SpMM-SpMM is overall lower
than GeMM-SpMM for the same set of matrices due to the
memory-bound nature of SpMM.

Tile fusion provides a gmean speedup of 9.3%, 13.2%, and
13.7x over atomic tiling for bCol = 32, 64, and 128 respectively.
A similar trend exists for overlapped tiling where tile fusion
provides a gmean speedup of 5, 6.5, and 7.2 for bcols=32,
64, and 128. The main reason is the amount of redundant
computation that increases for overlapped tiles. For example,
matrix G2_circuit and inline_1 have redundant iterations
of 126487 and 2844351 respectively while they only have
150102 and 503712 rows.

5 RELATED WORK

Tiling and Fusion for Sparse Codes. Loop tiling and fusion
are common techniques to improve locality. A large body of
work applies these techniques to SpMM (2, 4, 14, 19, 21, 29]
or GeMM [18, 27] routines. Tile fusion preserve locality be-
tween iterations of GeMM and SpMM thus enables bene-
fiting from existing developed efficient GeMM and SpMM.
Using data communication cost to define tile size is used
in matrix signature [19] for SpMM CSR. Tile fusion how-
ever works on two operations that needs to take into ac-
count common elements between the two operations. Fusing
based on compile-time information is commonly used in
dense matrices. Indirect memory accesses reduce fusion op-
portunities however, there are still opportunities. Tensor
expression compilers [12, 16, 20] generates code for a ten-
sor expression. Sparse tensor compilers [12, 16, 20] support
fusing Equation 1. However, the generated fused code from
SparseLNR [12] and TACO [16] make matrix operations in



Equation 1 to matrix-vector operations which do not effi-
ciently use the fast memory.

Modeling parallel loops such consecutive matrix multi-
plication as a graph [11, 17, 24] or hypergraph [23] are
commonly used for improve cache reuse. These methods
for shared memory processors either rely on synchroniza-
tion [17] or overlapped computation [11]. The fused ratio and
its cost model can enhance locality and reduce overlapped
computation in these methods. Sympiler [3, 5] uses DAG
schedulers [6, 30] to build an initial schedule of iteration
then fuse the schedule with another loop using sparse fu-
sion [8, 9]. Sparse fusion scheduler is driven by loop-carried
dependency commonly occurs in scientific solvers [7] to en-
sure locality which does not exist in matrix multiplication
operations.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper presents tile fusion to enable fusing GeMM-SpMM
and SpMM-SpMM for D = A X B X C where A is sparse and
B, C, and D are dense. Tile fusion has a scheduler that builds
a schedule of fused tiles based on the sparsity pattern of the
A and the size of dense matrices. The created schedule does
not use redundant computation and its synchronizations are
always 2. Tile fusion outperforms existing unfused and fused
implementations.
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