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Improving Hit Ratio and Hybrid Branch Prediction Performance
with Victim BTB

Young-Sang Joo' - Kyung-San Cho'!

ABSTRACT

In order to improve the branch prediction accuracy and to reduce the BTB miss rate, this paper proposes a two-level
BTB structure that adds small-sized victim BTB to the conventional BTB. With small cost, two-level BTB can reduce
the BTB miss rate as well as improve the prediction accuracy of the hybrid branch prediction strategy which combines
dynamic prediction and static prediction.

Through the trace-driven simulation of four benchmark programs, the performance improvement by the proposed
two-level BTB structure is analysed and validated. Our proposed BTB structure can improve the BTB miss rate by
265% and the misprediction rate by 26.75%.

1.4 B g Aol FPolds z2d Br] "o, Bxd By

HqHo], I £7] W, ¥5 32 Feo| Jded, 2

o]zl LM 4 4Y 5§L AARs) A 3= gl A8 £7] W3e] AAEHE 24 £

£ A3 Ao YHyolso] o 2 s wed. A Hegol7t solxalRle A% At 713 2 €9
"1l

o] =B o o 2u] A L] =9 o o] = X

* o ;fﬂﬁfﬁmga‘_&?;ﬂi ATHAR ol Zelql EZ MMl HAoI7l WEel A

34 @adsa ANEAR wr (IF), 339 HH(DE), LHA= HX(OF), AH(EX)
AF 1998 49 219, AR 119989 84 49




o #42 439dca 7HY3d, 23 £7) JHole
Ay AR £7182 95F L + genz £
717k 2 ASde B71 A Aldelay)o] 2L
gy £ WEE v d&dte 27 53 g3
&z AR 8 £ U™, o] & ¥ AdE &
o 4 Uk

EF, £ 2ot B2 438 A £7)
g 53 gdoly FAE ¥R R, EF Fivl
detd g7 molZele] FAHE X do] BAH
. olg} Z& ®7] AAE syl A, £7] BH
oje] FAo BIVY £ FA(EE EF HHNE
A3te WHe BTB(Branch Target Buffer)& AM4
so £7] 3 93l nje AXNE + UvH2]
£7] o2& d3y oA olHd AAYs] AdM=
7] B v dF3se 719 E A, &
7] 9% A% (Branch Prediction Strategy)eiz} 3tch.
7] & Mk HA o) 3(static prediction)T ¥
Z(dynamic prediction)s] T 7}x ¥Wyoz TAE
ot AH e TE B7] g did 3 £
H(taken) £t 27154 %S(not taken)22 o33}
o, 54 diF& £7] 4yl #A £7] 4% 715
(history)& AH&ste] #A 7] #de] wet F3o
78 A oFgt}

7t 4% e AL oldEy] A8 x2d ¥
Yalolge 4L FAY Wart dd. =4 £71 9
golal By EAE ¥ HEs EVHE BE
(pribrN2 EAAY, SR o9 7] Hdo] T
Ase MEZ BAMse dglol AoH3l4L

£ Mr dT R

(E 1) 87| H2i0je 27| &8l o2 2R
(Table 1> Percentage of each branch class

pribr) | 0% 0% | 90%
WA w2 ~10% |~ 90% [~100%
SPECint92 2% | UM% | 4%
SPECint3% B% | 4% | 38%

<E 1> SPEC WAvia Tzl 43 A
Z £7] W3olrt #rlse $8d g 2EE BY
F1, <k > #Ad 717 +498 ALY Dol
nteh £7] W¥Eolg EFE el [4] A€ Heol7) 2

vicim BTBE &3t SIEE /WMt ZEX2 &8 £7] 0IF 2677

ge gue BE7EE 12 E7HR 488 022 #
A% o #3A B7) 7|20 1010103 go] EV|H, B
7152 ¢gol vEEHE Y2 Yelde FA$E 9n
Lig=d

