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Modern extensible compiler frameworks—such as MLIR—enable rapid creation of domain-specific language
dialects. This flexibility, however, makes correctness harder to ensure as the same extensibility that accelerates
development also complicates maintaining the testing infrastructure. Extensible languages require automated
test generation that is both dialect-agnostic (works across dialects without manual adaptation) and dialect-
effective (targets dialect-specific features to find bugs). Existing approaches typically sacrifice one of these
goals by either requiring manually constructed seed corpora for each dialect, or by failing to be effective.

We present a dialect-agnostic and dialect-effective grammar-based and coverage-guided fuzzing approach
for extensible compilers that combines two key insights from existing work: (i) the grammars of dialects,
which already encode the structural and type constraints, can often be extracted automatically from the dialect
specification; and (ii) these grammars can be used in combination with pre-trained large language models to
automatically generate representative and diverse seed inputs from the full dialect space without requiring
any manual input or training data. These seeds can then be used to bootstrap coverage-guided fuzzers.

We built this approach into a tool, Germinator. When evaluated on six MLIR projects spanning 91 dialects,
Germinator generated seeds improve line coverage by 10-120% over grammar-based baselines. We compare
against grammar-based baselines because they are the only class of existing automatic seed generators
that can be applied uniformly across MLIR’s heterogeneous dialect ecosystem. Germinator discovers 88
previously unknown bugs (40 confirmed), including 23 in dialects with no prior automated test generators,
demonstrating effective and controllable testing of low-resource dialects at scale. Germinator is available at
https://github.com/large-loris-models/germinator.

1 Introduction
Modern extensible compiler frameworks, such as the Multi-Level Intermediate Representation
(MLIR) [27], allow developers to define custom dialects at the intermediate representation (IR)
layer—the “middle” of a compiler between source code and machine code. Domain experts can
prototype new compilation pipelines [34], integrate novel hardware targets [2], or express domain-
specific optimizations [3, 39] without reimplementing entire compilers. This extensibility allows
frontends to focus on designing language abstractions for a specific domain without reimplementing
low-level compilation infrastructure, thus leveraging the compiler’s existing optimizations and
code generation [24, 25, 38].
This extensibility introduces a critical bottleneck: new dialects often ship with limited and

incomplete test suites, leaving custom dialect features largely untested. Compilers are foundational
infrastructure, and even small miscompilations can silently propagate correctness failures into
production systems [47, 56]. To avoid correctness bugs, fully verifying the compiler would be
ideal, but in practice testing remains the primary method for validating compiler correctness
at scale [7, 32], and this paper therefore focuses on improving testing for extensible compilers.
Specifically, we focus on fuzzing compilers [27, 30, 48, 50, 53].
When trying to build a compiler fuzzer, we typically need to bootsrap the tool with some

“representative” programs in the language and then randomly mutate (usually following some
information about the language) programs to trigger different compiler behaviors. Language dialects
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Table 1. Comparison of fuzzing approaches for extensible languages. Dialect-agnostic: works across dialects
without manual adaptation per dialect. Dialect-effective: achieves high coverage and can target dialect-specific
features to uncover bugs. Note that ★ indicates tools that are theoretically dialect-agnostic but corpus-
dependent.

Approach Dialect-agnostic Dialect-effective

Grammarinator [21] ★ ×
SynthFuzz [30] ★ ✓
FLEX [48] × ✓
MLIRSmith [53] × ✓
MLIRod [49] × ✓

Germinator ✓ ✓

are by definition low-resource languages and lack large program corpora needed to bootsrap the
search—i.e., it is hard for the fuzzer to sample “typical” programs in each dialect. Unlike mature
languages with decades of testing infrastructure (e.g., C/C++ [33, 56]), emerging dialects may have
only a handful of example programs and no dedicated “automatic program generators”. Hence,
subtle bugs can persist for months, discovered only in production [37]. The core challenge is thus:
how can we automatically test (specifically fuzz) rapidly evolving compiler dialects without incurring
substantial manual effort or requiring large training corpora?

We argue that a good compiler-fuzzer for extensible languages should be:
• Dialect-agnostic—the fuzzer works across different dialects without manual adaptation;
• Dialect-effective—the fuzzer achieves high coverage and can target specific dialect features that

uncover dialect-specific bugs.
Table 1 summarizes how existing compiler fuzzers require manual input or are dialect-ineffective.

The main insight for our approach is that effective compiler fuzzing for low-resource dialects
fundamentally hinges on starting from a small set of seed programswhose distribution approximates
that of the dialect under test, and then using coverage-guided fuzzers—i.e., a tool that mutates
programs to exercise different execution paths—to randomly mutate such seeds to trigger rare
events. That is, our approach reframes the compiler fuzzing problem as one of automatically
generating high-quality, diverse seed programs—representative examples in a given dialect—rather
than relying on manually constructed corpora as in prior work [30, 48, 49].
Following the above insight, our key innovation is to demonstrate that large language models

(LMs) can serve as effective samplers even for low-resource dialects, provided that the language
models are constrained to produce programs that adhere to the dialect’s syntax. This syntactic
restriction can be enforced by providing the model with a context-free grammar for the dialect’s
syntax and applying grammar-constrained sampling techniques [11, 16, 18, 20, 31, 40, 41, 43, 46, 52]
to ensure that all generated programs are syntactically valid. In essence, our method combines
the strengths of grammar-based fuzzers (which only sample syntactically valid programs) and
coverage-guided fuzzing (which take into account coverage feedback to make sample effectively).
We implement our approach in a tool, Germinator, that is both dialect-agnostic and dialect-

effective. Given a target dialect for the LLVM compiler framework, Germinator automatically
extracts from the dialect’s TableGen definitions a context-free grammar encoding the dialect’s
syntactic constraints. A TableGen definition is a declarative specification in LLVM’s domain-
specific language that defines operations, their signatures, type constraints, and assembly syntax.
Using the extracted grammar, Germinator employs state-of-the-art grammar-constrained sampling
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algorithms [20] over pre-trained language models to generate diverse and syntactically valid seeds—
without requiring additional training, fine-tuning, or large manually curated corpora. The generated
seeds are then passed to an existing coverage-guided fuzzer.

