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Abstract

User-level network architectures that provide applications with direct access to network
hardware have become popul ar with the emergence of high-speed networking technol ogiessuch
as ATM and Fast Ethernet. However, experience with user-level network architectures such as
U-Net [VEBBV95] has shown that building correct and efficient protocolson such architectures
is a chalenge. To address this problem, Promelat+, an extension of the Promela protocol
validation language has been developed. Promelat++ alows automatic verification of protocol
correctness against programmer specified safety requirements. Furthermore, Promela++ can be
compiled to efficient C code. Thus far, the results are encouraging: the C code produced by
the Promelat++ compiler shows performance comparabl e to hand-coded versions of aredatively
simple protocol.

1 Introduction

Recent research in high-speed network interfaces has focused on removing the operating system
from the critical path of communication. An effective solution is to provide user-level messaging
[VEBBV95, MC95, BDF' 95, PLC95, BIM*96], a technique that enables applications to send and
receive messages without kernel intervention. The use of user-level networking architectures has
pushed in-kernel protocol stacksinto user space. Asaresult, heavyweight, kernel-resident protocols
that often add significant overhead to end-to-end latencies can be replaced by streamlined user-level
protocolsthat are tailored for specific applications.

However, experience has shown that writing user-level protocolsthat are both correct and efficient
isachallenge. For example, race conditions and other errors in a protocol stack are often hard to
reproduce for debugging purposes, and even minor changes can break the correctness of aprotocol.
Furthermore, writing application-specific protocols from scratch for a new application can be very
time consuming and error prone.

One of the techniques commonly used to address these issuesisto build layered (modular) protocol
stacks. Layered protocol stacks divide the protocol into distinct layers, each of which performs
some particular function independently of other layers. Simple, individua layers are easier to
both write and verify than complex, monolithic stacks and new protocols can be assembled out of
existing layers that have been tested and verified. Furthermore, the layered approach facilitates the
construction of protocol stacks tailored to application needs. For example, applicationsthat do not
require acertain functionality (e.g., encryption/decryption of messages) can simply removethelayer



that implements the unneeded functionality, thereby reducing protocol processing overheads. In
contrast, it is often difficult to tailor amonolithic stack to specific application requirements without
rewriting large portions and introducing errors.

Previous work has demonstrated that layering often adds considerable overheads to protocol pro-
cessing [CT90]. Thus, the challenge is to combine the modularity and verifiability of layered
protocol stacks with the good performance of monoalithic (non-layered) protocol stacks. Various
partial solutions have been proposed to this problem. Integrated Layer Processing [CT90] advo-
cates the rewriting of existing protocol stacks such that the processing done by the different layersis
pipelined, avoiding message copies everytime alayer boundary is crossed. In practice, thisisoften
acomplex task and does not allow for code reuse in most cases. The protocol correctness issue has
been addressed by multiple high-level validation languages such as Esterel [BG92] and Promela
[Hol91]. However, though such languagesallow for validation, the set of language abstractions pro-
vided by these systemsis often very restricted, and support for accessto low-level system resources
ispoor. Asaresult, specifying efficient protocol susing these languagesis quitedifficult. Moreover,
with the exception of HIPPCO [CDO96] (discussed later), compilers that generate efficient code
for such languages do not exist. Thus, even if a correct protocol has been developed using these
verification tools, the entire protocol must be re-implemented in a different language such as C
which may (and often does) introduce errors in the implementation.

Thispaper presentsan overview of thedesignand initial implementationof Promelat++, an extension
of the Promela [Hol91] protocol validation language. Promela++ combines the advantages of a
protocol validation language with various mechanismsthat support efficient code generation from a
layered specification. In particular, Promelat++ allows the protocol devel oper to specify the control
flow of a protocol layer in a C-like language. This specification can be verified by the Promela
validator against programmer-specified safety requirements. For example, the programmer can
specify that the protocol never deadlocks by requiring that some particular state in the protocol
is reached infinitely often. While such a mechanism does not guarantee absolute correctness, a
significant number of errors in the protocol logic can be detected by using a carefully specified
set of safety constraints. The Promelat++ constructs for efficient composition of multiple protocol
layers make it easy for a compiler to perform several optimizations along programmer-annotated
“fast paths” that correspond to the more frequently executed code segments in the protocol stack.
Finally, Promelat++ has arich set of control and data constructs that are sufficient to specify awide
variety of protocols.