(B 2 87| e Wi vz
(Table 2> Frequency of branch patterns

£7] fg ol Gy e
1 50%
2 4%
3 2%
4 4%
a 96 o4 40%

de] FES EAMS mY, gEE BIIHAHIIO~
1009) E7152) ¢=(09%~10%) 383 7] (strongly
biased branch)7} HA £71 WHole] 60% oldelH,
qE dol UFA £7] 715e] 1111 E& 00003 2o,
A B7HAY 2= £75HA g 990 201 9
Holol wl&L 50% UL & F Ut ol U
7] 9 ELS HA 4F dAFE FHEsE Aol o
2 A8/t A4

a3y opHE B7)(weakly biased branch)! 7%
A 42 AgucE §3 7] dF de] v
S Y E 48 7 Utk "N, @714 £7] Jd
2 Agog AAY £7] WHolg o UY ¥V I
olgd 5 AYs d43g& AL Bilsdt

£ dyM= BTBY 3E && ¥o|7] 1 2-¢

" A BTBE Astz, 2 87 ol 54 uie}

713 AP A3 PHg ddild o3 AYE =
ol 71&9 Y &7 dF AF4BlE]E 2-¢A
BTB% #4 Algdtd o) 52 o3 A¥EE d&
F Q1&g A EHo| A4S T B

29 F4e gg3 24 2 FAMe 7EY
BTB 729 53 4% Az 9 3¢ 27 4F 4
£2 49352, 3 FoME= BTB w2&& M7
9% 2-94 BTB 728 A¢s, 4 FollMs 2 o
FoAM At 1Yo FF L 2Nl AHSE X
nl2 Z2aPse] E4E 2k, MY FR A
& B4&, 5 BdME 2-¢A BTBY 58 27



2678 BRFEMEEF =BX MSA H10z=(98.10)

A2 HFo o4& YT e 9L $43m,
6 Aol Adgog nlFar}

2. @ AT(BTB X BEg ¥ &Y 7E
A7)

BTBE 2¥ 13 Zo| W39 F4A3 Az,
£7] W9gole Fiso 279 83 Fa(EE 53 o
q) 1281 4% "=z FAEU1] 44 d=d:
Zt B7] W3l By RE d3s:d 48y A
B7 AREn, 1 WgLe o3 wyd ual g2
F8" 4 Uk {3 BTBAA 42 =g #3
o Wxg AFse PRI} ARHY  oE
BPT{Branch Prediction Table)olg} #t}l. BPTE &y
o B2 FAYAY E= 7|2 E(History table)s} o
B H(Pattem table)2 TAE 2-94 HE(two-level
table)2 FHRCHTI

Pl A4
(Instruction Cache)

s

£7] 9F0i7t AA EE AY AN ErEe
2 J&HddE BTBAA vl27t 248 F4de &

FLE ¢ 5 W) AR, V1€ 5 FLE T
g Ade] 4% mts BTB 92&E F9)7]
$18 ZE ¥7] 93| BTBY AFse didd, =
A &7 Fyolw Agete el AHgE gl

BTB tl22 #48E Ade 720 md gy,

CHEE 12 AolE2 A led, #¥ Holxeq)

F2AME o] el ¢ AXNEZ HFo] & I%E
oA A", G BTB vi2ge] &7 AE 459
8% ake ¥ AdFM4ME victim cache® ¥§
& 2-¢A BTB 722 BTB v|2&8 /H43te 9wy
£ A

BTBS #A £71 dZof F2 ALEHE 53 4%
AL o&d AlgsHE ARE AFsn o1 AHY§
E e wa), 2-8HlE 279 T 7}&E(satura-

394
=, —T—————» £7] d3 23 33 42 g=
A F (E:‘T z2) -
(28l 1) BTB =
(Fig. 1) Branch Target Buffer
BTB
— ¥ F4L | B FL |
HE R
At J1eH
00......00
7158 00.....01 Brlgeoz
: o &
oy .. . 1o |—slit.20] 11
11.....11