We evaluate Germinator on six MLIR-based projects spanning 91 dialects and 1338 operations:
base MLIR [27], Torch-MLIR [34], IREE [3], CIRCT [2], Triton [39], and HEIR [4]. Germinator
discovered 88 previously unknown bugs (40 confirmed), including 23 in dialects with no prior
automated test generators. Compared to the best-performing baselines, Germinator improves line
coverage by 10–120% (see Section 6).

Contributions. This paper makes the following contributions:
• We formulate the challenge of designing compiler fuzzers that generalize across dialects—dialect-

agnostic—while remaining effective within each specific dialect—dialect-effective (Section 2).
• We provide a probabilistic formulation of compiler fuzzing that shows that coverage-guided

fuzzers are dialect-effective, provided that they begin from representative seeds. We thus reduce
dialect-agnostic fuzzing to the automatically sampling representative dialect seeds (Section 3).
• We show how to build effective seed samplers by combining large languagemodels with grammar-

constrained decoding algorithms that force such models to only produce programs accepted by
a given context-free grammar describing the dialect’s syntax (Section 4).
• We implement our approach in Germinator, a dialect-agnostic and dialect-effective tool that
automatically extracts grammars from TableGen definitions and generates high-quality seeds
using grammar-constrained sampling with language models (Section 5).
• Our evaluation demonstrates that Germinator is dialect-agnostic—extracting grammars for 88.9%
of operations across all 91 MLIR dialects—and dialect-effective—it improved line coverage by
10-120% when compared to best-performing baselines and discovered 88 bugs (40 confirmed, 14
repaired) across six projects, including 23 bugs in dialects with no existing generators.

2 Overview: Testing an MLIR Dialect with Our Approach

func.func @test() {
%0 = emitc.literal "0" : index
%1 = emitc.literal "10" : index
%2 = emitc.literal "1" : index
emitc.for %iv = %0 to %1 step %2 {

// Region body misses block arg for %iv
emitc.yield

}
return

}

Fig. 1. A valid emitc.for loop missing its induction
variable. The verifier assumes this variable always ex-
ists and crashes when trying to access it.

We illustrate our approach through a con-
crete example: automatically testing the EmitC
dialect in MLIR, a low-resource dialect that
translates MLIR constructs into C/C++ code [1,
27]. The EmitC dialect is used by develop-
ers who need to lower MLIR-based IRs into
portable C/C++ backends—for example, to inte-
grate MLIR pipelines into embedded, safety-
critical, or cross-platform toolchains where
LLVM is unavailable. With only 47 test cases in
its official repository [44], EmitC epitomizes the
testing bottleneck faced by small or emerging
dialects whose rapid evolution outpaces man-
ual test creation: in just the past year, EmitC has
seen over one hundred pull requests merged
with multiple API changes—yet only a few dozen new tests—highlighting the difficulty of maintaining
test coverage as dialect semantics shift.
In the EmitC dialect, control-flow constructs mirror the structure of C code. An emitc.for

operation (see Figure 1) corresponds to a C-style for loop, where the body represents the loop body
and the loop bounds specify the initialization, condition, and increment expressions. In typical
usage, the loop body receives an induction variable argument that represents the loop counter.
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However, in the program in Figure 1, the body takes no arguments—yielding an unusual but valid
loop form: it iterates over a fixed range without exposing the induction variable to its body.

This example exposes a real bug that Germinator automatically discovered in the EmitC compiler
(link omitted for anonymity). The program is syntactically valid: the emitc.for operation accepts
three operands (two bounds and a step) and a region. However, the program triggers an assertion
failure because the verifier’s getInductionVar()method assumes a block argument exists without
checking. This reveals a spec-implementation gap: the TableGen specification permits loops without
block arguments, but the verifier implementation assumes one always exists. Such mismatches
arise when verification code makes implicit assumptions not enforced by the formal specification.

2.1 Why Existing Approaches Fail
We explain why existing fuzzing approaches (Table 1) do not uncover this bug and similar ones.

Grammar-based fuzzers, e.g., Grammarinator [21] and SynthFuzz [30], generate programs from
context-free grammars, either manually defined or mined. In Grammarinator, initial seed programs
are retained and mutated, biasing generation toward known structures. While this approach
avoids syntactically invalid programs, semantic constraints—such as type correctness and valid
region usage—are often violated. Consequently, constructs like an emitc.for loop with the precise
operand types and region structure needed to trigger our bug are rarely produced. SynthFuzz
extends grammar-based fuzzing with context-dependent mutations learned from seeds, increasing
the likelihood of valid programs. However, in low-resource dialects like EmitC only a few seeds
contain relevant constructs (e.g., 3 emitc.for loops), and the fuzzer is unlikely to produce the
exact combination required to reach the bug.
Hand-engineered fuzzers, e.g., MLIRSmith [53] and MLIRod [49], ensure high syntactic and

semantic validity through dialect-specific type systems and dependency models. However, neither
tool supports the EmitC dialect. To generate our running example one would need to manually add
EmitC-specific rules—an effort that is prohibitive for low-resource or rapidly evolving dialects.

Learning-based generators, like FLEX [48], learn patterns from large corpora, producing syntacti-
cally valid programs that satisfy semantic constraints. Their effectiveness depends on hundreds or
thousands of seeds; in low-resource dialects like EmitC, these tools overfit and cannot generalize to
rare constructs such as loops without induction variables.
In summary, grammar-based fuzzers ignore semantic constraints, hand-engineered fuzzers

require prohibitive per-dialect effort, and learning-based generators fail in low-resource settings.

2.2 Why Our Approach Succeeds
Section 2.1 makes it clear that the core challenge in fuzzing compilers is to generate programs that

are simultaneously diverse—covering unexplored regions of the dialect’s design space—and valid—
respecting both syntactic and semantic constraints—without relying on extensive human-written
corpora or manual engineering. Germinator succeeds where existing fuzzers fail by addressing
both dimensions: using pre-trained language models to achieve program diversity and grammar-
constrained sampling to ensure syntactic and semantic validity—effectively combining the best
ideas from machine learning and classical compiler testing.

