2512.04344v1 [cs.SE] 4 Dec 2025

arxXiv

Targeted Testing of Compiler Optimizations via
Grammar-Level Composition Styles

ZITONG ZHOU, University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), USA

BEN LIMPANUKORN, University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), USA
HONG JIN KANG, The University of Sydney, Australia

JIYUAN WANG, Tulane University, USA

YAOXUAN WU, University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), USA

AKOS KISS, University of Szeged, Hungary

RENATA HODOVAN, University of Szeged, Hungary

MIRYUNG KIM, University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), USA

Ensuring the correctness of optimizing compilers is critical yet challenging. Fuzzing offers a promising path,
but existing fuzzers struggle to test optimization logic effectively. In our preliminary study, the state-of-the-art
LLVM fuzzer GrayC covered only 12% of LLVM’s optimization module—and left 47% of optimization passes
entirely untested—after four hours of coverage-guided fuzzing. We identify two key challenges. First, most
fuzzers use optimization pipelines (heuristics-based, fixed sequences of passes) as their harness. Because of
the phase-ordering problem, pass ordering can enable or preempt transformations, so pipelines inevitably
miss many optimization interactions; moreover, many optimizations are not scheduled, even at aggressive
levels. Second, optimizations typically fire only when inputs satisfy specific structural relationships, which
existing generators and mutations struggle to produce.

We propose targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations to complement pipeline-based testing. Our key
idea is to exploit composition styles—structural relations over program constructs (e.g., adjacency, nesting,
repetition, ordering)—that optimizations look for. We build a general-purpose, grammar-based mutational
fuzzer, TARGETFUZz, that (i) mines candidate composition styles from an optimization-relevant corpus, then (ii)
rebuilds those styles inside different contexts offered by a larger, generic corpus via lightweight, synthesized
mutations to exercise variations of optimization logic. TARGETFUZz can be easily adapted to a new programming
language by providing lightweight, grammar-based, construct annotations—and it automatically synthesizes
mutators and crossovers to rebuild composition styles. There is no need for hand-coded generators or language-
specific mutators, which is particularly useful for modular frameworks such as MLIR, whose dialect-based,
rapidly evolving ecosystem makes optimizations difficult to fuzz. Our evaluation on LLVM and MLIR shows
that TARGETFUZz improves coverage by 8% and 11% and triggers optimizations 2.8X and 2.6X, compared
to baseline fuzzers under the targeted fuzzing mode. We show that targeted fuzzing is complementary: it
effectively tests all 37 sampled LLVM optimizations, while pipeline-fuzzing missed 12.

CCS Concepts: « Security and privacy — Software security engineering; - Software and its engineering
— Compilers.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Fuzzing, Compilers, Program Transformation

1 INTRODUCTION

Modern optimizing compilers are monolithic software, composed of layers that transform a high-
level program into machine instructions. As optimizing compilers evolve, their growing complexity
introduces new challenges for ensuring correctness [4, 5]. Optimizing compilers can crash, hang, or
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miscompile, where bugs silently make their way into production software. In an empirical study of
over 10K confirmed optimization bugs in GCC and LLVM, Zhou et al. reported that the optimizer
is one of the most buggy components in the compilers [57]. Sun et al. conducted a systematic study
of compiler bugs in GCC and LLVM and found that high priority tends to be assigned to optimizer
bugs, most notably 30% of the bugs in GCC’s inter-procedural analysis component are labeled to be
the highest priority (P1) [46]. Given the importance of optimizing compilers in the software supply
chain, ensuring their correctness is essential to the reliability of virtually all software.

Fuzzing or automated random testing offers a practical way to expose these hidden flaws in
compilers. However, existing fuzzers are limited in their ability to thoroughly test compilers’
optimization components. We performed artifact evaluation of the state-of-the-art C-language
fuzzer GrayC [20]. Using its default configuration of feeding input programs to test LLVM through
clang -03, after 4 hours of fuzzing, 47.5% of the optimization passes were entirely untested. It
only achieves total 12.12% line coverage in the transformation module of LLVM. On source files of
optimization passes (excluding utilities), it has only 8.66% line coverage on average.

Most fuzzers (like GrayC) drive the compiler through aggressive, canonical optimization pipelines
(e.g., clang -03) in hopes of maximizing optimization behaviors. There are 2 key challenges to
this approach. First, the classic phase-ordering problem [16, 48, 51]: modern optimizers apply
optimization passes by heuristics, so the order of passes can enable or preempt one another.
An example in LLVM is that "(fully) unrolling loops early removes opportunities for the loop
vectorizer” [38]. In practice, this means that in fuzzing, many optimizations are overshadowed
by others and subsequently under-tested, as the GrayC experiment demonstrates. Second, even
aggressive pipelines are not exhaustive as they need to balance compile time and stability, so not
every optimization is enabled by default [37]. In addition, the growing popularity of modular
and extensible compiler frameworks exacerbates the problem. For example, MLIR [19] allows
developers to build custom IR, passes and pipelines, making it even more difficult to exercise
many optimizations in a single canonical pipeline. To address these two challenges, we propose to
complement whole-pipeline fuzzing (good for end-to-end interactions) with targeted pass fuzzing
that exercises corner-case optimization interactions which the pipelines rarely reach. We expect
targeted fuzzing to isolate and test individual optimization passes or small groups of passes, by
feeding inputs directly to them, therefore addressing these challenges. We detail the limitations of
whole-pipeline fuzzing in Section 2 and targeted pass fuzzing in Section 3.

Another fundamental challenge to fuzzing compiler optimizations is that fuzzer-generated inputs
cannot easily satisfy the triggering conditions expected by optimizations. This is because triggering
optimizations requires further structural constraints on program inputs. For instance, optimization
Loop Fusion (i.e., combining loop bodies) only triggers when two immediately adjacent loops share
the same trip count [15]. We observe that compiler optimizations target many structural relations
(such as adjacency, repetition, and nesting) on grammar-based structures. For example, LLVM’s Loop
Flatten [36] flattens nested loops; and Loop Fusion fuses adjacent loops. Our intuition traces back
to the theoretical foundations of compiler optimizing transformations [11, 12]. That is, conceptually,
an optimizing transformation consists of a pattern-matcher and a rewrite rule [7]. The pattern-
matcher finds structural relations expressed on intermediate representations or abstract syntax
trees. We propose a taxonomy of such structural relations defined at the level of grammar-based
constructs, coupled with mutator synthesis to reconstruct these optimization-triggering relations
on a large corpus. In this paper, we refer to these structural relations as composition styles.

For example, we define the Balanced composition that can match arithmetic expressions located
in multiple branches of an if-then-else construct. Balanced maps to a set of composition-specific
mutations, including Replicate, which, given a new program, tries to locate a similar if-then-else
construct containing an arithmetic expression, then replicates that expression in other branches,
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thus reconstructing the Balanced style in a new context. The idea is that by reconstructing these
optimization-triggering relations in a variety of code contexts, we can exercise diverse variations
of optimization logic.

We embody this idea of composition-based mutational fuzzing in a tool named TArRGETFUZZ. The
core functionality of TARGETFUZz is that it defines a set of composition styles such as Balanced. For
each composition style, a compiler developer can register it to match relevant program constructs that
compiler optimizations operate on, such as if-else blocks, loops, logical and arithmetic expressions,
function calls, arrays, memory references. Program constructs serve as a lightweight representation
that TARGETFUZzZ understands and operates on, unifying different programming languages. The
only cost to target a programming language with TARGETFuUZzz is to define program constructs
with respect to the grammar of the language, which we estimate to take a few hours—considerably
cheaper than the effort of building custom test generators.