(28 2) 2-oh ol&o| =
(Fig. 2) Two-level Predictor



ting counter)& AH&dt: A& 7|2Ho HuEs
TFAE 2-94 A7) (predictor) & Al R8s Hgoz
4z 5 Atk JILHE AMgste Aede 27 99
o7} 42 E7|HW 71¥H gL F/A7 2 BrH
A ¥oW FHEE FE BAAAY, ALY o] A
A @ ool #7|2 a¥x gow ¥ ¢He
2 &gt 2-9A &7oA JiExE 27 9¥
ojge £7] 7IE& A, AUEE EZF 27|
718E Ze ¥7] B BA B HYL o)gs
o £71E o3¢,

a9 2& 2-9A d379 PRE B Aot 7]
EFE &7 718 HAZE dA2AHE FEHY, AW
F el 7 352 A9 sleHE 249 g
B #A 27] A o) Qdx == AeE g2
9 7hEH gol AHE g ojdelad Erges o2
gt 2-2A4 d3&7]9 FE Al 71289 HEEI}
Z} £71 9ol g FHHE HA4E A9 42
(Global Prediction)el@} &1, 7] @2 fAse 3
& AY dZE(Local £+ Private Prediction)e}g} #
7] 29 2& Ay /IS E HY AUEE 2= 3
-ojc},

2-9A A& BN 71EE Fr RS} oY
7] BEAE 3 FRAES Afel, 2 A o9

Victim BTBE 3% SIEZ /WM TE8XL S8 27| 0= 2679

7] o7} shte) AUEE ojBY 4 od, o
24 (interference)ol g} @t} AL M2 ta &
7} 9W8k(majority direction)& 2= T 7le) &7 o
7t Y% AVES FEoz uyY He AL
zo] AMalE: F8 2900 WrH3].

7 27 93ols SAol @} g AP o=
PHE Hedstel 2 YL Fold: EHoz )
By 5% ¥4 A2 wye AH o2 A%y 2 A
oldel B3 & AL AP Yol BAsE
A¢ ANY £ Yo 48 =W AW 42wy
(filtering) % 5.5 27 9aolgo] sue] sl2ue
FHate A A2 Byi(gshare) L Z 27 FHol
7} Mg 71288 #E Y 63 9E(pshare) e
A, A ol 19 Er] WA Ee PHo=m
dasta, 2 o9 £7) WANE MEr)(selector) S
B8 49 o2 2: A9 42 By F Uz o=
2rH4),

Tty B 27 d2L Afsis gERe )&
dFE HE7E AHgsd Z 2] waEolo] ta A
X 42, A9 d2 2 AY 42 Py FoN g
HAY 42 7¥e Hdsis Wgo] F2 Agdd.
a2y Adr) Aol U 27} vlgo] Wesm, A
o o2 Wye 7 27 dold g@ ¥Ee HuE
ARs7] g ¥uHoz e ugol 7L

e @

2 o A dpy Ao

j= = WA [ F }»{DE »[OF —»EX

t BTB1(7]&¢| BTB)

Bdol 72 H—>lg 32 (2432 |94 43 u=

3 437)

| BTB2(yictin BTB)

b= - - > (g7 72 |34 pa

S

(38 3) 2-cH BTB #+=
(Fig. 3) Two-level BTB




2680 SR EH2IRE =2 KSH M102(98.10)

Ao 42 wge MY o] 2~49 ¥7] HAIEE
AZsted FEAAT, <E Do 0B ©A
10%9] EHHS ¢ 5 Atk

3. Victim BTB = % #9 %4

B7) d&g Agsts HolZeggl T2 A= BTB
A mart gAY HE Ade] wAJt waA %
ojzgele 4%& FAAF7] A= BTBe 7l
€8 Eolt 3o 439 HFEEE o= WF F8L
stk AA T2 AN THANE e 379 BTB
7} AHEEY] g & mlago] LAEe, Holxel
A9 A% H3E 2dA¥ 5 A gt FL 27|
9] BTBAIA t]28 8 Y = UEE, A4 vz
o8} JouppiZt ALYE victim cachest FAHRE victim
BTBE A48t 2-¢4 BTBE Alet&oH10]. Jouppi
= A AM4Hdirect-mapped) M4 1~5719] entryE
49 ¢4 A3 A3 (fully-associative mapped)
victim cache® ¥4 AH&3te FZE A¢sisid. o
T2 A4 vl2sh A, victim cache® FE 3
o 3|E Ade 1 $EL AR swapping ¥ F A
HAM Z2ME P3olg M melr, 1 Alo]E
9] u]x sdEjrt AT