2.2.1 Mining Grammars to Enforce Validity. First, Germinator automatically extracts a context-free
grammar from the dialect’s TableGen specification (see Figure 2). TableGen files declaratively en-
code the syntax of operations, types, and attributes. For the TableGen file in Figure 2(a), Germinator
identifies assembly formats and type vocabularies for which grammar rules can be directly extracted
(highlighted in blue) as well as custom formats for which extracting a grammar rule requires more
complex inference using language models (highlighted in magenta). These elements are converted
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Listing 1. (a) EmitC TableGen specifications

1 def EmitC_LiteralOp : EmitC_Op <" literal", [Pure]> {
2 // explicit format -> direct extraction
3 let assemblyFormat = "$value attr -dict `:` type($result )"; ...
4 }
5 def EmitC_ForOp : EmitC_Op <"for"> {
6 let arguments = (ins IntegerIndexOrOpaqueType:$lowerBound , ...);
7 let hasCustomAssemblyFormat = 1; ... // custom printer -> needs inference
8 }
9 def EmitC_YieldOp : EmitC_Op <"yield", [Terminator]> {
10 // explicit format -> direct extraction
11 let assemblyFormat = "attr -dict ($result^ `:` type($result ))?"; ...
12 }

Listing 2. (b) Extracted grammar rules

# Directly extracted from assemblyFormat
emitc_literal: op_result_list? "emitc.literal" ... attribute_dict? ":" type
integer_index_or_opaque: "index" | "i1" | ... | "i128"
emitc_yield: "emitc.yield" attribute_dict? (ssa_use ":" type)?

# Inferred from custom format + LM
emitc_for: "emitc.for" SSA_ID "=" ssa_use "to" ssa_use "step" ... ? region

Fig. 2. Grammar extraction for the EmitC dialect. (a) Snippet of TableGen operation definitions: directly
extracted assembly formats are highlighted in blue and customC++ formats requiring inference are highlighted
in magenta. (b) Grammar rules extracted from TableGen enforcing syntactic constraints, while semantic
constraints—such as operand compatibility—are handled implicitly by the language model.

into grammar rules (Figure 2(b)) that enforce syntactic constraints, ensuring generated programs
adhere to the dialect’s structural rules. Patterns not fully captured by the grammar—such as optional
attributes, complex control-flow combinations, or region-specific constraints—are handled in the
next step via language model sampling, which takes advantage of learned structural priors.

2.2.2 Constrained Sampling with Language Models for Diverse and Valid Seed Generation. Second,
Germinator takes advantage of the broad knowledge embedded in pre-trained language models
(LMs) to generate diverse programs. Because pre-trained models have already learned general
MLIR patterns from large corpora, they provide a strong starting point even for previously unseen
dialects. However, because the dialects are out of the model’s learned distribution, the model alone
cannot enforce dialect-specific constraints and will mostly produce samples that are invalid in the
dialect (Figure 3)—i.e., language models suffer the same limitations as existing approaches.

Germinator uses recent advances in grammar-constrained sampling [11, 16, 20, 40, 41, 43, 46] to
guide the language model to only produce programs that are valid with respect to the grammar
extracted in the first step, effectively combining the strengths of grammar-based (through the
grammar) and learning-based approaches (the universal knowledge learned by the language model).
The grammar enforces syntactic validity wherever explicit rules exist, while the LM introduces
diversity and statistical patterns not captured by the grammar, making Germinator a universal
generator for low-resource dialects.
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Prompt: Generate a short test case directly in MLIR in assembly format
for the EmitC dialect that uses an emitc.for loop with literals as bounds.

(a) Unconstrained
module @test {

!i32 3 = arith.constant 3
!i32 5 = arith.constant 5
%i = emitc.for %i in [%3, %4]

: (i32) to (i32) step (i32 1) {
!i32 10 = arith.constant 10
emitc.print %10 : (i32)

}
return %i : (i32)

}

(b) Grammar-Constrained
func.func @emitc_example () -> i32 {

%i = emitc.literal "5" : i32
%j = emitc.literal "10" : i32
%k = emitc.literal "2" : i32
emitc.for %iv = %i to %j

step %k {
emitc.yield

}
return %i : i32

}

Fig. 3. Grammar-constrained sampling ensures syntactic validity. Given the same prompt (the specific
prompt is not one used by Germinator and is for illustrative purposes), (a) unconstrained LLM generation
produces multiple syntax errors (highlighted in red): incorrect SSA value declarations (!i32 3 = ...), invalid
loop syntax (in [%3, %4]), non-existent operations (emitc.print), and invalid module-level return. (b)
Grammar-constrained sampling (highlighted in green) follows the extracted grammar rules exactly, producing
syntactically valid code that respects the EmitC dialect’s constraints.

2.2.3 Coverage-guided Fuzzing for Diverse Generation. Because grammar-constrained LM sampling
is computationally (and financially!) expensive, we can typically generate only a few hundred/t-
housand seeds in reasonable time (minutes) in the second step.

In the third and final step, the hundreds of high-quality seed programs generated by the language
model are used as seeds for a coverage-guided fuzzer, which can cheaply produce thousands or
millions of additional inputs through mutation and coverage feedback. Since the seeds already
represent meaningful, well-formed compiler programs, a coverage-guided fuzzer can use coverage
feedback from the compiler to efficiently explores variations of the existing programs that explore
new execution paths and uncovers subtle bugs, such as the induction-variable issue shown earlier
in Figure 1 that prior approaches missed.
For the EmitC dialect, Germinator achieves approximately 75% higher code coverage than

baseline tools and uncovers a previously unknown bug, demonstrating its ability to generate
semantically valid programs that exercise rare control-flow and type patterns.

3 Fuzzing as Distribution Exploration
We now formalize the problem tackled in this paper and the intuition from §2 by viewing the
task of fuzzing a compiler for a dialect of an extensible language as the problem of efficiently
exploring a distribution over programs in that dialect. This perspective clarifies what makes a
fuzzer effective, why extensible languages make this setting uniquely challenging, and motivates
the design principles underlying our approach.