Our contributions are as follows:

(1) We highlight the limitations of fuzzing optimizing compilers using canonical pipelines, and
propose targeted pass fuzzing to complement it. Our evaluation shows that targeted fuzzing
can effectively reach optimizations that are otherwise under-tested.

(2) We are the first to 1) formalize a taxonomy of structural relations (composition styles) that
compiler optimizations target, and to 2) propose automatically-synthesized mutations and
crossovers that rebuild these relations, for the purpose of mutational fuzzing.

(3) We implement TARGETFUZZ that embodies this idea of composition-based mutational fuzzing.
TarRGETFUZZ by design supports both targeted fuzzing and pipeline fuzzing. We show in eval-
uation that TARGETFUZzZ improves coverage by 8%, 11% and triggers optimizations 2.8X%, 2.6X,
compared to baseline fuzzers under targeted fuzzing mode. TARGETFUZzZ achieves higher
coverage than all grammar-based fuzzers, and comparable coverage to the language-specific
custom fuzzer GrayC, in whole-pipeline fuzzing mode. In addition, we show that targeted
fuzzing is complementary to pipeline fuzzing: it effectively tests all 37 sampled LLVM opti-
mizations, while pipeline-fuzzing missed 12.

2 BACKGROUND

Compiler fuzzers typically use optimization pipelines (e.g., ~03) as the test harness, feeding test
programs directly into the pipeline and observing for crashes and miscompilations. This is con-
venient to configure, but it systematically leaves significant portions of the optimization space
untested for two reasons. This motivates the need for targeted pass fuzzing.

(Challenge 1A) Phase ordering problem. Optimizers typically implement a large number of opti-
mization passes (>200 for GCC, LLVM, MLIR [3-5]). Contrary to superoptimizers [14, 35, 43] that
aim to enumerate a large space of optimization sequences and select the optimal sequence, main-
stream, production-quality optimizers build pipelines that are fixed, empirically-proven sequences
of passes, in order to speed up compilation. Critically, within these heuristics-based pipelines, the
order of passes can easily enable or preempt opportunities for one another, known as optimization
interactions/coupling. For example, loop unrolling may remove opportunities for subsequent loop
optimizations [38]. Decades of work show that a fixed, optimal order for all programs does not exist,
and searching for a good sequence is a difficult problem [16, 25-27, 42, 47, 48, 51]. Consequently, no
pipeline can exercise every transformation path: some opportunities are created only after specific
prior passes; others are destroyed by them. In fuzzing, this manifests as certain cold optimizations
that are rarely tested under the pipeline.

(Challenge 1B) Optimization pipelines do not include all passes. Modern compilers design their
default pipelines to balance compile time and stability rather than “run every pass.”
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int sum1=0, sum2=0; 1] int sum1=0,sum2=0;
for(int i=0;i<10;i++){ 2| for(int 1=0;i<10;i++){
suml+=1i; 3 suml+=1i;
} // adjacent loops 4 sum2+=i; // body of loop 2 moved here
for(int j=0;3j<10;j++){ 50 %
sum2+=7j;
}

Fig. 1. A test program that triggers Loop Fusion and its optimized output.

Many transformations are off by default due to profitability or maturity concerns. For example,
several loop transforms have historically been disabled by default, to avoid regressions until
cost models and implementations mature [37]. This challenge is exacerbated as the compiler
ecosystem is shifting from monolithic optimizers toward modular, extensible infrastructures like
MLIR. It organizes IR into dialects that each captures a different abstraction and employs different
optimizations [19]. It is widely adopted in machine-learning and domain-specific compilers such
as CIRCT [2], Triton [1], Mojo [9], and OpenXLA [10]. By design there is no single canonical
sequence that covers all dialects and optimizations. Compiler fuzzers of tomorrow must adapt to
this modularity.

(Challenge 2) Optimizations expect structural relations. Besides the 2 challenges brought by
whole-pipeline fuzzing, we identified another fundamental, orthogonal challenge: optimizations are
guarded by a series of strict structural and semantic conditions, making them hard to test through
fuzzing. In modern compilers, conceptually, each optimization pass consists of (1) an analysis phase
that checks whether structural and semantic conditions are satisfied, and (2) a transformation
phase that optimizes the program. We use Loop Fusion in LLVM as an example. Loop Fusion
is an optimization pass that merges multiple loops into one, to reduce overhead in loop control
structures and achieve better instruction-level parallelism [15]. It is important in data-intensive
applications and machine learning compilers. In Figure 1, the optimizer attempts to apply Loop
Fusion on the input program on the left. Loop Fusion iteratively checks that each condition is
satisfied. Adjacency requires that the two loops have no instructions in between; Conformance
requires that the two loops have the same trip counts. There are also other semantic conditions
that must be satisfied such as profitability. If any condition is unsatisfied, the pass stops early, and the
critical transformation logic is not executed. In Figure 1, the input program satisfies all conditions,
producing the optimized program with a fused loop. In this paper, we refer to such structural
relationships between program constructs such as loops as composition styles. We present the
formal definitions in Section 3. While useful composition styles exist in fuzzing corpora, to the best
of our knowledge, no existing fuzzers explicitly leverage them to test optimizations.

Goal. We set out to design a general-purpose fuzzer that exploits optimization-specific composition
styles to effectively test optimizing compilers. The fuzzer must be lightweight: the user only needs
to supply a small corpus from where the composition styles are extracted. It must also be easily
adaptable across compilers and languages (e.g., MLIR compilers), so that porting requires only sup-
plying a grammar plus concise annotations—no need to hand-code custom generators or mutators.
It must support both targeted pass fuzzing and whole-pipeline fuzzing.

3 APPROACH

Figure 2 gives an overview of TARGETFUzz’s fuzzing pipeline. In each iteration, from a target-specific
corpus program, TARGETFUZz extracts a composition style that may trigger an optimization. Then,
it synthesizes targeted mutators and applies them to a recipient program to rebuild the composition
style.
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Fig. 2. Phase 1: TARGETFUZz uses the supplied grammar to parse the optimization corpus and seed corpus
into grammar parse-trees, then it uses supplied grammar annotations to translate them respectively into
construct trees. Phase 2: TARGETFuUzz extracts composition styles, e.g., loops are adjacent, from the optimization
construct trees - programs that contain ’breadcrumbs’ of what’s necessary to trigger optimizations. Phase
3: each composition style synthesizes mutators, e.g. replicating a loop. Mutators are applied on the seed
construct trees to reconstruct compositions and test optimizations. Blue boxes are user inputs.

TarGeTFUZZ takes an optimization corpus, a seed corpus, a grammar, and grammar annotation
as inputs. The optimization corpus is where the composition styles are extracted. It consists of
programs that are relevant to target optimizations. The assumption is that this corpus already has
the breadcrumbs for composition styles necessary to trigger optimizations. It can be sourced from
the compiler’s unit tests, generated by Large Language Models (LLMs) or manually written by
compiler developers. Note that TARGETFuUZz does not require the optimization corpus to be perfect,
i.e., a program does not necessarily need to satisfy all conditions and trigger the optimization;
it just needs to have the breadcrumbs. The optimization corpus enables TARGETFUZZ to support
two fuzzing modes in a single tool: (1) targeted fuzzing mode for testing individual optimizations
(e.g., -loop-fusion), where the optimization corpus only needs to contain a handful of programs
that are relevant to the targeted optimization. This is particularly valuable for MLIR, e.g., to fuzz
optimizations of the async dialect (abstractions of asynchronous execution), the optimization
corpus can be async’s unit tests; and (2) whole pipeline fuzzing to trigger all kinds of optimizations
through an aggressive pipeline (e.g., clang -03), when we pool optimization corpora. In evaluation,
we show the two fuzzing modes are complementary to each other in terms of code coverage.