An important benefit of using Promelat+ is that the protocol specification need only be written
once: the same program can then be converted to Promela for verification, and to efficient C code
for execution. The optimizations used by the compiler ensure that the correctness properties are not
violated during the Promela++ to C conversion. Compilation of a high-level protocol specification
language has been described before [CDO96], but Promelat++ appears to be the only language that
combines the advantages of protocol vaidation and optimized code generation from a modular
specification.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The motivation and a brief description of the
language are given in Sections 2 and 3. Section 4 describes the current compiler and a set
of compiler optimizations based on the Promelat++ language abstractions. An implementation
of Active Messages [VECGS92] in Promelat+ is described in Section 5 and its performance is



evaluated. Finally, Section 6 discusses future work and conclusions.

2 Why a New Language?

In order to significantly aid in the development of complex protocols, a protocol specification
language needs to satisfy the following regquirements:

¢ it must allow verification of protocol correctness,
¢ it must alow efficient code generation from amodular specification, and

¢ it must have sufficient expressive power to make the specification task reasonably straight-
forward for atypica protocol programmer.

Thefollowing paragraphs discussthe shortcomingsof existing languages with respect to these three
reguirements.

Formal protocol validation languages such as Promela[Hol91] and Esterel [BG92] are well-suited
for verifying protocol correctness. However, with the exception of Esterel, there does not appear
to be any compiler that generates sufficiently high-performance code for any of these languages.
In the case of Esterel, the HIPPCO [CDO96] optimizing compiler generates efficient code from a
high-level specification. However, Esterel, like most other protocol specification languages, suffers
from alack of sufficiently expressive language constructs which complicatesthe programmer’s task
significantly. For example, Esterel does not support arrays or user-defined types. Furthermore,
the syntax and operational model of such high-level languages are often quite different from the
widely used C/C++ programming model, making it difficult for protocol programmers to adopt
these languages. This is especialy true of Esterel, a language that was designed for specifying
synchronous digital circuits — a domain that is often quite distinct from the domain of general-
purpose, asynchronous network protocols. Finally, network protocols usually need access to low-
level operating system servicesand datastructures. Typically, interfacesto system callsare specified
in C, and thus, alanguage whose syntax and semantics differ significantly from C requires extra-
lingual support in order to access these services.

From the performance point of view, it appears that C is the language most suitable for writing
protocols. Excellent compilersexist for C but it suffers from severe drawbacks as a protocol speci-
fication language. First, thereis no formal semantic model for C that alows program verification.
Second, since C isagenera purposelanguage, itisdifficult for aC compiler to make optimizations
that are specific to the domain of protocol compilation. There is an ongoing effort to use C with
a special compiler that performs certain non-standard optimizations [MPBO96] for the purpose of
protocol construction, but this approach does not address the protocol correctness and verification
issue.

Finally, no current protocol specification language provides any explicit abstractions for layered
protocol stack construction. The Fox project [HL94] has attempted to address this issue using
functors and signatures in ML but does not handle protocol verification. Moreover, the ML
programming model is very different from that of C/C++ and is quite unfamiliar to most protocol
developers.
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Figure 1: Elements of the execution model.

3 Design of Promelat+

Promelat+ is an extension of the Promela [Hol91] protocol vaidation language. The Promela
protocol validation language was chosen as a starting point because of its closeness to C and the
fact that it was specifically designed for protocol specification and validation. In addition to the
features provided by Promela (with some restrictions), Promelat++ provides constructs for (a) the
layered specification of protocols, (b) the composition of such layers into protocol stacks using an
event-based mechanism, (c) theidentification of fast paths through programmer annotation, and (d)
the encapsulation of protocol state and message headers.

The design goa s for Promelat++ were the following:

¢ In order to support automatic verification of correctness requirements, there should be a
straightforward translation from Promela++ to Promela. Thiswill allow the use of existing
tools, such as the SPIN validator [Hol91], on Promelat++ specifications.

¢ Inorder to support domain-specific optimizations, Promel at++ should have aminimal number
of domain-specific language constructs based on a clearly defined execution mode.

¢ Thesyntax of Promelat++ and itsexpressive power should be ascloseto C aspossible, without
compromising the first two goals.