3.1 Fuzzing as Sampling from a Program Distribution
Wemodel an extensible language by starting from a core language and defining dialects as extensions
of it. The core of the extensible language C is described by a grammar 𝐺 , which generates its
programs, and a set of validity rules 𝜑 (e.g., typing or well-formedness checks). The set of valid
programs in the core language is defined as

𝐿 = { 𝑝 | 𝑝 is generated by 𝐺 and 𝑝 satisfies 𝜑 }.
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A dialect D defines additional constructs independent of the core language C. It has its own
grammar𝐺D that can generate dialect-specific operations, types, and attributes, along with validity
rules 𝜑D . The set of valid dialect programs is

𝐿D = { 𝑝 | 𝑝 is generated by 𝐺D and 𝑝 satisfies 𝜑D }.
In practice, MLIR programs mix constructs from multiple dialects and the core language by

explicitly registering the required dialects in the compiler context. Therefore, programs using
dialect D may contain dialect-specific operations mixed with operations in the core language.
Specifically, dialects are extensions in the sense that the 𝐺D contains a superset of the productions
of the grammar 𝐺 , and, similarly the semantic constraints are the form 𝜑D = 𝜑 ∧ 𝜑𝑛𝑒𝑤 , where the
semantic constraints 𝜑𝑛𝑒𝑤 are those added by the dialect.

Example 3.1 (EmitC composes with core MLIR). The core language is MLIR, described by
grammar𝐺MLIR and validity rules 𝜑MLIR (for example, productions and typing rules for func.func,
func.return, etc.). The EmitC dialect extends MLIR by adding dialect-specific productions (for in-
stance, rules for emitc.for, emitc.literal, and emitc.yield) and additional semantic constraints.
Concretely, the dialect grammar𝐺EmitC contains the productions of𝐺MLIR together with the new EmitC
productions, and its validity rules take the form 𝜑EmitC = 𝜑MLIR ∧𝜑EmitC,new, where 𝜑EmitC,new captures
EmitC-specific invariants (e.g., constraints on loop bounds or type relations).

Program distributions and coverage. Developers do not write programs uniformly at random: some
constructs are idiomatic and frequent, while others are rare boundary cases. We model this aspect
using a (latent) program distribution 𝑃D : 𝐿D → [0, 1], where 𝑃D (𝑝) reflects how likely program 𝑝

is to appear in realistic use of the dialect.
A gray-box coverage-guided compiler fuzzer samples programs 𝑝 ∈ 𝐿D and executes them to

probe the compiler [12, 55]. To quantify how much a program 𝑝 exercises the compiler, the fuzzer
can measure its coverage: the parts of the compiler implementation executed when compiling the
program 𝑝 . Let E denote the set of coverage events (e.g., basic blocks or branches) we are interested
in triggering. For a program 𝑝 , let Cov(𝑝) ⊆ E be the events it covers, and for a set of programs 𝑆 ,
let Cov(𝑆) = ∪𝑝∈𝑆Cov(𝑝) be the union of the individual programs’ coverage. A fuzzer is effective
if it produces a set of samples 𝑆 that achieves large |Cov(𝑆) |.

In practice, effective compiler fuzzing requires evaluating millions of programs and a fuzzer must
generate valid programs at high throughput; even a small slowdown or low validity rate makes
large-scale exploration infeasible in practice. Typically, we are interested in the set of samples 𝑆
being produced over a finite amount of time—e.g., 24 hours. Simply “searching for programs that
trigger new events” is intractable. Effective fuzzing therefore requires the ability to sample from a
distribution that (i) resembles 𝑃D—to generate realistic programs—and (ii) upweights programs
that exercise rare behaviors—those that 𝑃D assigns low probability to but are crucial for testing.

To formalize this goal, we define a coverage-oriented target distribution:

Definition 3.1 (Coverage-Weighted Target Distribution). The coverage weight of a program 𝑝 is

𝑐𝑤 (𝑝) :=
∑︁

𝑒∈Cov(𝑝 )

1
Pr𝑝∼𝑃D [𝑒 ∈ Cov(𝑝)]

,

and the coverage-weighted target fuzzing distribution is

𝑃★D (𝑝) ∝ 𝑃D (𝑝) · 𝑐𝑤 (𝑝), 𝑝 ∈ 𝐿D .

Here, ∝ means proportional to. Intuitively, 𝑃★D preserves the realistic structure and idioms of 𝑃D ,
but amplifies rare behaviors (thus increasing coverage) that are valuable for testing. For simplicity,
Definition 3.1 assumes that every coverage event has non-zero probability under 𝑃D .
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Algorithm 1: Coverage-Guided Fuzzing Loop
Input: Dialect D; seed generator gen; mutatorMutate; time budget 𝑇
Output: Corpus 𝑆 ⊆ 𝐿D with monotonically increasing Cov(𝑆)

1 𝑆 ← gen(D) // Initial seeds

2 while time < 𝑇 do
3 𝑝 ∼ 𝑆 // Sample a program to mutate

4 𝑞 ← Mutate(𝑝) // Mutate 𝑝

5 if Cov(𝑞) ⊈ Cov(𝑆) then
6 𝑆 ← 𝑆 ∪ {𝑞} // Add 𝑞 to 𝑆 if it increases coverage

7 return 𝑆

This distributional perspective provides a unifying lens: fuzzers can be understood by how well
they approximate 𝑃★D . A fuzzing strategy 𝐹 for an extensible language C is any procedure that
given a dialectD of the core language generates programs in 𝐿D ; we denote by 𝐹D the distribution
over 𝐿D induced by the strategy’s program generation when targeting dialect D.

Definition 3.2 (Dialect-Agnostic and Dialect-Effective Fuzzing Strategy). A fuzzing strategy 𝐹 for
dialects in core language C should be:
• Dialect-agnostic. 𝐹 requires no manual, dialect-specific engineering for each dialect D: no hand-

written generators, encodings, or bespoke type rules crafted by experts.
• Dialect-effective. For each dialect D, the distribution 𝐹D induced by 𝐹 approximates the target

distribution 𝑃★D , yielding inputs that achieve high coverage on the dialect’s compiler.