The seed corpus serves a different purpose. While the optimization corpus provides hints for
exercising optimizations, the seed corpus provides the overall diversity of inputs. It is a generic
corpus of programs that can be sourced from compiler benchmarks like SPEC CPU 2017 [17] or
produced by existing program generators like CSmith [55], GrayC [20], YarpGen [32].

The grammar is a context-free grammar that defines the syntax of the programming language
and is used to parse programs from both corpora. The grammar annotation (detailed in Section 3.1)
extends the grammar by marking specific production rules that correspond to program constructs
relevant to compiler optimizations (e.g., VECTOR, FuNcCALL), which may not be directly identifiable
from the raw grammar rules alone. Program constructs also serve as a representation that unifies
the syntax of different programming languages, enabling TARGETFUZzZ to be language-agnostic.

3.1 Program Constructs

In Phase 1 of Figure 2, TARGETFUZz uses an ) ANTLR context-free grammar to parse both the
optimization and seed corpus [41]. Since ANTLR grammars are designed for generating parsers
rather than pattern-matching, they do not always contain the production rules for semantic program
constructs that compiler optimizations look for. For example, while the C grammar includes rules
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/%% C11 Spec */ FOR_STMT_ = Construct(["forStatement"])
grammar C; LOOPS_ = CmpdConstruct([FOR_STMT_, WHILE_STMT_, ...1)
def isarith(node):

addExpr return node.name == "addExpr" and \

: mulExpr ((C'+' | '=') mulExpr)x*; (any([n.src in ["+", "=", "%x" . ..] for n in
statement lexers(node) 1) \

labeledStatement or is_numerical(node))

| iterationStatement ARITH_EXPR_ = CustomConstruct(isarith)

[
iterationStatement def is_literal_array(node):

: forStatement S

| whileStatement LTR_ARR_ = CustomConstruct(is_literal_array)

| doWhileStatement; VECTOR_EXPR_ = CmpdConstruct([LTR_ARR_, ARR_ACES_1])

(a) A snippet of the ANTLR C grammar  (b) TARGETFuUzz’s Construct API enables defining custom pro-
with three production rules.’|” separates ~ gram constructs that are relevant to compiler optimizations,
alternatives of each rule. through grammar annotation.

PROGRAM

i =5 == / LOOP

TYPE
DEC

DEC LOGICAL

TYPE

USE

USE L use

(c) Construct Tree of the optimized C program in Figure 1. Grammar parse-tree shown in the background.
Colored boxes are nodes (constructs), bold lines are edges. Blue arrows are type-declaration-use chains.

Fig. 3. Listing 3a is C grammar. Listing 3b defines its program constructs. Listing 3c shows construct tree.

such as forStatement & ifStatement, that match for-loop and if-block, respectively, it lacks
the rules for fine-grained constructs such as vectors, function calls, and memory references. The
postfix expression rule postfixExpr can represent all three aforementioned constructs, but it does
not distinguish them. This is problematic because compiler optimizations often operate on these
fine-grained constructs.

TarGeTFUZZ allows practitioners to define custom program constructs by annotating any program-
ming language’s grammar using its Construct APL For example, Listing 3b illustrates four program
constructs: FOR_STMT_ (ForLoor), LOOPS_ (Loor), ARITH_EXPR_ (ARITHMETIC), and VECTOR_EXPR_
(VECTOR); the last two are not represented by rules in the grammar and need to be custom de-
fined. FOR_STMT_ is defined as any node in the grammar parse-tree of the rule forStatement.
LOOPS_ is a compound construct that is either a FOR_STMT_, WHILE_STMT_, or DO_WHILE_STMT_.
ARITH_EXPR_ is a custom construct defined by the predicate function isarith. It is a addExpr
grammar node (additive expressions) that is either numerical or contains arithmetic operators.
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Program Constructs Types (7 . Context Types ctx Mutatio Predicates
Cousins T1=T,€7: {Loop, FuncCALL, ARITHMETIC, LOGICAL } {|F-ELSE, Loor, FUNC} ALL k:generation
distance, d:token
distance
Nesting Li=T, €T: {Loop, IF-ELSE } Loop, Func ALL d:nesting depth
Precedes T,T, € T: {FUNCCALL, MEMREF, ARITHMETIC} Loop, Func @ @
Balanced Ty =IF-Eses T, =Ts € {Loop, FuNcCALL, ARITHMETIC, MEMREF } IF-ELSE, Loop, FUNc} ALL d:branch depth
Sequence | 1 =---=T, € T: {Loop, FUNCCALL, VECTOR, ARITHMETIC } Loop, FUNC} I:seq. length
Exists TeT: {FUNC, Loor, IF-ELsg, FUNCCALL, MEMREF, VECTOR, ARITH- VECTOR, Loopr, IF- I:min tokens
METIC, } ELsEg, Func, PROGRAM}

Table 1. TARGETFUZZ’s instantiated composition styles. For example, Precedes matches 2 constructs T; and
T, of type FuNcCALL, MEMREF, or ARITHMETIC, and a common ancestor construct (context) Tt of type Loor
or Func. It is equipped with three mutators: ove, (Dnsert, and R)eplace (See Section 3.3).

Similarly, VECTOR_EXPR_ is a compound construct of LTR_ARR (literal array) and ARR_ACES_ (array
access), both custom constructs defined using a predicate function.

Program constructs also serve as a lightweight, unified representation that enables TARGETFUZZ to
be programming language-agnostic, e.g. construct ARITH_EXPR_ represents arithmetic expressions
universally. Conceptually, as shown in Figure 2, TARGETFuUZzzZ translates grammar parse-tree into a
construct tree, where each node is a program construct. Figure 3c visualizes this step, the optimized
C program in Figure 1 is parsed into a grammar parse-tree that is shown in the background,
overlayed by the construct tree. Each colored box is a construct node, and bold lines are edges. Blue
arrows are declaration-use chains that TARGETFuUzz tracks for scope well-formedness.

When adapting TARGETFUZzZ to fuzz a new programming language £, developers need to annotate
L’s grammar as in Figure 3b to map specific grammar parse-tree nodes to the corresponding internal
constructs like ARITH_EXPR_. TARGETFuUZzz defined common program constructs for C and MLIR,
such as Loop, IF-ELsE, FUNcCALL, MEMREF, VECTOR, ARITHMETIC, and LoGICAL, JumpP, and many
more, using 323 and 314 lines of grammar annotations, respectively. To employ TARGETFUZzZ on a
new language, practitioners need to annotate its grammar with relevant constructs, which typically
means few hours of effort.

3.2 Composition Styles

Intuition. Many compiler optimizations fire only when specific structural relationships hold
among program constructs (e.g., a loop nested in a loop, or sibling expressions sharing an ancestor).
Our fuzzer targets such relationships directly by elevating them to first-class composition styles. A
composition style specifies which types of constructs must co-occur, how they relate structurally,
under what scope, and which mutations (Section 3.3) can re-create that structure.