The Promelat++ design is based on an execution model that is very similar to the execution model
of the Horus system [VRBG™ 95]. The following subsections first define the Promelat++ execution
model and then describe how Promelat++ directly implementsthe execution model.

3.1 Execution Moded

Conceptualy, each protocol layer is represented by a co-routine that communicates with adjacent
layers via pairs of asynchronous send and receive channels. More precisaly, the layering model
consists of the following set of components (see Figure 1):



Event: Eventsarerecords used by protocol layers to communicate with other layers. Typically, an
event contains a reference to a message that needs to be transmitted or has been received. An
event can be an input event or an output event and is associated with a direction that depends
on whether the event is moving up or down the protocol stack.

Event queue: Events are passed between layers through directional event queues. Events placed
in one end of an event queue are removed from the other end in FIFO order. Each layer
is associated with at least four event queues — one each for incoming and outgoing events
moving down the protocol stack and one each for incoming and outgoing events moving up
the protocol stack. A layer may be associated with more than one outgoing event queue
in either direction so that it can implement certain kinds of protocol functionality such as
message demultiplexing.

Protocol layer: A protocol layer implements some protocol functionality in the form of an event-
based automaton. An instance of a protocol layer consists of alocal state, some handlers for
processing events passed from adjacent layers, and utility functions that the handlers may
cal.

Protocol stack: Protocol stacks are created by composing protocol layers. A protocol stack can
be visualized as a vertica stack of protocol layers with possibly more than one layer at each
level. Adjacent protocol layers communicate through a pair of send/receive event queues.
The model aso alows non-adjacent layers to communicate directly (using event queues)
by bypassing the intermediate layers. This feature helps to make protocol stacks more
streamlined for events that an intermediate layer passes on without processing.

Application and Network: The application communicates with the topmost layer of the protocol
stack. To send a message, the application directly calls the event handler (in the topmost
layer) that is responsible for handling “message send” events. To receive a message, the
application registers a calback that is executed by the topmost layer when an incoming
message is ready to be passed to the application. Conceptualy, this corresponds to the same
event queueing mechanism that is used by other layers. However, afunction call interface
to the protocol stack (as seen by applications) was chosen as opposed to an event-based
interface so that applications need not be aware of details regarding event encapsulation and
scheduling. Furthermore, a function call interface makes it possible to compile the entire
protocol stack into alibrary that applications can link against.

Thephysical network isaccessible by the bottom layer of the protocol stack which can directly
transmit and receive messages over the network.

Scheduler: The scheduler determines the order of event processing in a protocol stack. The
scheduler must ensure that events are passed between layers in FIFO order and that any
particular layer is processing at most one up and one down event at the sametime 1. This
requires that the “up” event handlers manipulate parts of theloca state that are disjoint from
the parts manipulated by the “down” event handlers so that there are no race conditions. The
scheduler must also ensure that every event is eventually processed.

The model allows concurrent processing of one up and one down event so that certain window-based flow control
layers may receive acks when they find afilled send window while trying to send a message.



3.2 Promelat++: the Language Constructs

The Promelat++ language is very similar to C with some modifications and restrictions. In a
Promelat++ program, the control structure of a protocol layer is separated from the low-level
network access and data-manipulation routines. The control structure is specified in Promelat++
while thelow-level routines are blocks of C code embedded in the program. In essence, the control
structure represents afinite state automaton that encapsul ates the control flow in the protocol layer.
The advantage of such adesign isthree-fold:

¢ thedesign alowsthe low-level C code to be hidden from the validator which operates only
on the control structure for verifying protocol correctness,

¢ the design alows access to system resources to be smoothly integrated into a protocol
specification in Promela++ without the assistance of any external interface mechanism, and

¢ theentire program needs to be written only once, with the control structure in Promela++ and
the low-level C routines as embedded C code. The compiler then generates the appropriate
code for verification as well as execution.

321 Statesand Messages

In the Promelat++ execution model, two of the main components of a protocol layer are the state
of the protocol layer and the message header used by the protocol layer. In order to enable the
compiler to make certain domain-specific optimizations (described later), the user-defined types
used to encapsul ate states and messages can be flagged using the keywords st at e and nessage,
respectively. A layer can have at most one state type declaration. Lines 1-4 and 9-14 in Figure 2
show sampl e state and message decl arations, respectively.