£ A7 Agse BTB T2 dolA M@
AH Tz fAEA 29 3% Zo] 7R R

A BTB1& 71Z2] BTB(2-way £ 4-way A 48
), ¥ AR @4 BTB2E 2L & £(F4 M)
o] ¢4 A% victim BTB2 T4 ¥t} victim cacheol
A MHAZ swapping & F ZZAHMEZ W07l HH
Hol 2= #HdeE Qolrl s, Ag FRAA
= 2% 49 #o] BTB13 BTB2 Alol8] swapping
A gtrh $7] Weolo #A Ao Wy A<}
SAle)l BTB1# BTB2¢| 323, BTBIAA 3JE
Al BTBL1Y 313 53 $4E 32383, BTBI]
n~83 BTB27F 3E Aol BTB2AA £3 F&
£ ot} BTBI# BTB2oA 2% n|29 He:e 7)
&9 BTBolAst Zol & 3Eo| replacement Aol
o8 2AHD A2 HAE 2L BTBl A3
23y 7129 BTBAAME RAHE 33=2o] walxe
vido] Ay FRoME o] H2o| BTB2 AFH
¥ BTB29 & #%ol LRU replacement A dol 93]
L=

T AAMAAN FRHE BTBE 2717} H1 direct
&= 2-way set associative WA o2 FHEHEE, A
2 og 9Ho|rl & FEoz wiPHE conflict
miss7} $AE %Eo] vl Wt BTB miss& ol
7} 95t BTB 271 & F7MA171A Y set associativity
AEE /N7 BYe AHEE 5 gk ey 9
A WyEL 1 48E 87nz E dFdA At
& victin BTBE 43 Z2A4A T8 48 ¢ ¢
EE H& H g2 conflict missE ¢1% BTB vi~&

271939 >(/ Yo [ BTBIAA 84
__________________________________ >
P pigsi FIEIeN
NO
_______________ ,@ - ves BTB2 A4 %3
- AR F2 AN

BTBlolA ®Ald 35& BTB2¢l A3,
BTB1& A2$ FEoz ANgc)

(3% 4) 2-CTA BTBY ¥T2EF
(Fig. 4) Algorithm of Two-level BTB



29 7 ivke FAel Aok AL 7= v2E )
A =gt 71& BTBS] vl &oin] 7Ad A=E 4%l
A EAEHD, 33 4% AdF¥E AHgse Y &7
4 HFe Yoo ¥ ¥ 5FA £4€)

4 Seivst o HtTx9 4SE

E dFoME Atd 2o ol 9¢ BTB "~
& 2 dF AUEE A3 A trace-driven A
By olde Y3

NEHol o) A28 UH ARE SUNAOIH AF
8% shade® AR3}o] trace 315l shadel SPARC
v83 SPARC voolAl 485 ¥7] Baolo] #a 4

victm BTBE 8% SIE8 MM 28X &8 27| 0I= 2681

Ad FZ: Sundm
+8& T2 Sparc
#Ad ¥ A: SunOS 55.1

FAARste 448 A Al WAtz 2oy
€ Colorado AAM}# o)A C ¢lel2 24§ benchmark
X239 ¥ espresso, gs, make, p2cE AH&3HT
Zt gixvlae 2P S 53 EHL <& D
7} 2t}

ANEHoIAL 4 &4 Z2aPd ) 3 23
B7] d#go] FolA 1000 SARE AHEse, o 7
%9 BTBol ¥ vl2g3 opdst % AEE9 o
% JEEE AR FHSAh

HE tracedti A|BHOE & & & C libraryE A

TEBIOL & AFoNME shaded] o8] FTES <E %= 7|&¢ BTB% Aidtd 2-9A BTBS vl

AgEle By gde] FA B 23 i By o 2&& v Asjolr) 7|&e BTB 724 BTB
% 22 FZIEE trace TZPL FA3YL. F A71E 2 w2 F7HAIY espressox 48.3%, gse
Y55 shadeE $43 trace T2 1¥7 benchmark 430%, make: 456%, p2c 20.3%9 H|&E v|2g