Definition (Composition Style). Let G be a construct tree and N its constructs. Denote the type of
construct n as T(n). A composition style is

C= (RC> <7-a~~~’7;>’ 7(-2'[)(’ p)>

(i) Re C N¥ is the (k)-ary structural relation targeted by C, relating k constructs (ny, ..., ng).
For example, we define Cousins to be a binary relation between two constructs that share a
common ancestor.

(if) 77 is the set of admissible types (e.g., Loop, FuncCaLL) of the i-th construct, i.e., each matched
construct n;’s type must satisfy T(n;) € 7;. This constrains the matching of a structural
relation to certain types known for exposing optimization opportunity. Some composition
styles impose additional constraints on matched types: for instance, Cousins requires that
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/ #includes<stdio. h> / #includesstdio. h>

! int main() { // Function ! 1 dnt main() { '
' '
1 for (int i = 1; i < SIZE; i++) { | for (int i =1; i < N; i++) {

1 for (int j = 1; j < M; j++) b
{// ForLoopB

arr[i] = 1024;
1 53 /7 ForLoopa E int ¢ = magic(j);
v for (dnt j =1; j < SIZE; j++) { | printlan (el

H } ,

o T | — :

3} // ForLoopB ] R + [} // ForLoopA '

E return 0; E 3 (R OB E
(a) Cousins matches ForLoopA, ForLoopB in con- (b) Nesting matches ancestor ForLoopA and

text Function. child ForLoopB. ForLoopA is also the context.

4 . / #include <stdio.h>

/ #include<stdio. h> !

i | int main() { // Function

| const unsigned long long ¢ =
| exffffooooll // Arith

' int result = c;

int main() {
if (...) { /7 If-Else
int a = ...

a = AFFNEONGINN; // ArithA
printf(a);

£f0_builtin_constant_p(c)) {
// Function call
result = ¢ + 1;

] } /If-Else

b = b= 5% Wui; // Arithe 3 ,’/ printf(result & OxFF);
printf(b); i return o;
R
return o;
(c) Balanced matches the IF-ELse block (d) Exists has multiple matches. We selectively
if(...){..}{..} as ancestor and a+10%. .., highlight @xff.. and _builtin. . (c). Contextes
b-5%. .. as descendants. are Function and If-Else.

Fig. 4. Examples of composition styles matching on C construct trees.

all matched constructs share the same type: T(n;) = T(n;); while Precedes allows matched
constructs of different types: T(n;) # T(n2) is permitted.

(iii) ety is the set of admissible types (e.g., IF-ELSE, FUNC) of the context nyy, i.e., it must satisfy
T(netx) € Tetx- The context ney is the lowest common ancestor construct of all the matched
constructs (n;) and must "contain" them (defined in Section 3.3). It defines the scope of the
structural relationship. For example, Cousins requires the context to be Ir-ELsE, Loop, or Func,
ensuring that the matched cousins co-occur within these meaningful program structures
rather than at arbitrary locations in the construct tree.

(iv) p is a set of additional predicates on ny, . . ., ni that filter matches and constrain the structural
relationship. These predicates are essential because the base structural relations are often too
broad, leading to trivial or uninteresting matches. For example, without predicates, Cousins
would match any two loops in a function since they technically share the function body as a
common ancestor. To address this, each composition style defines specific predicates: Cousins
bounds the generational distance between constructs to ensure meaningful proximity, while
Balanced limits the branch depth explored under an Ir-ELSE construct.

Operationalization. TARGETFUZz implements each style C with a scanning routine that program-
matically defines its structural relation Rc:

C::scan(n) — m; m: (C,(ny,...,Nk), Netxs P)

that traverses the subtree at root node n and returns a match m—a witness that the style C holds
at constructs (n;) under context n. with predicates p satisfied. Concretely, the returned tuple
satisfies the style’s relation R, the type constraints (7;) and 7, and the predicates p. For each
match, the fuzzer gathers the minimal n., that encloses the declarations and uses needed for
scope well-formedness. If no such tuple exists inside subtree n, C: : scan returns no result; In Phase
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2 (Figure 2), TARGETFUZZ runs C: :scan on all construct trees from the optimization corpus to
extract matches.

Instantiating composition styles to extract optimization opportunities. We extracted
from seminal works on optimizing transformations [11, 12] and compiler documentation [4, 5] a set
of recurring structural preconditions that commonly trigger optimizations. Then, we instantiated
six concrete composition styles with fully specified relations, types, and predicates. Table 1 shows the
registry of these concrete styles. For brevity, we highlight four representative ones and illustrate
how they capture common optimization-triggering conditions.

Cousins. Matches two constructs of the same type—Loopr, FUNCCALL, ARITHMETIC, or LoGI-
caL—that share the same ancestor. Optional parameters bound proximity: maximum generation
distance k and maximum token-distance d. Figure 4a shows ForLoopA/ForLoopB with k = 0,
d = 0. Captures redundancy from loop-level (Loop Fusion with the paired style in Fig. 1) to
instruction-level peepholes (InstCombine: adjacent add/sub, shifts, casts, comparisons).

Nesting. Matches same-type ancestry among control constructs—nested Loop and Ir-ELsE. Op-
tional parameter d bounds nesting depth (tree distance between the matched nodes). Figure 4b
illustrates a match. Targets control-flow—simplifying optimizations such as Loop Flatten, Loop
Interchange, Loop Unroll and Jam, and Constraint Elimination.

Balanced. Matches an ancestor Ir-ELSE with two descendant constructs of the same type—Loop,
FuncCALL, ARITHMETIC, or MEMREF—appearing in different branches. Optional parameter d: maxi-
mum branch depth explored under the Ir-ELsk. Figure 4c shows similar arithmetic in two branches,
making them potential candidates for hoisting. Captures replicated work across guarded paths;
common targets include GVN (hoisting/sinking equivalent computations) and Jump Threading
(simplifying conditionals around calls).

Exists. Matches a single construct drawn from Table 1 of type: Func, Loop, Ir-ELsE, FuncCaLL,
MEMREF, VECTOR, ARITHMETIC. Minimum lexer nodes ! limits the match to nodes of at least [ tokens.
Useful to constrain fuzzing scope (e.g., scalar vs. loop) and surface magic numbers. Certain rare-
typed constants are known to trigger issues in Constant Propagation and Constant Hoisting.
Figure 4d highlights two matches (ARITHMETIC, FUNCCALL).

3.3 Mutators

Having extracted composition styles (matches) from donor programs, TARGETFUzz synthesizes
mutators to apply on programs from the seed corpus (Phase 3). By reconstructing composition
styles within different program contexts, TARGETFUZz aims to trigger variations of optimization
logic. TARGETFUZZ implements 4 high-level program transformations: 2 mutations that rebuild
structural relations using only recipient material, and 2 crossovers that transplant donor fragments
into the recipient.

Mutator. A mutator y is a generator with signature pi,, (P) = P’, where m = (C, (ny, ..., ng), Netx P)
is a match extracted from a donor construct tree in the optimization corpus, and P is a recipient
construct tree in the seed corpus.

Given a match m and a recipient P, a mutator y performs these steps:

® Replicate & M) Move — Mutate within the recipient (no donor construct inserted).

(1) Partialization. Remove one matched construct n; € {(ny,..., ni) from context n. to obtain a
partial context n/,, and an anchor set A = (ny,...,m) \ {n;}.

(2) Context match. i) Find candidate context constructs in P with same type as partial context
n.,, and rank by structural similarity to n/,, (KLR similarity [31]), then pick the most similar

ctx
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recipient context nftx
context, A — AP that is, (n, — ng ,...).1ii) Identify a location ¢ within n
the missing construct n;.