3.2.2 Inter-layer Communication and Layer Composition

Promelat++ provides language constructs that directly implement the event-based inter-layer com-
munication model describedin Section 3.1. Anevent typein Promelat+ isaparameterized typethat
islabelled with adirection that iseither up or down and aquadlifier that is either input or output. The
keywords up, down, i nput and out put are used to denote these labels. Every input event type
must be associated with exactly one event handler that isinvoked when theinput events of thistype
arereceived. When two layers are composed, the input events of one layer are linked to the output
events of the other and vice-versa. Note that “down” input events can only be linked to “down”
output events and the same holds for “up” events. For inter-layer communication, a protocol layer
emits an output event that is linked to the appropriate input event of an adjacent layer 2. Lines 7-8
in Figure 2 show sample event type declarationswhile lines 17-35 show a handler declaration. The
layersf | ow.cont rol and net wor k in Figure 2 can be composed by linking the output event
push of thef | ow.cont r ol layer with theinput event mesg of the net wor k layer asfollows:

2The output event could be linked to an input event of a non-adjacent layer in case intermediate layers have been
bypassed.
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nmessage UAM nsg { /* message type declaration */
UAM short am

}s

layer flow control; /* layer declaration */

/* event type declarations */

input down req (int dest, handler_t handler, |ong arg0);

out put down push (int dest, l|locative UAM nmsg nesg, int |ength);

state UAMctrl { /* state type declaration */
char Wi n, /* wi ndow size */
char nbn, /* max buffer nunber (for req and rep) */
char hi gh, /* wi ndow hi gh bound */
b
UAM ctrl uamctrl [ MAX_PRCCS] ; /* local state */
handl er uamrequest handl es req
{
locative UAMctrl ctrl;
| ocati ve UAM nsg nsgQ;
char diff;
ctrl = &amctrl[dest]; /* get pointer to local state */
neg = &ctrl->req_buf[ctrl->high & ctrl->nbn]; /* ptr to nsg to be sent
diff = ctrl->high - ctrl->low
if
/* if window not full, go ahead, otherwi se wait for acks */
((diff <0 ? diff + 128 : diff) !=ctrl->win LIKELY) => skip
el se => uamwait (dest)
fi;
/* construct message */
emt push (dest, nsg, 16); /* pass event to next |ayer */
ctrl->high = (ctrl->high + 1) & 127 /* update state */
}

| ayer network;
i nput down mesg (int dest, locative UAM nmsg nsg, int |ength);
handl er push handl es nesg

{
/* send on to network */
e} /* enbedded C code */
int sockfd = | ookup_socket (dest); /* |ookup socket */
/* send using UDP */
send (sockfd, (char *)nsg, sizeof (UAMnsg), 0);
1C
/* update state, etc */
}

Figure 2: Sample layerswritten in Promelat++




flow.control (push) = network (nesg);

The composition is checked by the compiler which verifies that the types of the parameters used
by the two events match. The handler for mesg isinvoked when the output event push is emitted
(line 33).

3.2.3 Locatives

A characteristic feature of C isthe interchangeability of arrays and pointers. C programmers often
use pointersto convert array indexing arithmetic to simpler pointer dereferences. Theresulting code
isusually faster because the addresses of frequently referenced memory |ocations do not need to be
recalcul ated every timethey are accessed. While some C compilerstry to eliminate such redundant
address computations even when pointers are not used, this optimization is often hampered due
to potentia aliasing problems when the compiler tries to statically compute the frequently used
addresses in order to cache them in registers. Hence, a judicious use of pointers can often lead to
significant performance improvements.

Promela does not alow pointers in the language because pointer aliasing can make the task of
verification intractable. Locatives in Promelat+ provide the address caching functionality of
pointers in conventional languages, yet are sufficiently restricted so that they can be diminated
entirely at the time of trandation to Promela. The Promeat+ to Promela translator converts all
uses of alocative into references to the array element whose address is stored in the locative. In
order to make this task simpler for the compiler, the set of allowable operations on locatives has
been restricted in the following manner:

¢ Locatives may only beinitialized and read (i.e., they cannot be updated).
¢ Locatives must beinitialized before they are dereferenced.
¢ Locatives cannot beinitialized in any arm of a conditional.