When considering the approaches in Section 2.1, grammar-based [21, 30] and learning-based
fuzzers [48] are not dialect-effective: the former generate mostly invalid programs because they
ignore semantic constraints, while the latter collapse onto frequent patterns when training data is
scarce. Conversely, hand-engineered fuzzers [49, 53] can be dialect-effective but are not dialect-
agnostic, as they require substantial per-dialect manual engineering of syntax and type rules.

3.2 Coverage-Guided Fuzzing is Dialect-Effective (With the Right Seeds)
Most practical compiler fuzzers—whether grammar-based, learning-based, or hand-engineered—
embed the same underlying mechanism: a coverage-guided loop that mutates a seed corpus and
retains programs that increase coverage. Rather than being a separate class of techniques, coverage
guidance is the common amplifier that all these systems rely on.
From the distributional perspective, the coverage-guided loop adjusts the induced sampling

distribution 𝐹D toward 𝑃★D : once a programwith high coverage weight 𝑐𝑤 (·) is discovered, mutation
operators generate nearby variants, increasing the probability mass assigned to regions of the
program space that trigger rare behaviors. Algorithm 1 provides a simplified view of this process.

The effectiveness of this amplification relies on a structural property of compilers for extensible
languages: programs that trigger rare behaviors are typically syntactically close to common programs
in the dialect. That is, reaching new coverage often requires only small edits—e.g., changing an
operand, altering a type, or adding a dialect-specific operation. Local mutation is therefore well-
suited to refine a seed distribution that already resembles 𝑃D . More formally, for every coverage
event 𝑒 ∈ E there exists a program 𝑞 ∈ 𝐿D that covers 𝑒—i.e., 𝑒 ∈ Cov(𝑝)—and is syntactically
close to a likely program in the dialect distribution—i.e., there exists a program 𝑝 ∈ 𝐿D such that
𝑃D (𝑝) ≫ 𝑃D (𝑞) and the edit distance 𝑑 (𝑝, 𝑞) is small.
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Because mutation operators apply only local edits and are entirely automated (and can even
rely on user-provided grammars to avoid syntactic mistakes), the quality of the initial seed set is
crucial. This is one of the key reasons why learning-based fuzzers and hand-engineered fuzzers are
effective on the dialects they are tailored to: they can rely on high-quality seeds that approximate
the dialect distribution 𝑃D .

Key Observation: Seeds Make or Break Coverage-Guided Fuzzing

Coverage-guided fuzzing can amplify a good seed distribution, but it cannot repair a bad one.
If seeds induce a distribution close to 𝑃D , then coverage guidance efficiently steers toward
𝑃★D , discovering rare high-value behaviors. If the seeds lack basic coverage of common
dialect constructs, mutation is unlikely to reach the rare behaviors.
Thus, to obtain a dialect-agnostic and dialect-effective strategy, it suffices to produce a small
set of seeds whose induced distribution approximates the dialect’s program distribution 𝑃D .

The above observation reduces the challenge of dialect-agnostic and dialect-effective fuzzing
to constructing a good seed generator : a sampling mechanism gen that for any dialect D, without
manual engineering, even when producing a small numbers of seeds, induces a distribution that is
representative of the dialect’s distribution.

Definition 3.3 (Good Seed Generator). A seed generator gen is a sampling algorithm that given a
dialect D, can sample seed programs. A good seed generator should be:
• Dialect-agnostic: requires no manual per-dialect engineering.
• Representative: samples seeds approximately proportionally to the dialect’s distribution 𝑃D .
• Efficient: produces hundreds of seeds in minutes.

Efficiency is necessary to avoid delaying the fuzzer’s mutation phase. Representativeness is
critical because modern fuzzers execute 104–107 programs per minute; even modest reductions in
seed validity or valid-program generation throughput (e.g., from hundreds to tens of valid programs
per minute) severely limit the reachable coverage within a fixed fuzzing budget.

4 Seed Generation via Grammar-Constrained Language Model Sampling
Having reduced dialect-effective fuzzing to constructing a seed generator that satisfies the criteria
in Definition 3.3, we now present a practical realization that is dialect-agnostic, representative, and
efficient. Our approach combines pre-trained language models (LMs)—which act as dialect-agnostic
and distributionally representative samplers—with grammar-constrained sampling, which enforces
syntactic validity and thus efficiency.

4.1 Generating Seeds using Language Models
(Large) Language models (LMs) trained on code corpora learn programming regularities (e.g., vari-
able binding, SSA structure, type-coherent arithmetic) and host-language idioms (e.g., C/C++/LLVM
syntax). When an LM has internalized the core language C, prompting it with minimal context
about a dialect D can already yield programs that resemble valid dialect programs.
Formally, the LM induces a distribution 𝑄LM : Σ∗ → [0, 1] over strings, where Σ is a set of

characters (typically called tokens). Typically we are interested in using LMs with input prompts
and sample possible continuations of such prompts. For notation simplicity, in this section we
assume a fixed “prompt” 𝜋 and the LM only produces outputs for that particular prompt—i.e.,
𝑄LM (𝑝) is actually the probability that 𝐿𝑀 produces program 𝑝 on the fixed prompt 𝜋 . When
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projected onto the set of valid programs 𝐿D , its mass

𝑄LM |𝐿D (𝑝) =
𝑄LM (𝑝) · 1[𝑥 ∈ 𝐿D]∑

𝑝′∈𝐿D 𝑄LM (𝑝′)
(1)

tends to correlate with 𝑃D (𝑝) because both distributions are shaped by the same host-language
statistics and training data—i.e., the model is trained on data that is representative of how people
write code. Formally, we write that is 𝑄LM |𝐿D ≈ 𝑃D . In other words, though of course such a
statement is not formally provable, the LM approximates the marginal of 𝑃D on shared syntax and
“fills in” dialect-specific gaps with semantically nearby constructs.

This aspect makes LMs inherently dialect-agnostic and, at a high level, representative: their
samples respect realistic structural priors of the programming ecosystem. However, as shown
in Figure 3, naïve sampling from 𝑄LM |𝐿D is inefficient because an LM is unlikely to sample valid
programs in 𝐿D for low-resource dialects and will often produce programs that are not in the
grammar 𝐺D or programs that violate semantic constraints 𝜑D .