. ii) structurally match anchor constructs to constructs in the recipient

P .
«tx corresponding to

(3) Transform (this distinguishes the 2 mutations).

[® Replicate. With anchors A” and location ¢, choose some a” € A" and clone it into ¢ to
re-create the missing counterpart. Applicable when composition style requires that all
matched constructs share the same type (Table 1: Cousins; Nesting; Sequence; descendants
in Balanced).

) Move. Find all constructs x in the entire recipient tree with T(x) = T(n;); rank candidates
by lexical edit distance to the removed n;; move the best-scoring x to ¢£. Applicable for both
same-type styles and "heterogeneous” styles that don’t require matched constructs to have
the same type (Table 1: Precedes).

(D Insert & P) Replace — Crossover (transplant) donor constructs into the recipient

(1) Context match. Same as Step 2 above, except that no partialization is needed; match the full

context n.y and all constructs {ny,...,ng) to nftx and AF = (nllj, el ng).

(2) Transform (this distinguishes the 2 crossovers).

(D Insert. After matching n,_and AF, insert each donor construct n; next to its match nf.

P Replace. After matching n”_and A?, replace each nf with donor construct n;.

ctx

Parameterized mutation. Edits—especially crossovers—can easily violate scope or typing (e.g.,
transplanting an expression a + b into a context that lacks declarations for a, b). We therefore
perform parameterized mutation [31]: every edit is re-parameterized against the recipient context
so that free uses are bound to in-scope declarations and types are compatible. That is, the contexts
we extract during style scanning (Section 3.2) and during context matching (Step 2 in Section 3.3) are
required to satisfy a declaration—use containment property. We define that a context n.i contains
constructs (ny, ..., ng), if all uses appearing in the constructs are resolvable to declarations within
Nerx and types must be compatible. This is enabled by grammar annotations introduced in Section 3.1.
Special constructs USES_,DEFS_, TYPES_ must be defined for TARGETFUZzZ to identify declaration-
use relations and support parametrized mutation.

When cloning an anchor n? € A” into ¢ (Replicate) or moving a construct x into £ (Move), the
mutator rewrites the construct’s USES_ to names drawn from DEFS_ that are visible in n},_and
type-compatible per TYPES_. When inserting or replacing with donor constructs n;, the mutator
re-parameterizes the donor’s USES_ to bind to DEFS_ visible in nf.[x (and checks TYPES_). If no
compatible binding exists, the edit is rejected. Parameterized mutation substantially increases edit
validity rates while keeping edits local to the matched context.

Example. Figure 5 illustrates an end-to-end application of (R) REpLICATE for the Cousins style.
In the donor (left), the scanner identifies a match m = (Cousins, (L1, L2), F, p{k = 0,d = 0}): two
same-type loops L; (red) and L, (blue) enclosed by the function context F (green). For simplicity,
suppose the names SIZE,arr,magic are all declared in the function scope, i.e. F "contains" the
constructs Ly, L,. Partialization removes L, retaining L; as the anchor and yielding a hole for the
missing cousin. In the recipient (middle), context matching selects the most similar function F’,
locates the anchor loop L/, and determines a position ¢ corresponding to the removed cousin
(F + F’, Ly = Lj, L = ¢£). REPLICATE then clones L] into location ¢, producing the mutated
program and, via parameterized mutation, rebinds free USES_ of aggregator suml within L] to
in-scope DEFS_, producing a second loop that updates sum2. Note that i is USES_ but it is declared
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2A) L2 is removed to create a partialized context 3A) Free namesin L1' are parametrized

for(int i=0;i<10;i++){
=i ;

}

int main(){ // n_ctx -
for(int i=0;i<SIZE;i++){
L1

arr[i]=1024;

B) L1’ isreplicated and inserted into location {

7/ 1 L1 Holes [_] are bound to declarations
} n_ 2B Match partialized context
6 to seed program: J|int meinOL - m2ce:
7 for(int j=0;3<10;j++){ FrF'iLleLl’; L2renoved™ £ int main()( r;’) for (int 1=0;i<10;i++)(
N A AR int mainOf int sunizo,sunzzo; s suml+=i;
8 arr[jl+=magic(j); L2 int suml=0,sum2=0; oot -
9 } // n_2 for (int i=0;i<10;i++){ B “’i,:’a'”m"“)(
- ntf("%d d", )i | Sum: -
10 return 0: F Feturn o; I
; ) o printf("xd %d",...);
11 } 0| return o;
1}
}
1 ) Cousins found a match of adjacent loops L1, L2 in function F Mutated Program

Fig. 5. A working example of TARGETFuzz. First, the Cousins style matches two adjacent loops L1, Ly within
function context F in the donor; Partialization removes Ly to create a partialized context. Then, the partialized
context and its constructs are mapped to structurally similar constructs in the seed program: F +— F’, L1 -
L}, La(removed) + ¢. Next, Replicate clones the matched segment L7, inserts it at location ¢, and substitutes
the free variable name sum1 with sum2.

within the loop construct itself, so there is no need to rebind it. The transformation reconstructs
the Cousins relation in the recipient and exposes a canonical loop-fusion opportunity.

4 EVALUATION
In our study, we examine the following research questions:

RQ1: How effective is TARGETFUZzZ at testing optimizations compared to other fuzzers, in terms of
coverage?

RQ2: How does TARGETFUZzZ's targeted fuzzing mode compare to whole pipeline fuzzing mode?

RQ3: What are TARGETFUZZ’s strengths & limitations at triggering optimizations of different
characteristics?

RQ4: What are each composition style and mutator’s bug finding capability?

RQ5: TarGETFUZZ’s bug findings.

We implemented TARGETFUZZ on top of Grammarinator in 5360 lines of code, including 323 and
314 lines of definitions of C (Figure 3b) and MLIR language constructs, respectively. Annotating
grammar is a one-time effort, and we estimate that it would take around two hours, for someone
experienced with grammar-based fuzzing to define the program constructs for a new language.

4.1 Experiment Design

4.1.1 Compilers and optimizations under test. We evaluate TARGETFUZz on 2 optimizing compilers,
namely, LLVM and MLIR. LLVM is a production-quality optimizing compiler for languages such as
C/C++. It contains the most compiler optimizations, and active optimization research is usually first
committed there. MLIR is a modular compiler framework that is gaining popularity as a platform for
deep learning compilers. Unlike LLVM which uses a single, monolithic intermediate representation
(IR), MLIR allows developers to extend its IR with custom operations, types, and optimizations,
which are logically grouped into dialects such as vector,affine, gpu. MLIR’s optimizations are
mostly dialect-specific. We picked MLIR to demonstrate that TARGETFUzzZ’s approach generalizes
beyond high-level imperative programming languages like C.

As explained in Section 3, TARGETFUZzZ supports both fuzzing entire optimization pipelines and
targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations. We evaluate TARGETFUZz on both modes for LLVM
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and only targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations for MLIR, because MLIR core dialect optimizer
doesn’t quite have an encompassing pipeline. For whole pipeline fuzzing of LLVM, we run clang
-03 on TArGETFUZZ's mutated programs for 24 hours. Using this traditional evaluation setting
[20, 30] ensures a fair comparison. For targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations, we run each
optimization pass for one hour in RQ1 and four hours in RQ2. The shorter fuzzing budget is because
individual optimization is small (mostly <10k LOC).

