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Abstract—As process technology scales, electronic devices be-
come more susceptible to soft error induced by radiation. The
stack in the memory implements procedure calls and its behavior
under soft error has not been studied yet. To analyze the effects
of soft error on the stack behavior, we conduct a series of fault
injection experiment in the IA-32 instruction set architecture. The
injection targets are the ESP register (used as the stack pointer)
and the EBP register (used as the stack-frame base pointer).
We obtain a few important observations from the fault injection
experiment. Results show that injections on ESP lead to silent
data corruption (SDC) or benign only if the flipped ESP points
to another return address when executing the RET instruction,
otherwise most of the injections cause crash. The injected bits
of these SDC and benign cases are distributed in the particular
bits (4-7) and the reason for the distribution is given. Moreover,
flipped EBP may cause a series of infinite return operations,
which is defined as return cycle. We describe the basic mechanism
of return cycle and the essential condition for its occurrence.

I. INTRODUCTION

With aggressive shrinking of transistor dimensions, soft

error is an increasing threat to hardware reliability [1][2][3].

Conventional hardware-only solutions such as hardware re-

dundancy are no longer feasible due to power constraints

[4]. As a result, researchers have explored resilient software

to enable programs to execute on unreliable hardware. The

most general scheme is software-based instruction duplication

[5][6]. To design and deploy software-level resilience schemes,

one needs to understand the effects of hardware faults on

software and give configurable error mitigation solutions.

The execution of a program is composed of a series of

calls to procedures. Since calls affect the data flow and the

control flow, they are important to the correctness of the

program under soft errors. Calls are usually implemented by

using stack. Characterizing the stack’s behavior is necessary to

understand the effects of hardware faults on the software. The

objective of this study is to understand how the stack responds

to soft errors. To the best of our knowledge, the stack has not

been characterized in prior work.

Due to calls, the stack is divided into frames and each

stack frame contains local variables, parameters to be passed

to another procedure, and procedure linking information.

Throughout the paper we make use of the IA-32 instruction set

architecture [7]. The processor provides two pointers for stack

operations: the stack pointer and the stack-frame base pointer.

The stack pointer (contained in the ESP register) serves as an

indirect memory operand pointing to the top of the stack at

any time. The stack-frame base pointer (contained in the EBP
register) points to the bottom of the current stack frame and
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Fig. 1. A snippet of typical assembly code of a call to procedure

it is often used to reference all the procedure parameters and

local variables in the current stack frame.

In this paper, we seek to characterize the stack behaviors by

using fault injections. Since the two pointers represent the state

of the stack, their corresponding architectural registers, the

ESP register and the EBP register, are chosen as the targets of

injections. We obtain certain interesting observations by con-

cluding the results of fault injections. The major observations

include:

• Flipped ESP may lead to silent data corruption (SDC) and

benign only if the flipped ESP points to another return

address when executing RET instruction, otherwise most

of the injections lead to crash. Moreover, only faults in

the particular bits (4-7) of ESP cause SDC or benign and

we explain the bit distribution.

• Flipped EBP may cause a return cycle, meaning the

return operations of a series of procedures are repeated

indefinitely. We describe how a return cycle is produced

and give the essential condition of the occurrence of a

return cycle.

SDC occurs without any symptoms thus it is hard to detect.

While most of erroneous ESP and EBP cause crash, with this

approach we can find the particular ESP and EBP that cause

SDC. The observations provide a vulnerability profile of ESP
and EBP and identify the SDC-causing bits.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce the entire process of a call to

procedure to understand the functionality of EBP and ESP. A

snippet of typical assembly code of a call is shown in Fig.1.

We list the essential instructions in a calling operation and

explain the effects of the instructions on the stack.

Assume procedure A calls procedure B. The transfer of

invoking starts by using a CALL instruction. CALL B pushes

the return address of procedure A to the stack and loads the

starting address of procedure B in the EIP register. The return

1534978-3-9815370-8-6/17/$31.00 c©2017 IEEE



address points to the instruction where execution of procedure

A should resume following a return from procedure B.