¢ Locativespassed asformal argumentsto afunction must beinitialized and cannot be modified
in the function body.

Locatives are declared using the keyword | ocat i ve and are assigned and dereferenced exactly
as pointersin C. The declaration of locatives is shown in lines 19-20 in Figure 2 and lines 23-25
demonstrate the use of locativesto cache addresses of array elements.

3.24 I|dentification of Fast Paths and Embedded C Code

Promelat++ alows programmers to annotate conditionals to indicate which clause contains the
commonly executed case and thus should be on the “fast path”. Figure 2 shows how the annotations
are used. The annotation ‘LI KELY’ in line 28 indicates that the condition is true most of the time
(thiscorrespondsto the send window not being full in the active message protocol) and the compiler
should optimizefor this case. If the annotationwere ‘UNLI KELY’, it would have indicated that the
‘el se’ case is more frequent and should be optimized. Promelat++ also allows programmers to
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embed C code in the Promelat++ specification so that low-level system calls can be integrated into
aPromelat++ program. In Figure 2, the portion of the code enclosed between ‘C{’ and ‘ } C inlines
41-46 (where the message is sent out using the send system call) istreated as opague C code and
passed on to the C compiler without processing.

3.3 Verification

The standard Promela distribution [Hol91] includes a verifier called SPIN that does a depth first
search of the protocol state space to check for violations of programmer specified safety properties.
To use this verifier, the programmer writes a protocol specification in Promelat++ aong with the
safety properties that need to be checked. The safety properties are specified exactly asthey arein
Promela. The Promelat++ compiler can now be used to generate Promela code from the Promel a++
specification and the Promela code can be fed to the verifier.

While this approach does not guarantee program correctness, major logical errors in the protocol
specification can be detected if a suitably crafted set of safety properties are used for checking
the program. For any realistic protocol, the Promela verifier is unable to do an exhaustive search
of the entire protocol state space because it is too large and typically, multiple controlled runs of
the verifier on digjoint portions of the state space are used to make reasonably accurate assertions
regarding protocol correctness.

4 Promelat++ to C Compilation

Thetrandslation from Promel a++ to unoptimized C codeisfairly straightforward. Theevent handlers
for each layer constitute a co-routine that asynchronously processes events. The structure of the
generated code is shown in Figure 3. Lines 1617 correspond to an event emission. This code
segment marshallsappropriate argumentsinto an event and enqueuesit. Thescheduler (calledinline
20) servicesthe event queuesin round-robin fashion. When it finds anon-empty queue, it dequeues
an event off the queue, unmarshalls the arguments and calls the right handler. The scheduler and
event management routines are implemented as a protocol-independent runtime library.

4.1 Optimizations

The current version of the Promelat++ compiler implements two simple optimizations — first, it
converts the event emissions necessary for inter-layer communicationinto procedure callswherever
possible and second, it inlines procedure calls aong the programmer-annotated fast paths (as in
[MPBO96]). Converting event emissionsto simple procedure calls of the appropriate event handler
reduces the layering overheads significantly: the costs of allocating, enqueueing and degueueing
events as well as running the scheduler are now replaced by the cost of a procedure call. For
example, the event alocation, enqueueing and scheduling in the unoptimized code segment in
Figure 3 are replaced by acall to the handler for the push event (line 42).

Inlining along fast paths further reduces layering costs by eliminating procedure call overheads and
generating C code that enables further optimizations by the C compiler. These extra optimizations
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/* handl er code in pronelat+ */
handl er uam request handles req

{

/* do stuff */

/* emt event */
emt push (dest, handler, arg0)

/* generated unoptinized code */

voi d uam request

{

Event *ev;
[* do stuff */

/* allocate event, marshall argunents, and enqueue the event */

ev = __allocate_event (dest, handler, arg0)
__enqg_event (ev, network_down_event _queue);

/* run the scheduler */
__scheduler ();

/* schedul er code */
void _ schedul er (void)

{

Event *ev;

/* find the next non-enpty queue */

while (__is_enpty (current_queue)) {
current_queue = next (current_queue);

}

(int dest, handler_t handler, |ong arg0)

/* dequeue entry, unnarshall argunents and schedul e event */

ev = __dequeue (current_queue);
__call _event _handl er (ev);

/* generated optimzed code */
void uamrequest (int dest, handler_t handler, |ong arg0)

{

Event *ev;
/[* do stuff */

if (__is_enpty_and_unl ocked_queue (network_down_event _queue)) {

/* call handler for event ‘push’ directly */

network_push (int dest, handler_t handler
} else {
/* allocate event, run scheduler, etc */

Figure 3: Compiler generated code

| ong arg0);

10



are made possible since inlining allows the C compiler (e.g., gcc) to optimize across function
boundaries using standard techniques such as copy propagation and constant folding.