To "target-fuzz" individual optimizations, we need to perform sampling since technically, LLVM
and MLIR each implements over 200 optimization passes. For each sampled optimization, we craft
a mini "preparation” pipeline, e.g., run -loop-simplify,-loop-rotate before loop optimizations.
We sampled 37 (LLVM) and 26 (MLIR) optimizations. We refer to them as the sampled optimizations.
Our selection covers 4 LLVM optimization categories (Scalar, Loop, Instcombine, Interprocedural)
and 7 MLIR core dialects: affine, vector, arith, scf, async, gpu, memref. We believe the diversity
is enough and comparable to the literature on compiler optimization testing [54].

4.1.2 Optimization and Seed corpus. From the sampled optimizations, we distill the source code
of each optimization pass into metadata, function declaration, and docstrings. Then we prompt
GPT40-mini to collect 100 valid programs per optimization pass as the its own optimization corpus.
We collect two seed corpus of 1059 C programs and 3601 MLIR programs from the literature and
compiler test suites [20, 31, 55]. In targeted fuzzing mode, we use each pass’s own optimization
corpus (100). In pipeline fuzzing mode, we pool all sampled optimizations’ corpus (3700).

4.1.3  Evaluation Metrics. We use the following metrics:

e Branch Coverage We built the optimizing compilers (clang, opt & mlir-opt) with coverage
instrumentation [8].

e Optimization Trigger Throughput is the total number successful program transformations
triggered/applied in four hours. This is a standard evaluation metric in the domain of fuzzing
compiler optimizations [53, 54, 56]. For example, LoopFuse’s #transforms is #loops fused, and
GVNHoist’s #transforms is #instructions hoisted or removed.

4.1.4 Baselines. We evaluate TARGETFUZZ against Grammarinator [21], SynthFuzz [31], GrayC
[20], and MLIRSmith [49]. To ensure fairness, we combine the optimization and seed corpus to
use as the fuzzing corpus of Grammarinator, SynthFuzz, and GrayC. Grammarinator represents
a baseline grammar-based fuzzer. SynthFuzz is a grammar-based fuzzer that synthesizes custom
mutations that preserve semantic validity. We pick SynthFuzz because it is 1) novel in synthesis of
grammar mutation, and 2) shown to be the state-of-the-art MLIR fuzzer [31]. GrayC is a coverage-
guided, mutational fuzzer targeting the C language. It implements a set of semantic-aware, custom
mutators, such as replacing an arithmetic operator with another. We pick GrayC because it’s the
state-of-the-art C Compiler fuzzer [20]. We also compare against GrayC’s variant without coverage
guidance in RQ1 as it uses the coverage as metric. MLIRSmith is a custom, generator-based fuzzer
that targets MLIR’s core dialects. It requires developers to manually implement custom generator
for each dialects. We pick MLIRSmith as a baseline for generational MLIR fuzzers.

4.2 RQ1: Is TARGETFuUZZ effective at testing optimizations compared to other fuzzers?

For whole optimization pipeline fuzzing, we run TARGETFUZz and baseline fuzzers for 24 hours on
the clang -03 pipeline, then measure branch coverage of the entire compiler (directories under
clang/ and 11vm/). For targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations, per optimization, we run each
fuzzer for one hour and measure coverage only within that specific optimization’s code.
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Fig. 6. RQ1: (a) Coverage on entire LLVM codebase when fuzzing with -O3 pipeline for 24 hours. (b) Coverage
on targeted optimizations, aggregated across 4 categories. Left to right: All optimizations, Interprocedural
(IPO), InstCombine, Loop, and Scalar optimizations. In the whole pipeline fuzzing mode, TARGETFuUzz achieves
lower coverage than GrayC(w/wo) coverage guidance when fuzzing the entire compiler; however, in the
targeted fuzzing mode, TARGETFUzZ outperforms all baseline fuzzers on IPO, InstCombine, and Scalar families
of optimizations. We show that the two fuzzing modes are complementary to each other in RQ2.
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Fig. 7. RQ1: Coverage on targeted MLIR optimizations, summed across 7 categories. Left to right: All
optimizations, Affine, Arith, Async, GPU, Memref, SCF, Vector. TARGETFUzz achieves highest overall coverage
and in dialects gpu and vector, while having comparable (<2%) coverage in affine, scf as the best baseline.

On LLVM pipeline -03, GrayC ! fuzzer achieves the best overall coverage, followed by TARGET-
Fuzz, Grammarinator, then SynthFuzz, as shown in Figure 6a. This result aligns with expectations:
GrayC is specifically designed for C/C++ programs with hand-coded mutations that operate on
semantic-rich, typed ASTs to ensure high test validity. This explains why it is the most effective at
testing C compiler as a whole. However, we argue that TARGETFUZz is built with two distinctive
goals: (1) unlike GrayC, TARGETFUZz is a language-agnostic fuzzing framework that can be easily
adapted to new languages (like MLIR), and (2) it is designed to be more effective at testing individual
optimizations, which we will show in the rest of RQ1 and RQ2.

Notably, TARGETFUZzZ achieves the highest coverage among grammar-based fuzzers. Upon a
closer look, TARGETFUZZ outperforms Grammarinator a lot at the beginning of the fuzzing cam-
paign: at the 2.5 hour mark, TARGETFUZZ achieves 7% higher coverage, but this advantage levels
out in the long run. After 24 hours, TARGETFUZzzZ is only marginally better than Grammarinator.
This is not surprising given the fact that Grammarinator’s general mutations indeed subsume
TarGeTFUZZ’s targeted, constrained mutators, that they eventually converge to similar coverage.
However, TARGETFUZz demonstrates an advantage in short fuzzing runs.

Under the targeted fuzzing setting, in LLVM, TArRGeETFUZZ achieves 3.0%, 14.7%, 7.3%, 6.5%, higher
total coverage than Grammarinator, SynthFuzz, GrayC, and GrayC (without coverage), aggregating
all sampled optimizations. To show generality, we further group the 37 LLVM optimizations into
four categories: Scalar, Loop, Interprocedural (IPO), and InstCombine and report the aggregate
coverage in Figure 6b. TARGETFUzz achieves the highest coverage on InstCombine, IPO, and Scalar
optimizations. On Loop optimizations, SynthFuzz achieves 0.7% higher coverage than TARGETFUZz.

1GrayC wo. coverage achieves 3% higher coverage than with coverage, consistent with GrayC’s own evaluation results [20]
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In MLIR targeted fuzzing, TARGETFUZZ achieves 9.7% and 11.2% higher coverage than Gram-
marinator and SynthFuzz, respectively. We evaluated 26 optimizations across 7 MLIR dialects.
As shown in Figure 7, TARGETFUZz achieves the highest aggregated branch coverage across all
optimizations. Specifically, TARGETFUzz achieves best performance on the gpu and vector dialects
and comparable coverage on the affine and async dialects (<margin of 2%). MLIRSmith achieves
near-zero coverage; we discuss the reasons for this in Section 4.4.

TarGETFUZZ achieves the highest overall coverage, in both LLVM and MLIR, under the
targeted fuzzing setting, where it performs consistently better than other language-specific
fuzzers, and grammar-based fuzzers. Under the whole pipeline fuzzing setting, TARGETFUZz
is inferior to GrayC (without coverage) and perform similarly to GrayC with coverage.