The execution of procedure B is divided into three phas-

es, namely, initialization phase, processing phase and return

phase. The initialization phase starts by using PUSH EBP
to save old frame pointer. Then it initializes EBP and ESP
for the stack frame of procedure B. MOV EBP,ESP copies

the contents of ESP into EBP. SUB ESP,offset reserves place

for local uses. Then procedure B enters the processing phase,

which is the body of a procedure defined by the programmer.

The processing phase does not interfere with the analysis, so

it is omitted.

When the processing phase is over, the return phase starts.

EBP and ESP have to be restored to match the state of

procedure A. There are mainly two ways to restore EBP and

ESP. The first way is to use LEAVE instruction, we call it L-

way. The effect of LEAVE equals executing MOV ESP,EBP and

POP EBP. MOV ESP,EBP restores ESP and POP EBP restores

EBP. The other way is to use ADD ESP,offset and POP EBP,

we call it A-way. ADD ESP,offset frees space allocated for

procedure B and thus ESP is restored.

In the end, RET loads the return address of procedure A

and returns. EIP is set to the return address of procedure A

and procedure A resumes execution.

III. EXPERIMENTAL METHODOLOGY

The fault model we assume is a single bit flip within the

ESP register or the EBP register. We use an injection map to

guide the injection. Each entry of the injection map includes

the instruction identifier, the register identifier (ESP or EBP)

and the bit. The injection map is generated by analyzing the

trace of fault-free execution. Once an instruction is found to

access ESP or EBP, 32 entries with the instruction identifier

are inserted into the injection map. Each bit of ESP or EBP
(32bits) owns an entry to characterize the effect of bit on the

propagation. In each injection run, an entry is loaded and the

target bit of the register identifier is injected after the execution

of the instruction with the instruction identifier.

In our experiment, we employ the dynamic instrument tool

Pin for fault injection [8]. Pin is a dynamic binary instrumenta-

tion framework for the IA-32 and x86-64 instruction-set archi-

tectures that enables the creation of dynamic program analysis

tools. We inject faults after the instruction is executed and thus

the injection point is set to IPOINT AFTER. The trace of

executed instruction is recorded for further investigation. The

item of trace includes the sequence number of instructions, the

value of operands, etc. The trace files take up 35GB of disk

space in total.

The experiment is conducted on Dell Precision T1700

Workstation with Intel i7 processor running Ubuntu10.04, and

GCC of the version 4.4.3 is used for compilation.

The benchmark studied here is from the Siemens suite of

programs [9]. The Siemens program considered is schedule,

which is priority schedulers. The output is restricted to the

result that is printed to the screen.

TABLE I
PERCENTAGE OF EACH TYPE

Crash Benign SDC Hang
ESP 80.2 15.5 4.0 0.3
EBP 83.3 14.4 1.5 0.8
RET-control ESP 98.5 0.9 0.5 0.1
Non-RET-control ESP 69.9 23.7 5.9 0.5
RET-control EBP 98.3 0.2 0.1 1.4
Non-RET-control EBP 66.1 30.7 3.1 0.1

The injection result is categorized into four types [4]: (1)

benign, meaning that the program gets the right output, (2)

crash, which means the error causes the program to stop

execution, (3) hang, which means resource is exhausted but

the program still cannot finish execution, (4) SDC, which

means the program generates erroneous output. The output is

compared with that of the fault-free execution, SDC happens

if any divergence is found, thus soft computing [10] is not

considered in this paper.

The results of ESP and EBP are discussed separately in the

following two sections.

IV. THE INJECTION RESULTS OF ESP

In this section we discuss the injection results of ESP. The

percentage of each type is shown in the Table.I. The percentage

of crash reaches 80.2% and the main reason for the high rate of

crash is found by analyzing the traces. It shows that 55.5% of

injections end execution after RET instruction and cause crash,

thus the loading of return address is seldom accomplished with

an erroneous ESP. We then analyze how the loading of return

address is affected by ESP.