In order to convert event emissionsinto procedure cals, the Promelat++ compiler needs to ensure
that the scheduling constraints are not violated. Thisinvolves guaranteeing that:

¢ aprotocol layer does not process more than one up and one down event concurrently,

¢ the environment in which an event handler executes isidentical in both the optimized and
unoptimized cases, and

¢ events are processed in the order in which they are generated (i.e. in the order in which they
are generated in the origina program without optimizations).

Thefirst requirement is satisfied by using alock-based mechanism. Every event queueis associated
withalock. The compiler generates code that setsthislock whenever an event popped off the queue
isscheduled and resetsit in the last statement of the event handler. The generated code now verifies
that the appropriate event queue lock isnot set and only then calls the event handler as a procedure.
Otherwise, the event is enqueued as in the unoptimized case.

The last two requirements necessitate some more anaysis. The compiler makes a pass over the
entire program and marks event emissions as candidates for conversion to procedure cals if they
satisfy the following conditions:

1. the event emission isin the body of a handler, and

2. the event emission is the last statement in the handler body, or is followed only by state
updates.

In the unoptimized case, the emitted event’s handler executes after the handler that emits the event
has completed execution. In the optimized case (where event emissions are converted to procedure
calls), this condition may not hold. However, the second condition ensures that the environment
in which the event handler for the emitted event executes is identical in both cases (the second
reguirement) since state updates are loca to a layer. Thus, the two versions of the protocol are
functionally identical. The last requirement is satisfied because the event emission in question is
not followed by any other event emissions.

Note that the first condition requires that the event emission be in the body of a handler for the
optimizationsto be applied. This can often be restrictive since in many cases, functions called by
a handler may emit events. The compiler does apply the same optimization in this case but the
corresponding analysisis more complex and has not been described here.

Inlining procedure calls on the fast path is straightforward except that alpha-conversion cannot be
performed for variables|ocal to the body of the procedure. Thisis because the procedure body may
have opague C code that has references to these variables. The compiler smply creates anew block
for the procedure body that contains all the local declarations.

Some more aggressi ve optimi zationsthat include outlining and del ayed state updates| ook promising
but have not yet been implemented. Outlining [MPBQO96] is a technique that improves instruction
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| Optimization | None [-O fcall |-Oinline | Hand-coded |
Latency (in p:sec) 176.2 78.8 78.2 77.9
Instruction count (recv) || 242 117 112 100

Table 1: Performance of Active Messages

cache performance by compacting the fast path code in one contiguous memory region and moving
the infrequently used cases to other regions. Thus, inlining aong fast paths and outlining of
UNLI KELY code fragments results in more efficient placement of code in memory and lower
overheads along the fast paths. Delayed state updates [HvRB96] improve communication latency
by delaying state updates until after the control has been passed to the next protocol layer on the
fast path. Thisresultsin better overlap of communication with computation and reduces end-to-end
message latency. The language constructs of Promela++, including explicit state and event types
and programmer-identified fast paths were designed with these optimizationsin mind.

5 Implementing Active M essages

The Active Messages communication library has been successfully implemented in Promelat++.
The Active Messages library is a low-latency communication package for SPMD programs. The
computation model for Active Messages assumes that all the communicating processes have iden-
tical address spaces. Each active message consists of a handler address and some words of data.
On message receipt, the handler extracts the message from the network and incorporatesit into the
ongoing computation. The Active Messages library supports transmission of small messages as
well as bulk transfer of data and has been implemented on MPPs (e.g., CM-5 [VECGS92], SP-2
[CCHVE96], Meiko CS-2 [SS95]) and workstation clusters [VEBBV95].