4.3 RQ2: How does TARGETFuUZZ’s targeted fuzzing mode compare to whole pipeline
fuzzing mode?

In RQ1, we showed that under the whole pipeline fuzzing setting, TARGETFUZzz is comparable to
GrayC, but inferior to GrayC without coverage, in terms of overall coverage of the LLVM compiler
codebase. This is the coverage experiment that most compiler fuzzers carry out. But this result
doesn’t necessarily translate to effectiveness at testing optimizations. In particular, we would
like to answer the question: Is there a need for targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations, that it
complements what whole pipeline fuzzing cannot achieve?

First, we take a closer look at coverage of LLVM’s optimization module under this mode. The opti-
mization module under 11vm/1ib/Transforms contains 300 files, including all the transformation
passes and their utilities. The best-performing baseline GrayCnoCov achieves 38596 branches, while
TarGETFuUzz achieves 36377 branches, a 6.1% difference. GrayCnoCov achieves higher coverage
on 55 files while TARGETFUZz achieves higher coverage on 36 files. However, 152 of the 300 files
have zero coverage from both fuzzers. This supports our hypothesis that the whole pipeline fuzzing
approach leaves a lot of optimization logic untested.
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Fig. 11. RQ3: MLIR Ratio of Optimization Trigger Throughput. TARGETFUZzZ’s outperforms GM and SynthFuzz
by 2.71x, 2.45X.

We further compare TARGETFUZZ’s coverage in the two fuzzing modes. It is important to note
that these two modes use different test harness (clang -03 vs. individual pass) and subsequently
different fuzzing budget (24 hours vs. one hour). Thus, the numbers are not directly comparable, but
we can still draw insights from the comparison. We show the coverage of sampled optimizations
in the two fuzzing modes in Figure 8. The band around the diagonal indicates that for most
optimizations, the coverage in the two modes are comparable. Notably, there are 12 passes that are
entirely untested in the whole pipeline mode, but all of them are covered in targeted fuzzing mode.

Targeted fuzzing of individual optimizations is necessary to complement whole pipeline
fuzzing, as it significantly increases the number of optimizations tested.

4.4 RQ3: What are TARGETFuUzZ’s strengths and limitations at triggering optimizations
of different characteristics?

To provide a more detailed assessment of TARGETFuUzZ’s effectiveness in targeted fuzzing, we use
the optimization trigger throughput metric. Widely used in prior work [53, 54, 56], it measures
how frequently a fuzzer successfully triggers optimizations. In Figure 10 and Figure 11, we show
TarRGETFUZZ’s throughput improvements over the baseline fuzzers on all optimizations.
TarRGETFUZZ outperforms Grammarinator by achieving higher trigger throughput on 26 / 37
LLVM and 22 / 26 MLIR optimizations, averaging 1.74x and 2.71x throughput of Grammarinator.
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Because TARGETFUZzZ is implemented on top of Grammarinator, these numbers directly reflect the
gain of TARGETFUZZ’s composition-based, targeted mutations over naive grammar-based fuzzing,
which is less effective at exercising deep optimization logic.

TAarRGETFUZzZ achieves 1.64x (LLVM) and 2.45x (MLIR) throughput of SynthFuzz. TARGETFUZZ
outperforms SynthFuzz on 18 / 26 MLIR optimizations but SynthFuzz outperforms TARGETFUZZ
on 22 / 37 LLVM optimizations. SynthFuzz is a MLIR-inspired grammar-based fuzzer, leveraging
parameterized mutation to transplant grammar subtrees to a different context [31]. TARGETFUZZ’s
mutations are more constrained to specifically target optimizations. In addition, program constructs
allow TArRGETFUZZ to identify declaration, usage, and types, so TARGETFUZzz’s parameterized muta-
tion achieves higher validity (See Section 3.3). TARGETFUzz produces C programs of 41.14%validity
compared to 19.18% of SynthFuzz.

MLIRSmith triggered zero MLIR optimizations, so we omit it in Figure 11. The problem with
MLIRSmith’s custom generator approach is twofold. MLIRSmith’s programs have an extremely
low validity rate of 0.8%. This is because MLIRSmith hardcoded the semantics of MLIR operations.
MLIR’s constant evolution easily renders such semantic specifications obsolete. Secondly, custom
generators like MLIRSmith are built to maximize extensibility, i.e., being made versatile to target
many language features. They are blackbox fuzzers that are unable to take advantage of domain
knowledge (e.g. the optimization corpus) about the compiler under test, which has proven to be
essential in testing deep compiler logic.

TarGeTFUZzZ outperforms GrayC on 23 / 37 LLVM optimizations, averaging 5.14x throughput
of GrayC. However, TARGETFUZZ’s comparison against GrayC shows high variance: throughput
ratio ranges from 50X to 0.05X. Our analysis shows that TARGETFuUZz is better at triggering more
constrained optimizations: for example, it outperforms GrayC on LoopFusion, DeadArgumentElim-
ination, MergeFunctions, by 31.2X, 4.1X, and 5.6X%, respectively. GrayC performs better when the
optimization is relatively "low-effort," i.e., has trivial triggering conditions. For example, GrayC
outperforms TARGETFuUzz the most in InstSimplifyPass by 20x. It packages simple optimizations
that remove redundant instructions, so any unoptimized C program have a high chance of triggering
it. GrayC outperforms TARGETFuUzz by 10X on NewGVN (Global Value Numbering). This opti-
mization removes equivalent expressions [6]. GrayC happens to implement a Duplicate-Statement
mutator [20], which duplicates a statement within the same block, easily triggering NewGVN.

TarceETFUzz is more effective than naive grammar-based fuzzer (Grammarinator),
parametrized mutators (SynthFuzz) and language-specific fuzzer (GrayC) at triggering com-
piler optimizations. Compared to GrayC, TARGETFUZz is particularly effective at triggering
more constrained optimizations.

4.5 RQ4: What are each composition style and mutator’s bug-finding capabilities?

To evaluate the bug-finding capabilities of each composition style and mutator, we run TARGET-
Fuzz for 6 hours per sampled LLVM optimization, focusing on miscompilations—the most severe
optimization bugs. We use Alive2 [34] as the oracle to validate whether a triggered transformation
is a miscompilation. For each {composition style, mutator} pair, we report # distinct optimizations
produced at least one Alive2-flagged miscompilation. Results appear in Figure 9. In total, 8 op-
timizations are flagged for miscompilation. The most successful compositions are Precedes and
Exists, and 5 optimizations are only discovered by them. It is expected that crossovers such as
Exists+Replace and Exists+Insert are effective, as they are the most generic form of grammar-based
mutations. However, TARGETFUZZ’s more constrained composition styles and mutations are also
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effective at exposing buggy optimizations. Notably, no single style-mutator pair alone flags all 8
buggy optimizations, proving the necessity of multiple composition styles and mutators.

TargeTFUZzZ’s multiple styles and mutators are necessary to trigger a diverse set of optimiza-
tion bugs.

4.6 Bug Findings

TAarRGETFUZzZ found 18 previously unknown bugs in LLVM and MLIR, shown in Table 2. Among
them, 10 are optimization bugs and 2 are backend bugs; 4 are miscompilations and 14 are crashes. For
reference, the optimization corpus itself only exposes one bug in LLVM, proving the effectiveness
of TARGETFUZZ’s mutation. We used two bug-finding oracles: 1) compiler crash (LLVM & MLIR)
and 2) Alive2 [34] (LLVM). We also found 2 false-positive bugs in Alive2 and both have been fixed.