4.2 Generating Valid Seeds Using Grammar-Constrained Sampling
To satisfy the efficiency requirement of a good seed generator, we need to condition the LM
distribution to only (or at least mostly) sample valid programs in 𝐿D—i.e., we would like to directly
sample from the distribution 𝑄LM |𝐿D and not generate many invalid programs along the way.
Given a context-free grammar 𝐺D that specifies the dialect’s concrete syntax, we make LM

sampling syntax-aware by restricting the model to produce only sequences in the language defined
by 𝐺D . This technique is called grammar-constrained sampling [11, 16, 20, 40, 41, 43, 46, 52], and
intuitively it is implemented by augmenting the LM’s generative process with a parser that throws
away ungrammatical sequence. At each generation step, the model proposes candidate next tokens
(i.e., symbols to add to the output being produced) according to its learned distribution, while
the grammar’s parser determines which of these tokens keep the generate string in the possible
language induced by the grammar. Invalid continuations—those that would lead to a string outside
the grammar’s language—are excluded from consideration.

Grammar-constrained sampling can draw from the following conditional distribution:

𝑄LM |𝐺D (𝑝) =
𝑄LM (𝑝) · 1[𝑥 ∈ 𝐺D]∑

𝑝′∈𝐺D 𝑄LM (𝑝′)
(2)

The distribution 𝑄LM |𝐺D (𝑝) is not the same distribution as 𝑄LM |𝐿D (𝑝) because it may sample
syntactically valid programs that do not satisfy the semantic constraints 𝜑D . However, because
every program in 𝐿D is also syntactically valid an in 𝐺D , we have that the two distributions are
identical with respect to 𝐿D—i.e., 𝑄LM |𝐿D =𝑄LM |𝐺D ,𝐿D . Therefore, grammar-constrained sampling
provides a strictly more efficient way to obtain valid programs than naïve unconstrained sampling.1
Putting everything together, a constrained-sampling seed generator repeatedly produces syn-

tactically valid samples via grammar-constrained decoding and collects them until 𝑁 samples are
obtained that also satisfy the dialect’s semantic constraints.

Definition 4.1 (Constrained-Sampling Seed Generator). Given a language model𝑀 , a constrained-
sampling seed generator G for a dialect D produces 𝑁 samples {𝑠1, . . . , 𝑠𝑁 } as follows:

(1) Obtain the dialect grammar 𝐺D (Section 5.1).
(2) For 𝑖 = 1 . . . 𝑁 : repeat 𝑠𝑖 ∼ 𝑄𝐿𝑀 |𝐺D until 𝜑 (𝑠𝑖 ).

1Park et al. [40] showed that naïve grammar-constrained sampling may actually sample from an incorrect conditional
distribution, but many sampling algorithms have been proposed to solve this problem [18, 31, 42].
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Although 𝐺D encodes only syntactic constraints, many MLIR dialect grammars also embed
shallow semantic information (operand counts, attribute shapes, and type forms). Thus, a large
fraction of validity checks are enforced directly during generation. As we show in Section 6, because
grammatically invalid seeds are never produced, many samples are accepted by the compiler front
end—i.e., they satisfy the semantic constraint 𝜑D—drastically reducing the number of times the loop
in item (2) of Definition 4.1 is executed. Within the valid space 𝐿(𝐺D), the LM’s priors continue to
guide token choices, maintaining representativeness.
For example, grammar-constrained sampling prevents generating the incomplete program in

Figure 3b by recognizing that the emitc.for production requires three operands plus a region;
tokens that would prematurely close the operation (e.g., ":") are masked out until all required
components are present, forcing the LM to complete the structure.
Overall, grammar-constrained sampling transforms the LM from a high-variance, low-yield

generator into an efficient seed generator. The resulting generator satisfies all properties of a good
seed generator (Definition 3.3): Dialect-agnostic—it requires only grammars automatically derived
from dialect definitions; Representative—LM priors bias sampling toward realistic programs within
the grammar’s space; and Efficient—yields hundreds of seeds per minute, enabling immediate
large-scale coverage-guided fuzzing.

5 Implementation
Germinator is implemented as a coverage-guided fuzzer built on top of SynthFuzz [30], but with a
new dialect-agnostic front end that automatically produces high-quality initial seeds. Two technical
components underpin this design:

(1) Automatic Dialect Grammar Extraction: A pipeline that translates TableGen specifica-
tions into context-free grammars with principled fallbacks for custom formats (Section 5.1).

(2) Grammar-Constrained LM Sampling: A seed generator that uses these grammars to
constrain the outputs produced by a pre-trained LM, producing syntactically valid, diverse,
and representative programs without any dialect-specific tuning (Section 5.2).

The generated seeds are fed into SynthFuzz (Section 5.3), which uses its mutation engine to adapt
based on coverage signals, efficiently steering exploration toward high-value code regions.

5.1 Automatic Grammar Extraction
Germinator automatically extracts (when possible) a context-free grammar (CFG) encoding the
dialect’s assembly syntax, requiring no dialect-specific engineering. The translation operates in two
steps: (i) mechanically translate TableGen specifications to grammar rules (Section 5.1.1); (ii) use
LMs to infer grammar rules for custom formats specified in C++ outside TableGen, with a fallback
to MLIR’s generic format when inference fails (Section 5.1.2).

5.1.1 Extracting from TableGen Specifications. Germinator takes advantage of the fact that MLIR
dialects are described in TableGen, a declarative language specifying operation syntax, operand/re-
sult constraints, and attribute schemas. For each TableGen operation definition, we extract the
following information:
• Operationswith explicit assemblyFormat declarations directly encode their syntax (e.g., "$value

attr-dict ‘:‘ type($result)" for emitc.literal in Figure 2a).
• Type constraints define valid types for operands and results (e.g., IntegerIndexOrOpaqueType
allows index, i1, i8, ..., i128 types, as shown in Figure 2).
• Attribute constraints specify metadata types (e.g., I64ArrayAttr for integer arrays).
• Operations inherit format specifications from parent classes through TableGen’s class system.
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These specifications are translated into context-free grammar rules using the Lark grammar
format, which is supported by many grammar-constrained sampling LM libraries. Figure 2.b shows
example extracted rules for the EmitC dialect. The resulting grammar GD extends a core MLIR
template grammar (Section J) with dialect-specific productions.