A. The effect of ESP

We apply data dependence graph to analyze how ESP affects

the loading of return address. The data dependence graph of

L-way restoring and A-way restoring is shown in Fig.2. The

line starting from a box with the site name denotes the value

stored in the site. Black node represents the value written to a

site and white node represents the value read from a site. The

edge denotes the dependence between nodes. The white node

depends on the value stored in the corresponding site and the

address of the site if there is one. The value of site after a write

operation depends on the black node. Moreover, the value

produced by an instruction depends on some source operands

of the instruction. We use a tuple (i, u, ◦ \ •) to represent

the node in the Fig.2, where i denotes the instruction and u
denotes the site that is read(◦) or written(•) by i. For example,

({RET}, return address, ◦) denotes the value read from

return address by RET. ({RET}, return address, ◦) depends

on ({RET}, ESP, ◦) and ({CALL B}, return address, •).
({RET}, ESP, ◦) is the address of return address and

({CALL B}, return address, •) determines the value of

return address stored on the stack.

By using the graph, we can find how

({RET}, return address, ◦) is affected by ESP
and EBP. Red lines are used to mark the
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Fig. 2. The data dependence graph corresponding to the code of a call to
procedure B

dependence path. In the A-way restoring, we can

find ({RET}, return address, ◦) depends on

({POP EBP}, ESP, •). Further, ({POP EBP}, ESP, •)
depends on ({ADD ESP, offset}, ESP, •) that writes

ESP prior to POP EBP. Tracing back like this, we find the

dependence chain begins in ({CALL B}, ESP, •).
The L-way restoring incurs a varied propa-

gation. ({RET}, return address, ◦) depends on

({LEAV E}, ESP, •). ({LEAV E}, ESP, •) then depends

on ({LEAV E}, EBP, ◦) since the LEAVE instruction copies

the content of EBP to ESP. EBP dominates the propagation

until the node of ({MOV EBP,ESP}, ESP, ◦).
To conclude, in A-way restoring,

({RET}, return address, ◦) depends on ESP only, and in

L-way restoring, ({RET}, return address, ◦) is affected by

both ESP and EBP. ESP affects ({RET}, return address, ◦)
during the execution from CALL B to MOV EBP,ESP and from

LEAVE to RET. EBP affects ({RET}, return address, ◦)
during the execution from MOV EBP,ESP to LEAVE.

To characterize the effect on return address, we categorize

ESP into two portions, RET-control and non-RET-control,

based on whether it affects ({RET}, return address, ◦). The

categorized results are shown in Table.I. The injection results

reveal that most injections on RET-control ESP lead to crash,

and the ratio of crash (98.5%) is much higher than that of

injections on non-RET-control ESP (69.9%). It can be inferred

that the high rate of crash is due to the dysfunction of locating

return address for called procedure.

B. Source of SDC and benign

We further analyze the portion of RET-control ESP and try

to explain the SDC and benign cases. r′ is used to represent

the return address read by RET. We categorize the injection

cases into following types based on r′.
• The execution never reaches RET of the injected proce-

dure. 51.0% of the results belong to the category and all

of them lead to crash.

• r′ is not allocated. 33.9% of the results belong to the

category and all of them cause segmentation errors.

• r′ points to a non-executable address. 4.5% of the results

falls in the category and all of them belong to crash.

• r′ points to an executable address, we further divide the

cases based on whether r′ is a pushed return address.

When r′ is not a return address, r′ can be an

intermediate variable allocated by the compiler and all

of the results belong to crash.

When r′ is a return address, the results show that

SDC takes up 17.7% and benign takes up 29.7%, thus

we obtain a observation.

Observation 1: The results of injecting RET-control ESP
show it leads to benign or SDC only if r′ is a return address.

We then explain the observation. First of all, if neither ESP
nor EBP matches the stack frame of the running procedure,

it can easily break the stack and cause crash. Common

operations of a procedure like reading a local variable or

returning always need to access the stack by using EBP or

ESP. Using an unmatched EBP to access local variables can

easily cause segmentation error. Besides, an improper return

address will be obtained due to a pair of unmatched ESP
and EBP (no matter the procedure applies A-way or L-way

restoring), then it is very likely to cause crash.

A return address lies at the bottom of a stack frame and

next to the top of another stack frame. If ESP doesn’t points

to a return address when executing RET, then after RET, ESP
is incremented and it should not point to top of stack frame of

any procedures. Moreover, when executing POP EBP, the top-

of-stack value can be any variable, thus it can be considered

that EBP is set to a random value. Neither EBP nor ESP
matches the stack of the running procedure after RET, as we

discussed before, it can easily cause crash.