Z2aYPEd ded 48 #3L F FAA o] 7}A¥h F, BTB Z71& 2 W2 S/ A%

(B 3) ARRE HIXol3 =273
(Table 3> Benchmark programs

W x|op3 3L = = zq ~ 7 27

239 Z2aP 54 3% Byl ¢ 3o} H&

espresso PLA =8 #¥3} mip4 85,539,946 15.3%

2E 23JE - o
ge | TEESIUE AT QAN A} | e | 21865158 140%
A4 4
make GNU make Z219 perl 79,996,383 16.4%
plc GAZE C2 AP mf 406,976,984 20.0%
(E 4 7|&<2| BTB%} 2-CiA| BTBS| BTB O|A#&
{Table 4> Misprediction rate of BTB and two-level BTB
2-way set associative 4-way set associative
BTB19] 27} 256 512 1K 256 512 1K

eSDresso 1-¢4 BTB 9.8% 54% 26% 76% 45% 20%
pres 2-%7 BTB 60% | 36% 16% 58% | 33% 13%
. 1-¢4 BTB 38.5% 25.1% 13.4% 35.5% 25.6% 9.6%
& 2-¢A BTB 31.2% 21.5% 9.4% 31.1% 21.9% 52%
make 1-¢4 BTB 11.9% 10.3% 1.8% 4.6% 3.1% 1.4%
2-¢4 BTB 3.6% 2.6% 1.3% 3.4% 2.5% 0.8%
% 1-24 BTB 25.1% 17.71% 12.2% 19.6% 15.1% 10.1%
p 2-g4 BTB 229% 16.8% 10.6% 19.4% 14.5% 9.0%




2682 SInFEX2IBB =X H5H M10Z(98.10)

P 41.2% v =&e°] AHAEE ¢ F U

a4y BTB19 7] W3 glo] @A 20 &8 27|
9] victim BTB2& A23H, espressot 33.0%, gs=
22.7%, ‘make-E- 43.3%, p2ct 69% wlA&o] MASHE
2, HT 265% vlAago] MAEE & F Uk F,
BTB 278 2 W2 F7HAA dojA & vjAg A9
64%E BTBe) #& =7|9 victim BTB2(25~8%9]
£HE kst dg F 3tk

gs, p2cE espresso, makest vlw3] Aoz A
TN A= e, 1 ol gs, p2cd] #AZE Hlo)
A 7t iAo s goua e A9 BTB(26O|
U 512 §8)dM= s|ELo] wj$ @y wFo|t o
2, gs EE p2kcs L Z2aPL | K PE o4
& Zte 4-way W49 BTBE AMgstE Aol nigs
3, 20709 victin BTBE 3718 2% gst 46%,
p2ece 10% AxY AH axg A £ UL ¢
T

4] EHozrRe, 2 oA AMF victim BTB
& 8% 2-94 BTBE 2ol w02 BTBY v
282 AHE £ e E&H F2YL HAF ¢
At

5. victim BTBE Alget & 88 £7]
&

AY Aozt 1] £7] BHE AY AF(EE A
o 4F) Wyez, HAY Fo] 140 £7] HFHole A
A dF ez, I e 1Y A4F WHeR 4F
3 Aol A3 A dFeN e 7] FHoist
A E A§ 71FHE 4o ALEHI gulE 4F
#goz dYde 7INsd g 4532 ¥ 5 Aok
g2h AY o] 19 £7] HHA(dA £7] Pl
FolA 50%7t olel HF)e Y AF Bt H3FH o
A o &3] 45 £ At

AA £71 gHol FoAA 10% A= HEZol
2-40 ¥71 HEos AY dF Pygo] FF 7
&9 AFNE FF £7] 452 A8 1Y 45
A d2E ZFAY = FY 453 29 € A
g d&%& Agste bR o™, A9 4% Py
< A Y £ dFe F E7] Waoluid #A
271 715¢ dx2 fAsopstn 2 £7] JHeinind
7H8 AR A3 e dAs] A8 J="9r1E A