Status LLVM  MLIR 1| func. func @gxtractjd,constant()—>(){ 1 in’F main() {

2 %cst = arith.constant dense<[1,2]>: 2 int sum1=0,sum2=0;
Reported 2 2 vector<2xi32> 3 for (int i=0;i<10;i++){
Confirmed 5 0 31 %0 = vector.extract %cst[0]: i32 fr 4 suml += i;3}
Fixed 2 5 vector<2xi32> 5| for (int i=@;i<ie;i++){
NF 2 0 o

4 func.return 6 sum2 += ixi;}
Total 11 7 503 71}
Table 2. Bug reports; Listing 1. TARGETFuzz program crashes Listing 2. TArGeTFuzZ
NF: not-gonna-fix. VectorLinearize program crashes Loop Fuse

We present a TARGETFuzz-found MLIR bug that was fixed. vector.extract is an operation that
extracts a n — D vector at a k — D position. VectorLinearize is an optimization pass that attempts
to linearize all n — D vectors to 1D. TARGETFuUzz generated the program in Listing 1 that crashed
VectorLinearize, which incorrectly assumes that k < n in all vector.extract operations, i.e., it
must return vectors, and attempts to linearize the vector.extract on line 3 which in fact produces
a scalar value of 132. TARGETFUzz crafted this test program using the Exists style and Insert
mutator. First, TARGETFuUzZ’s identified that VECTOR constructs widely exists in the optimization
corpus, matching a vector.extract operation. It then parameterizing its input argument. Upon
matching the recipient context, the hole is concretized with the most structural similar node %cst.
This mutation shows (1) how TARGETFUZzZ uses optimization corpus to extract useful breadcrumbs
(e.g., vector.extract) of the targeted optimizations, (2) parameterized mutation is critical in
maintaining validty during crossover.

We present a TARGETFuzz-found LLVM optimizer bug that was fixed. Optimization LoopFuse
crashes on the program in Listing 2. The two loops are fusable but LoopFuser: :performFusion
incorrectly asserts that the loops are illegal for fusion and crashes. This bug is both a crash and a
missed optimization.

5 RELATED WORK

While fuzzing is effective at exploring behaviors of code, a drawback is that it may only execute
shallow code. As such, it will struggle to test deep code, such as code related to optimization.

Grammar-based fuzzing. Grammar-based fuzzers, including Grammarinator [21], Nautilus [13],
LangFuzz [22], Skyfire [50], PolyGlot [18], and SynthFuzz [31] take an input grammar to generate
syntactically correct programs and mutate on parse trees. Generator-based fuzzers [40] often
rely on human effort to encode language-specific semantics. Even if semantically-valid inputs
are generated, they do not necessarily satisfy the constraints for reaching deep code, such as
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optimizations. TARGETFUZz, instead, takes advantage of composition styles, which allows it to
attain higher coverage of compiler optimization code.

LLM-based fuzzing. Fuzz4All [52] was the seminal work to leverage LLMs to both generate and
mutate tests programs for fuzzing compiler. MetaMut [39] automatically synthesizes semantics-
aware mutators using LLMs through an elaborate, multi-stage prompting strategy. TARGETFUzz
doesn’t rely on LLMs for mutation. It only asks LLMs for an initial corpus of optimization tests,
from where the mutations are derived through composition-styles and applied on a larger seed
corpus at scale. This approach significantly reduces the number of slow and expensive LLM queries.
In evaluation, TARGETFUZZz's LLM-generated optimization corpus only exposes 1 bug; TARGETFuUZz’s
bug findings come from its composition-style based mutations.

Semantic-aware fuzzing. Some compiler fuzzers aim to more effectively test deep code by ensuring
semantic well-formedness. MLIRSmith [49] encodes the semantics of MLIR dialects but cannot
keep up with its constant evolution. YarpGen [32] generates C/C++ programs that avoid undefined
behaviors by static analysis and conservatively replacing unsafe operations. YarpGen v2 [33] added
UB-free loop generation to target loop optimizations. GrayC [20] hand-coded a small set of mutators
on semantic-rich, typed-AST to guarantee program well-formedness. Ensuring semantic well-
formedness is an orthogonal problem; TARGETFuUzz focuses on satisfying the structural constraints
necessary for testing compiler optimizations. Our evaluation shows that structural constraints is
easier to achieve, i.e., without the need for custom, semantic generators/mutators, and are more
important than well-formesness in testing optimizations.

In theory, such constraints can be specified explicitly using ISLa [44]: a specification language for
generating structured inputs. However, doing so one-at-a-time for each optimization, is prohibitively
labor-intensive. TARGETFUZz bypasses this problem by automatically extracting composition styles
from the optimization corpus, essentially loosely-overapproximating these structural constraints.

The closest idea to TARGETFUZz is Creal [30], which injects functions of real-world code snip-
pets into randomly generated programs (seed corpus) to increase test diversity. Creal essentially
implements one "function injection" mutator: replace expressions in a seed program with calls to
extracted real-world functions, but it ensures the 1) semantic equivalence and 2) well-formedness of
the mutation, through a mix of profiling and static analysis. TARGETFuzz’s program transformations
are more general, e.g. function injection can simply be achieved by the Exists composition and the
Replace mutator. However, TARGETFuUZZ does not aim for semantic equivalence or well-formedness.
TarGETFUzz and Creal share a similar goal of breaking reliance on predefined mutators, but TAR-
GeTFuUzz focuses on leveraging structural relations to test optimization logic. Creal only generates
C programs, while TARGETFUZzZ is language-agnostic. In addition, using Creal requires a large
function dataset (50k+ extracted from Github in its evaluation). TARGETFUZzz only needs a small
optimization corpus (100 programs) to derive its mutators.

Fuzzing compiler optimizations. There exists a group of compiler fuzzers that are dedicated to,
or are especially suitable for fuzzing optimizations. WhiteFox [54] also leverages LLMs and use
optimization-triggering tests for few-shot prompting. Thus, they steer testing towards compiler
optimization logic. Optimuzz [28] uses directed fuzzing to test newly-updated optimization code,
while using translation validation for detecting miscompilations [34]. It relies on some basic
mutators that preserve the control-flow, limiting its exploration space. MopFuzzer [53] crafted
several mutators that invoke optimizations, e.g, replacing an expression with a trivial function
call that returns itself, in hopes of invoking function inlining. MopFuzzer is built for 13 specific
optimizations in JVM’s JIT compiler, while TARGETFUZz is more general and can be applied to any
optimizations in any compiler. CTOS [24], to the best of our knowledge, is the only optimization
fuzzer other than TArRGETFuUZZ that also explicitly emphasizes and addresses the phase-ordering
problem. CTOS uses vector embeddings of test programs and optimization sequences to cluster and
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prune similar instances, increasing test diversity. TARGETFUZzz mines and reconstructs grammar-
based composition styles to directly test each specific compiler optimization with a targeted pipeline
harness. The EMI family [23, 29, 45] of compiler fuzzers are also applicable to fuzzing optimizations
by performing semantics-preserving transformation to obtain free miscompilation-oracles.

6 CONCLUSION

In summary, this paper is the first to repurpose grammar-based fuzzing with composition styles to
carry out targeted fuzzing of compiler optimizations. We propose TARGETFUZz, a general-purpose
fuzzer that can be adapted to fuzz different compilers and programming languages at a low cost.
Our evaluation shows that the success of composition-based mutators generalizes to a wide range
of optimizations in LLVM and MLIR and that targeted fuzzing complements the existing compiler
fuzzing practice.
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