We take an example to show how SDC or benign is caused,

which is shown in Fig.3. We assume that there are four pro-

cedures, procedure A, B, C, D. Procedure A called procedure

B, procedure B called procedure C and procedure C called

procedure D. The procedure D finished the execution and

returned, and the procedure C is running now. The procedure C

will read the return address in [ESP] to return to procedure B.

The another two legal return addresses on the stack are marked

with ESP′ and ESP′′. [ESP′] stores the return address of

procedure A and [ESP′′] stores the return address of procedure

C. The procedure D returned but we assume [ESP′′] has not

1536 2017 Design, Automation and Test in Europe (DATE)



�
� ���
��������������$�����������%� *�
	���������� �

��$	��������������#"�����%�
��!�+�,��"�)+��� �

��-�

��������������$�����������%� *�
	���������� �

��$	��������������#"�����%�
��!�+�,��"�)+��� �

��-�
��������������$�����������%� *�
� �

�

�	�.�

�	��

�	�..�

���!��������

���!��������

���!��������

����


����


Fig. 3. The stack of SDC or benign cases when executing RET

been refreshed, so the return address of procedure C is still

available.

Therefore there are two possible flips that cause ESP to

point to another return address in this example. If ESP is

changed into ESP′, it will read the return address of procedure

A and return to procedure A; if changed into ESP′′, it will read

the return address of procedure C and return to procedure C.

The erroneous return of the example bears a resemblance

to the buffer overflow [11]. The buffer overflow changes the

return address to point to the attack code. When the procedure

returns, instead of jumping back to where it was called from,

it jumps to the attack code. The difference is that the return

address in the example is not overwritten but the erroneous

ESP cause the program to read another return address.

C. The flipped bit distribution of SDC and benign cases

We obtain another observation when analyzing the flipped

bit distribution of SDC and benign cases.

Observation 2: The experiment shows that SDC or benign

occurs only when injecting the bits (4-7) of RET-control ESP.

None of the injections on lower bits (0-3) lead to SDC or

benign.

The distribution of the flipped bits is explained here. Be-

cause of the fault model assumed in this paper, only one bit

is flipped. The flip satisfies the condition below when ESP is

changed to ESP′ in Fig.3. We use αB to denote the size of

the stored registers of procedure B and σB to denote the size

of allocated space of procedure B, which is equal to the offset
in the instruction of sub ESP,offset of procedure B.

ESP′ − ESP = σB + αB + 4 = 2k, (1)

where k = 0, 1, 2, ..., 31. Fig.3 can explain Eq.1 in a direct

way. An return address takes up 4 bytes in the memory. In

Eq.1, 4 denotes the size of the return address of procedure B.

σB and αB denotes the size of allocated space and the stored

registers of procedure B separately, thus σB + αB + 4 equals

the distance between ESP and ESP′. Since ESP′ > ESP, the

flip must be from 0 to 1.

Similarly, we can get the equation for the flip that changes

ESP to ESP′′. Different from the flip that changes ESP to

ESP′, it must be from 1 to 0.

ESP − ESP′′ = σC + αC + 4 = 2k. (2)

In the proposed example, the stack frame of procedure B

is between ESP and ESP′. Further, there can be more stack

frames between ESP and ESP′, thus we gets Eq.3.

ESP′ − ESP = Σbetn
j=0 (σpj + αpj + 4) = 2k, (3)

where betn represents the number of the procedures that

between ESP and ESP′. When betn = 1, we gets the lower

bound of k. Because EBP is always stored on the stack and

it takes up 4 bytes, ∴ ∀procedure pj , αpj
≥ 4. ∵ σpj

≥
0∧αpj+4 ≥ 8, σpj+αpj+4 ≥ 8 ∴ k ≥ 3. A procedure seldom

has no allocated space, thus if σpj
> 0, then σpj

+αpj
+4 >

8 ∴ k > 3, which explains the minimum k observed in the

experiment is 4.