f38of stz un|go] avdt. welA, o] FxE
HlgdolA HAEHQA Aol

Chang e filteringolele A4 d& AL A48
2, 54 g3 8 gshared WY o= L pshare
9 Ay o2& AR §F £7) A& FRE AU
4] o] FRAME AH d& Y=g 4 vE A
719 %3}t 712E ¢ 1 HE 379 W3 H E(Direc-
tion bit)Z TFAHHLH, FLEEHI} 1llle] HE H$
of Wg vE gho] 1o Rr|Ho 2 (old E7)HX
RFoz dEc o e £7] Haoj:= BPST
(Branch Predictor Selection Table)2tE M€ 7|(selec-
tor)& %3 gshare ¥+ pshare 3 32 ¢S}
BPSTOl& 2 £7] @37t Adg o2 ude o
@ HEst J1E29Y, o8 SW, BPSTY 24 &2 2
HE 37|98 7IFEE A8t 1 glo] 2 ojyeld
gshared, 2 v|¢o]H pshareE M =E Fr}, 18
1} o] TR = BTBAIA vl Al A o2& 43
e 4=(FheHS w3 vEpE B d3Ho F4,
7 B4 F4 54 #4 aAdd. d&A BTB v
280 & A¥xo] AY QgL v Ps EF3y,
BTB "2&2 Zolglt A7e #HYdA Each
3, 2ujge] Y o4F Wys Ay FHLE v
£ ellA v AE FHojr}

metd] 2 ATME gsharest [4]o1A Aetd A
A dEe d3e 5 27 42 328 B 979 3
FoA Age 2-94 BTBY Z#std H ulge
E dF AYRTE Folv TF £7] dF Wy e A
31, ol2 QF A% AM FEE EA4F

(B 5 7|22 27| o WS Horst 7xo| o)X Ml
{Table 5) Prediction accuracy of branch prediction strategies

dlZ Wy .| filtering gshare
filtering R

gshare +gshare +gshare | +filtering(BTB1)

FEEE) ESTATC | pshare | +filtering(BTB2)
espresso 9152 | 9239 | 9254 92.47
gs 9145 | 9291 | 9297 93.41
make 298 | 9798 | 979 98.03
p2c 9B29 | 9344 | 9357 B
R 9230 | 9418 | M6 94.36




Victm BTBE Z &3 SIEE WMI 88X S8 27| 0= 2683

(B 6 Z} 27| 0% WyEo| £ 2(HIR)
{Table 6> Total implementation Cost(Capacity) of branch prediction strategies

% uhy 3 4 K4
gehare 12+8K =~ 8 K bit
filtering +gshare (12+8K)+(4K+1K) ~ 13 K bit
e bare (12+8K)+ UK+ TK)+(8K+22)+(3K) = 245 K bit
fitering BT fering (BTB) (12+8K)+(4K+IK)+(20%5) =~ 131 K bit

<E 5>& WAvlz Z2IPEY A|BYo)HL ¥
3, 71E9 & WHE9 dF FHPrg ¥ AFNA
AL F(H $3)9 dF FHEE v EF Holr}
<E 68 dZe "ay Azte Ysgo| tgt 2
o] TAH & W, 24 dF HYE F v LS T
g Aojtt,
+ BTB :4-way Al 9423 wi%(1 K &)
* victim BTB : ¢4 d# 1320 ¥5)
« filtering : 4 bit 71-2¥, 1 H|E =A7]9] W3 HE
» gshare : 12 HE HY 7|28, 2 v|E FILEHR
TAHE ddR
:1 K 79 8 HE AY 7EE, 2 HE
. FHEEHZ TAHE ddE8
: 1 K 719 3 H|E 7}2E{(filtering +gshare
+pshare A%k B Q)

« pshare.

* BPST

A9 HEMT gshare®t YrA 4F WiE9
g% AYTE FYF v EoN vlmsr] gstow,
FYE HBAM FHF E7] 4F PIEY 945 3%
E7} gshare Bt} Eoie RE o]u] @&y} gii4].
£ d7dAE ol B8 £7] 45 o] v de
A 7Hd EE&AAAE 483 gshareTE AME-3
o &= Wdat H2H gshare+filteringe & 43
°) 63%(8K-->13K) 371 " A% WHE7} 2442%
(92.30-->94.18) = 11, gshare+filtering+pshare™
% 4] 206%(BK-->245K) F718 o 4% Ho=
7} 545%(92.30-->94.26) AAH L), olo) uta B o
TolA AP WY gsharefiltering® el vl