The Active Messages implementation in Promela++ consists of two layers — aflow-control layer
that implements a window-based go-back-N retransmission scheme and a network layer that com-
municates directly with the physical network. The microbenchmark that was used measured the
round-trip latency for sending a 16 byte active message with ahandler that echoes the message. The
Promel at++ implementation of Active Messages was compiled with two different optimizationsand
tested against a hand-coded C version. The first optimization (- O f cal | ) converts event emis-
sions into procedure calls wherever possible and the second optimization (- O i nl i ne) inlines
procedure callsalong LI KELY pathsin addition to the first optimization. The compiled as well as
the handcoded C versionswere all compiled using the - G2 optimization for thegcc compiler. The
benchmark platform consisted of two 60 Mhz Sparc-20 workstations with Fore SBA-200 network
interface cards running the U-Net firmware and connected to a Fore Systems A SX-200 switch with
140Mbit/sec ATM links.

Table 1 showsthe round-trip | atencies and number of instructionsal ong thefast pathsfor each of the
implementationsdescribed above. The instruction counts are approximate since they were counted
by hand and do not include instruction counts for calls to C library functions such as bcopy. It
is clear that there is asignificant improvement in latency (and reduction in number of instructions
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executed) for thefirst optimization (- O f cal | ). Thiscan be attributed to the savingsin replacing
enqueueing, dequeueing and scheduling of events by procedure calls. A comparison with the
hand-coded C implementation showsthat the optimized versions of the Promelat++ implementation
perform as well as the hand-coded version.

Note that the performance improvement when procedure calls along the LI KELY paths areinlined
isnegligible. Thisis primarily due to two reasons: first, the latency microbenchmarks were run on
Sparc-20s which use register windows in hardware and consequently have very low procedure call
overheads. Second, the Active Messages implementation is rather simple and uses few procedure
calls. Asaresult, the only procedure callsthat get inlined are callsto event handlers. In such cases,
there is very little overlap between the sets of variables used by the caller and the callee. Thus,
the C compiler is unableto further optimize the code using copy propagation and constant folding
techniques. The improvement in performance from the- O i nl i ne optimization should be more
significant for complex protocols that have some procedure calls (as opposed to event emissions
only) intheLI KELY paths.

The Active Messages implementation was aso validated against certain simple assertions. The
Promelat++ to Promela compiler generates about 800 lines of Promela code. The verification was
done using the SPIN validator [Hol91] that did a controlled depth-first search of the state space
upto a depth of 200,000 nodes and checked about 2 million states for errors. A more exhaustive
validation is planned to check for deadlocks and other complex errors.

6 Conclusions and Future Work

Promelat+ is a new language that facilitates the development of correct, modular and efficient
protocol code. It alows the same source code to be used for verification and efficient code
generation. The control flow in the protocol stack is extracted from the Promel a++ specification by
a converter and fed to the SPIN validator as a regular Promela specification for verification. The
code generation process uses aset of optimizationsbased on special Promelat+ language constructs
and produces efficient C code. The similarity between C and Promelat++ makes it easy to write
protocol specificationsin Promelat++. Finaly, afull implementation of the Active Messages|ibrary
in Promelat++ shows performance comparabl e to that of a hand-coded version.

Experience with Promelat++ has revealed two major deficiencies, both of which stem from lack of
appropriatelanguage supportin Promela. First, Promelat++ doesnot haveexplicit memory allocation
primitives(e.g. mal | oc() ). Asaresult, messageallocation and freeing often become cumbersome
because programmers must now explicitly implement some form of memory management such as
pre-allocating a large chunk of memory out of which messages are allocated at runtime.

Second, Promelat+ does not have any support for timers. The only timer related construct in
Promelat+ (and Promela) isthet i meout construct which causes an associated “timeout” action
to be executed when al other possible actions in the system are blocked. A timeout construct that
allows the programmer to specify timeoutsin real-timeis necessary for a number of protocols such
asTCP.

Future work on Promelat+ will implement some more aggressive optimizations such as delayed
stateupdates. Inlining procedure callsalong thefast path often resultsin code size expl osion because
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the codeinthe UNLI KELY branches of the called procedure getsinlined too. Idedly, only the code
in the LI KELY branches of the caled procedures should be inlined. Further compiler analysis
is required to make this possible. More complex protocols such as the Horus communication
system [VRBG™ 95] are being written, verified and evaluated using Promela++. Finally, profiling
information instead of programmer annotations should be used to identify L1 KELY paths.
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