The maximum stack size is 8MB for our platform and for

most 32-bit Linux systems, thus ESP′−ESP must be less than

8MB (223). ESP′ − ESP = 2k < 223, ∴ k ≤ 22. However, the

stack used is always much smaller than 8MB. Besides, when

k is getting larger, it is harder to satisfy Eq.3 since stack of

that size (> 2k bytes) is rare. The maximum k observed in

the experiment is 7.

Thus the flipped bit bound (3 ≤ k ≤ 22) is obtained, and

the experimental results satisfy the bound.

V. THE INJECTION RESULTS OF EBP

We also divide the results of EBP into two portions, based

on whether it affects return addresses. In A-way restoring, all

instances of EBP are non-RET-control, and in L-way restoring,

EBP is RET-control during the execution from MOV EBP,ESP
to LEAVE. The categorized results are also shown in Table.I.

The injection results reveal that most injections on RET-

control EBP lead to crash, and the ratio of crash (98.3%)

is much higher than that of injections on non-RET-control

EBP (66.1%). The percentage of crash is very close to ESP’s

percentage. We then analyze the portion of RET-control EBP.

A. Hang caused by return cycles

The percentage of hang of injections on RET-control EBP is

much higher than that of injections on non-RET-control EBP,

reaching 1.4%. After investigating the hang cases, we obtain

the following observation.

Observation 3: Flipped EBP can make the return operations

of a series of procedures repeated indefinitely.

We call this situation return cycle and take an example to

show how a return cycle is formed.

Assume procedure A calls procedure B. The stack of the

example is shown in Fig.4. EBP is flipped to EBP′ before

procedure A calls procedure B and EBP′ accidently points

to the location that will store the EBP′ in the stack frame

of procedure B. After executing PUSH EBP, EBP′ is stored

in the stack frame of procedure B and thus [EBP′] = EBP′.
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Fig. 4. The stacks when a return cycle is produced

After executing MOV EBP,ESP, EBP is set to ESP (the value

of EBP doesn’t change actually). EBP matches the stack frame

of procedure B, therefore procedure B is not affected by the

erroneous EBP during the processing phase. When procedure

B returns, EBP is restored and thus EBP = EBP′, then the

execution of procedure A is resumed.

Since procedure A applies L-way restoring, restoring is

affected by the erroneous EBP. Before LEAVE, EBP = EBP′,
so EBP is restored to the value stored in [EBP′]. After LEAVE,

EBP = EBP′, ESP = EBP′ + 4, thus the value of EBP
remains the same. The RET instruction reads return address

from [EBP′ +4], so the return address of procedure A is read

and it then returns to procedure A. When procedure A executes

LEAVE and RET again, EBP′ is restored and it still returns to

procedure A. The return cycle of A → A → A · · · is formed,

leading to hang.

The key point of forming a return cycle is the erroneous

restoring and returning can be repeated. Without soft errors,

EBP always moves to higher memory after the restoring of

EBP since the current stack frame is reclaimed. However, in

the example, after the restoring of EBP of procedure A, EBP
doesn’t move at all. The location storing EBP is not refreshed,

therefore EBP is restored to EBP′ every time and the restoring

can be repeated. Besides, due to applying L-way restoring,

ESP is also affected by EBP and thus the return address of

procedure A is loaded when RET is executed, therefore the

returning can be repeated.

In the proposed example, the return cycle only has one

procedure, we also find the cases in the experiment whose

return cycles contain two procedures. We take a case for

explanation. Procedure A calls procedure B first and then

procedure B calls procedure C. Before calling procedure B,

EBP is flipped and points to the stack location that will store

the EBP of procedure B in the stack frame of procedure C.

When procedure B returns, the erroneous EBP is restored

and then the execution of procedure A is resumed. When

procedure A returns, the EBP of procedure B is restored and

it returns to procedure B since the erroneous EBP points to

the stored EBP of procedure B, and it forms a return cycle

B → A → B → A → B → A · · · .

To conclude the return cycle cases studied, to cause a return

cycle it need to satisfy three conditions.

• The flip occurs before a call, so an erroneous EBP is

stored in the memory by the called procedure.