5.1.2 Handling Custom Assembly Formats. In MLIR, operations with hasCustomAssemblyFormat
= 1 specify syntax in C++ rather than TableGen (see emitc.for in Figure 2a), so their format cannot
be extracted automatically. To extract grammar rules for this type of operation, Germinator uses a
two-tier fallback strategy. First, it searches test files for occurrences of the operation and infers a
grammar rule using an LM. The LM is prompted with multiple usage examples from tests, infers
their common syntactic structure, and produces a candidate grammar rule that is then validated
against the examples. For the emitc.for operation from Figure 2a, examples are found in test files
showing usage like emitc.for %i = %lb to %ub step %s : index { emitc.yield }, and the
LM infers the rule shown in Figure 2 (highlighted in magenta), capturing the SSA_ID = ssa_use
to ssa_use step ssa_use pattern.

Second, if no usage examples exist for the operation, or inference produces a rule that fails valida-
tion on the usage example, we mark the operation for generation in the MLIR generic format, which
every operation supports by construction. Briefly, MLIR supports two equivalent representations:
assembly format (human-readable, dialect-specific syntax) and generic format (uniform, machine-
oriented syntax). This last format is uniform across all dialects and always syntactically valid. While
both formats support grammar-constrained generation, they differ in expressiveness: Assembly for-
mat grammars capture dialect-specific syntax—type vocabularies (IntegerIndexOrOpaqueType),
operation keywords (to, step), attribute schemas—enabling the LM to generate dialect-conforming
programs during constrained generation. Generic format grammars only enforce MLIR’s universal
structure ("dialect.op"(...) : (...) -> (...)) without encoding which operations, types, or
attributes belong to the dialect. Consequently, generic format generation requires post-hoc filtering:
the LM may generate syntactically valid but dialect-inappropriate operations (e.g., arith.addi in
an EmitC-only program), leading to invalid programs.

"emitc.for"(%lb, %ub, %s) ({

^bb0:

"emitc.yield "() : () -> ()

}) : (index , index , index) -> ()

Fig. 4. Generic format.

For our running example, if the LM had generated an
invalid rule that does not match the examples found in
the test files for emitc.for, we would mark emitc.for
for generic format generation only as shown in Figure 4.
Since MLIR prohibits mixing formats in a single file, if
any operation lacks an extractable assembly grammar,
the entire program must use generic format.

5.2 Grammar-Constrained Seed Generation
Given the extracted grammar GD , Germinator generates seed programs using a pre-trained LM
equipped with grammar-constrained sampling. We note that grammar-constrained sampling li-
braries support any open-source model that exposes its token logits—i.e., the probabilities associated
with individual tokens. Concretely, Germinator uses vLLM [26] with the Guidance [20] backend.

5.2.1 Assembly vs. Generic Format. When grammar extraction does not fall back to the generic
format, the extracted grammars describe assembly format since TableGen specifies assembly
syntax. However, the generic format exposes bugs that assembly parsers mask through automatic
corrections. For example, assembly parsers may infer missing type annotations or silently fix
malformed attributes, preventing such inputs from reaching the verifier where bugs lurk.

We thus adopt a two-stage strategy: First, if a grammar over assembly has been extracted, we use
grammar-constrained sampling with GD to generate seeds. Second, we convert seeds to generic
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format using MLIR’s standard mlir-opt tool with the –mlir-print-op-generic flag. Generic
format directly reflects in-memory IR structure, bypassing custom parser corrections that mask
verifier bugs. If a grammar over assembly was not extracted, we simply grammar-constrained
sample over the generic grammar (with all the dialect operations).
This could also explain why assembly format achieves higher validity rates (Table 2): dialect-

specific constraints reduce the LM’s search space to valid combinations. Still, the generic format’s
universal structure provides a guaranteed fallback when assembly grammars cannot be extracted.

5.2.2 Prompt Construction. When test files exist, we automatically build few-shot prompts with 4
example programs selected to span diverse complexities (measured by AST depth and operation
count). This encourages structural diversity in generated seeds.

When no examples exist—in low-resource dialects—we construct zero-shot prompts from:
• A generic MLIR module skeleton (e.g., “You are generating an MLIR program for the <dialect>
dialect. Generate a valid module with multiple operations.”),
• 1–2 syntactic scaffolds—template code snippets showing basic structure like region syntax
({^bb0: ... }), block organization, and type declarations,
• A description of available operations and their signatures extracted from TableGen (e.g.,
“emitc.literal: takes a string attribute, returns an EmitCType”).
Section I shows complete examples of both few-shot and zero-shot prompts. We stress that all

prompts are generated automatically.

5.2.3 Semantic Filtering. When grammar-constrained generation produces syntactically valid
candidates, Germinator applies semantic filtering to avoid producing invalid outputs (step 2 of
Definition 4.1) . While constrained sampling increases semantic validity, not all syntactically valid
programs pass semantic constraints—deeper constraints like SSA form, type consistency, and
dominance cannot be enforced by context-free grammars. In our implementation, we decide to
retains both strictly valid programs (passing 𝜑D ) and what we call soft valid programs, which are
not strictly valid but judged to be semantically plausible by the LM. Soft valid programs provide
structural patterns that mutation operators can repair during fuzzing—i.e., soft valid samples are
very effective in practice. We validate this design empirically in Section 6.3.1; the LM judging
mechanism is detailed in Section F. To summarize, programs are classified into three categories:
Strictly valid: Pass MLIR’s semantic verifier 𝜑D (SSA form, type consistency, dominance, etc.);
Soft valid: Fail 𝜑D but judged semantically plausible by the LM (threshold 𝜏 = 7; see Section F);
and Rejected: Fundamentally malformed programs.