H]-& Z7H64%) 2, gshare+filtering ¥ gshare+filtering+
pshare Bt} £& 4% PFro MHU2675%)S 4
T Ak

o EHozRE AY 43 P Agsid M
977} ALSHA) ohE F271 U g HelA AgHo| R,
Y dZo] Yoy WEE BTBol £Estes FRoA
£ 2 Ay Aetd 2-¢A BTBE AHgsd 33
d% Wyog JZ=HiE ¥ gHole £} F7tH0
4= JREE A4E ¢ gleng, B A7 A
g 2-97 BTBel AA d23 A9 9432 A=
58 #71 A& F27 08 delA ERFEYSE
g & Qi

6. A8 A AT A

27 92 AEe At /&9 AFSANE
g7) 9Hole F49 Er1Y 24 Fo8 A%
15 BTBE Mgt 43 H%=9} #7 BTB
9 vxge Bo|mell Z2AMY A5 2 FPL
w2,

42 JUEE AAsy A8 B 2ASE o)
"ol me} ¥7] W0l £HAY, A Yol 19 ¥
7 WEole HA o W, 2~4= AY o3 Wy,
5olde dY dE WyolN 27 e o2 @ ¢
At oA ol %2 o A% YYEL AYa dAZe
£ B¢ 7] % A% A7HRL Yo 28y A
o o2 Pis A d3 PP ¥ A48 A
A= 2o Mdylzt Bastm, wA 10%2) #7] 9




2684 BRRMEIBE =X K5 H102(98.10)

ool 43¢ A Fvjgez FHHE AQ 45
Wy HA&Ho|th wety AY 4% Py HY
d2 wile A¥ndE AX g2 AG 4F P
& A Agse Y £7] ool a&Hel

A 4% Wy 23 4% WP s AFE Y
7] dZ oM 33 HdF wbie ¥ag 9=
E°| BTB X#5%= ol dwt#o|t}. wetA, BTBA
A vlazt BASE FH A3 wWye ey ¥=§
ol #A WAHEZ 93 FHTo] YUY "AAL
th. £ 47 BTBY t]28E Zola oF 3§
& MAE7) 93 victim cached ¥&F 2-9A
BTB +Z& Al¢talic.

fxoia Z2aYPE o) BTB "l2&2 E£4&
9, BTBY 271§ 2 Wiz F7MA7]d vAgoe) H7
412% A=, BTBlY Z7lE WIA7A &3
victim BTB2(20 7H)& F713td vl=&o] HT 265%
MAg. = 2-94 BTB: A& 37} v £(25~8%)
o2 BTB uj&&E AU F U8 4 + Ut &
g 2 AFNN ALE BYPL gsharetfiltering® A<
ul&:§ 4|4 F7M64%)E, gshare+filtering+pshare 3
gshare+filtering BT A% FF =7t FA 714(26.75%)
L21=3

E3], }& 27|9 BTBE AH8she A4l 9 5o
=gl ZaMMolAE BTB vlAgo] ¥1 ula A
2 B2 Ade] wAslez, # d7AA AQE 2-9
A BTB7} 3& 37t ujgoz Z2AA H5E 7
A F 44349 AL ¢+ Ut

<E 7Y d dyEee ZE ¥ 4Hoi7t
o 71289 HOEE FH3T, 7|2V AHHEE
Azste A9y Py A2 g 1Y 942 PYE
9 ofg Wysoltt WY GAgt 7€ GAgd
94 PN 27 F29 71 & FAHA}E B2
2 ¥AY A2Z, maked AT UIE Z2Y5
MNe w39 GAgZt A9 el HAYES 4 +
o). gehd, el BAY & gt £71 WHAES
daam Relde Mz g Wyoez Addysie A
o o& wy B AMEEW, THE AEe Aol
7bsd Aolth A9 AE&H oW WP AYL E
A7e A= £7) d29 FAEE Y + UE
SF A7 Ao

(E 7 2t Y o& wWeiEel & 22| +
(Table 7> Number of Interferences in each global
prediction strategy

gshare GAg
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