• The flipped EBP points to a pushed EBP which belongs

to one of the procedures in the return cycle. For instance,

the flipped EBP points to the pushed EBP of procedure

A in the first example. Moreover, since the flipped EBP
points to the stack frame of a called procedure, which is

from a lower memory, the flip have to be from 1 to 0.

• None of the procedures crashes. If any of them crashes,

the return cycle is broken. The procedure being injected

is more likely to crash since EBP of its stack frame

is corrupted while other procedures of the return cycle

are not directly affected by the erroneous EBP and thus

seldom crash.

Although we find return cycles which have two procedures

at most, there could be more procedures in a return cycle if it

satisfies the conditions.

B. Source of SDC and benign cases

It is found that SDC or benign occurs when r′ is a pushed

return address, which is the same as the observation obtained

when we inject ESP. We conclude a new observation based on

the value of EBP. The LEAVE instruction can be decomposed

into MOV ESP,EBP and POP EBP. If ESP points to a return

address before executing RET, EBP points to a pushed EBP
before executing LEAVE.

Observation 4: For RET-control EBP, it leads to SDC or

benign only if flipped EBP points to a pushed EBP before

executing LEAVE.

Considering the conditions that cause return cycles, it can

be found that the timing of injection impacts the results of

injection. Assume the flipped EBP points to a pushed EBP, if

the flip is injected before a call operation, the result is likely to

be hang; otherwise the flip is likely to cause SDC or benign.

VI. RELATED WORK

There has been a series of work which applies fault injection

to characterize the vulnerability of programs. The researchers
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focus on varied aspects and we haven’t found any of them

share the same goal with us.

CriticalFault [12] grouped the immediate effects into three

types by examining the injection results: faulty control (af-

fecting conditional branches), faulty address (affecting the

memory address) and faulty data (the rest cases). A significant

fraction of faulty control cases lead to benign due to Y-

branches effect [13]. Faulty address cases show a different

feature that a significant fraction of faulty address cases lead

to crash. The effect of fault data is more complex than other

types. If a fault in faulty data case propagates to memory

address computations or control instructions, it would have a

similar behavior as its consumers; if it propagates to data-only

computation, it is likely to result in SDC.

Faults resulting in SDC produce corrupted program output

without leaving any trace of failure behind, and thus are

hard to detect. By applying injection tool Relyzer [14], Hari

reveals that only a small fraction of static instructions cause

most SDCs and these static instructions may belong to only

a few procedures [15]. This observation can be also found in

SDCTune [4]. Modeling the error propagation in a program,

SDCTune concludes that the SDC proneness of a variable

depends on the fault propagation in its data dependency chain.

While the prior work focuses on identifying the portions

of program or variables that affect the output, we find that

disordered return behaviors can also affect the output, and thus

our work complements the source of SDC.

Cook characterizes instruction-level derating [16], meaning

that an instruction can compute using incorrect data and

still produce correct results. Instruction-level derating is a

significant reason to cause benign cases.

Gu provides an experimental study of Linux kernel behavior

in the presence of errors [17]. Errors are injected to the instruc-

tion stream of selected kernel procedures so the injection may

do damage to the system. Crashes may require reformatting

the file system, while in other work most crashes just end the

execution of an application.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we characterize the stack behaviors under

soft errors. The pointers that the stack uses frequently, ESP
and EBP, are targeted in the injection experiment. The results

of ESP and EBP are categorized by whether they are related

to the loading of return addresses. Many injections on RET-

control ESP lead to crash since the RET instruction cannot

load a proper return address. The SDC and benign cases are

investigated and they have a common feature that the flipped

ESP points to another return address when executing RET.

An unexpected procedure continues executing instead of the

caller procedure. Moreover, we find this only happens when

injecting bits 4-7 due to the distance between the two return

addresses.

We also get insight into the hang cases and find that many

hang cases are caused by return cycle, meaning the return

operations of a series of procedures are repeated indefinitely.

We describe how return cycle is formed through certain

examples and obtain the essential conditions for return cycle.

Due to these observations, a parity bit or an SEC code needs to

be used to protect ESP and EBP. Without hardened hardware,

compiler-based replication is also feasible but it may bring

more overhead.

The benchmark we study only applies the statement of

return to end the execution of a procedure, but there may

be other ways like applying the procedure of “exit”. The C

library procedure “void exit(int status)” terminates the calling

process immediately. If the procedure of exit is applied, RET
instruction is not the only way to return from a procedure,

which makes it more complicated to analyze the control

transfer. We will consider this situation in the future work.

REFERENCES

[1] J. Walters, K. Zick, and M. French, “A practical characterization of a
nasa spacecube application through fault emulation and laser testing,”
in Dependable Systems and Networks (DSN). IEEE, 2013, pp. 1–8.

[2] S. Mittal and J. S. Vetter, “A survey of techniques for modeling and
improving reliability of computing systems,” IEEE Transactions on
Parallel and Distributed Systems, vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 1226–1238, April
2016.

[3] S. Mirkhani, S. Mitra, C. Y. Cher et al., “Efficient soft error vulnerability
estimation of complex designs,” in Design, Automation Test in Europe
Conference Exhibition (DATE), March 2015, pp. 103–108.

[4] Q. Lu, K. Pattabiraman, M. S. Gupta et al., “SDCTune: A model
for predicting the SDC proneness of an application for configurable
protection,” in Compilers, Architecture and Synthesis for Embedded
Systems (CASES), Oct 2014, pp. 1–10.

[5] N. Oh, P. P. Shirvani, and E. J. McCluskey, “Error detection by
duplicated instructions in super-scalar processors,” Reliability, IEEE
Transactions on, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 63–75, 2002.

[6] G. A. Reis, J. Chang, N. Vachharajani et al., “SWIFT: Software
implemented fault tolerance,” in Code Generation and Optimization
(CGO). IEEE Computer Society, 2005, pp. 243–254.

[7] Intel, The Intel R©64 and IA-32 Architectures Software Developers Man-
ual, Volume 1: Basic Architecture, 2006.

[8] C.-K. Luk, R. Cohn, R. Muth et al., “Pin: building customized program
analysis tools with dynamic instrumentation,” in Acm Sigplan Notices,
vol. 40, no. 6. ACM, 2005, pp. 190–200.

[9] M. Hutchins, H. Foster, T. Goradia et al., “Experiments of the ef-
fectiveness of dataflow- and controlflow-based test adequacy criteria,”
in International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE). IEEE
Computer Society Press, 1994, pp. 191–200.

[10] A. Thomas and K. Pattabiraman, “Error detector placement for soft
computation,” in Dependable Systems and Networks (DSN). IEEE,
2013, pp. 1–8.

[11] C. Cowan, “Stackguard: Automatic adaptive detection and prevention of
buffer-overflow attacks,” in USENIX Security Symposium, San Antonio,
TX, USA, January 26-29, 1998.

[12] M.-L. L. Xin Xu, “Understanding soft error propagation using efficient
vulnerability-driven fault injection,” in Dependable Systems and Net-
works (DSN). IEEE, 2012, pp. 1–12.

[13] N. Wang, M. Fertig, and S. Patel, “Y-branches: when you come to a
fork in the road, take it,” in Parallel Architectures and Compilation
Techniques (PACT), Sept 2003, pp. 56–66.

[14] S. K. S. Hari, S. V. Adve, H. Naeimi et al., “Relyzer: exploiting
application-level fault equivalence to analyze application resiliency to
transient faults,” in Architectural Support for Programming Languages
and Operating Systems (ASPLOS). ACM, 2012, pp. 123–134.

[15] S. K. S. Hari, S. V. Adve, and H. Naeimi, “Low-cost program-level
detectors for reducing silent data corruptions,” in Dependable Systems
and Networks (DSN). IEEE, 2012, pp. 1–12.

[16] J. J. Cook and C. B. Zilles, “A characterization of instruction-level error
derating and its implications for error detection,” in Dependable Systems
and Networks (DSN). IEEE, 2008, pp. 482–491.

[17] W. Gu, Z. Kalbarczyk, R. K. Iyer et al., “Characterization of linux kernel
behavior under errors,” in Dependable Systems and Networks (DSN).
IEEE, 2003, pp. 459–468.

2017 Design, Automation and Test in Europe (DATE) 1539



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (None)
  /CalCMYKProfile (None)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 6.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