5.3 Coverage-Guided Fuzzing Loop
The seed corpus 𝑆 generated in Section 5.2 is fed into our coverage-guided fuzzing engine, which
integrates SynthFuzz [30] as its core mutation engine. SynthFuzz is a state-of-the-art, grammar-
aware fuzzer that automatically infers and synthesizes context-dependent mutations from a seed
corpus. Unlike traditional coverage-guided fuzzers that use random bit-flips, SynthFuzz analyzes
syntactic patterns in the seeds to learn complex, valid mutations (e.g., statement insertion, operand
substitution, type changes). This makes it well-suited for structured languages like MLIR.
After feeding the initial seed corpus 𝑆 , Germinator wraps SynthFuzz in a coverage-guided

feedback loop, which at each iteration: (i) Selects a seed from the corpus, prioritizing inputs that
recently increased code coverage. (ii) Invokes SynthFuzz to apply a synthesized, context-aware
mutation to the seed. (iii) Executes the mutated program on the project under test using mlir-opt.
(iv) Records any crashes or verifier failures as potential bugs. (v) If the mutant increases coverage,
it is added to the corpus for future iterations. In summary, our grammar-based seeds ensure broad
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initial coverage and provide the foundational patterns for SynthFuzz to learn from, while the
coverage-guided loop steers these intelligent mutations towards deeper program exploration.

6 Evaluation
We evaluate Germinator across six MLIR-based compiler projects, discovering 88 previously
unknown bugs and demonstrating substantial improvements in both bug discovery and code
coverage compared to existing approaches. Our evaluation answers:
• RQ1 (Bug Discovery): Can Germinator discover real bugs in production compilers, and how

does discovery timing compare to baselines?
• RQ2 (Seed Quality): How does Germinator’s seed generation improve fuzzer effectiveness

compared to existing seed sources?

6.1 Experimental Setup
6.1.1 Target Projects. We evaluate on six MLIR-based projects representing diverse domains and
maturity levels (full statistics in Section E): MLIR (base infrastructure, 45 dialects, 964 ops), Torch-
MLIR (PyTorch import, 7 dialects, 215 ops), IREE (ML runtime, 38 dialects, 659 ops), CIRCT
(hardware, 20 dialects, 114 ops), Triton (GPU kernels, 13 dialects, 76 ops), andHEIR (cryptography,
14 dialects, 75 ops). These span mature ecosystems with extensive tests (MLIR: 2,000; IREE: 1,100),
high-profile projects with limited testing (Triton: 17,500 stars, 80 tests), and emerging dialects
where testing lags development (HEIR: 600 stars, 170 tests). MLIR serves as the baseline, hosting
core dialects upon which other projects build.

6.1.2 Baseline Fuzzers. The only dialect-agnostic tools we can compare against across all six
projects are: Grammarinator [21]—a grammar-based fuzzer that generates and evolves existing
test cases using context-free grammars through sampling, mutation, and recombination—and
SynthFuzz [30]—a Grammar-based fuzzer that automatically learns and applies context-dependent,
parameterized mutations from existing test cases.

For the base MLIR project, we can additionally compare against MLIR-specific fuzzers (extending
these approaches to other projects would require substantial manual effort per dialect, which is
what this paper tries to avoid):MLIRSmith [53]—a hand-engineered type-consistent generator
with manual rules per dialect—andMLIRod [49]—a coverage-guided fuzzer that uses operation
dependency graphs and directed mutations to guide test generation.
We excluded FLEX [48] from our evaluation as it does not satisfy our design goal of enabling

rapid, dialect-agnostic fuzzing. FLEX requires iterative fine-tuning before fuzzing can begin: the
paper reports 30 training iterations totaling 45-60 GPU-hours per dialect on RTX 4090 GPUs.
Applying this to our six-project evaluation would require over 270 GPU-hours of upfront training.
Additionally, FLEX assumes the availability of substantial training data (15,344 seed programs in
the paper), which is unavailable for low-resource dialects.

6.1.3 Evaluation Design. Our evaluation uses two complementary settings:
End-to-End Fuzzer Comparison. We compare Germinator as a complete system against

baseline fuzzers using default configurations. Each fuzzer uses its native seed strategy: Germinator
uses 1000 generated seeds via grammar-constrained LM sampling over the project’s existing test
suite, while baselines use only the project’s existing test suite.

Seed Quality Isolation. To isolate seed generation from the effect of different fuzzing algorithms,
we test baseline fuzzers with three configurations: Original: Seeds from the project’s existing test
suite; Original + Random-CFG (1K): Original corpus plus 1,000 random samples generated using
Grammarinator; and Original + Germinator (1K): Original corpus plus 1,000 Germinator seeds.



Bootstrapping Fuzzers for Compilers of Low-Resource Language Dialects Using Language Models 15

6.1.4 Evaluation Metrics and Procedure. We assess fuzzer effectiveness along two dimensions: Line
Coverage: Number of compiler implementation lines exercised during fuzzing, and Bug Discovery:
Cumulative unique crashes over time, deduplicated by stack trace. All bugs are manually triaged to
eliminate false positives and reported to maintainers.
For each configuration, we conduct five independent 24-hour fuzzing trials to account for

randomness, reporting average coverage and total unique bugs across trials. In total, the study
comprises 100 end-to-end experiments (five projects × three tools × five trials, plus one project
× five tools × five trials) and 195 seed-quality-isolation experiments (six projects × three seed
configurations × three tools × five trials, excluding 75 that overlap with the end-to-end setting),
amounting to 7,080 fuzzer-hours. All evaluations are executed on dedicated Ubuntu 22.04 LTS
nodes equipped with Intel Xeon Gold 6230 processors (2.10 GHz, 10 cores, 20 threads allocated),
384 GB of memory, and—where applicable—a single NVIDIA RTX A6000 accelerator. The software
environment consists of Python 3.10.12, PyTorch 2.8.0 with CUDA 12.8, Transformers 4.55.4, and
llguidance 0.7.30, ensuring consistent and reproducible execution across all workloads.

Germinator employs Qwen-2.5-7B-Coder-Instruct [23]—a relatively small, open-source model
that can run locally without API costs or cloud infrastructure. We use temperature 1.0, top-p 1.0,
and 4 few-shot examples per dialect. We deliberately chose a mid-sized model (7B parameters)
rather than larger alternatives to demonstrate that Germinator’s effectiveness stems from its
grammar-constrained approach rather than model scale. Complete implementation details and
hyperparameters appear in Sections B, C and D.

6.2 RQ1: Can Germinator discover real bugs in production compilers, and how does
discovery timing compare to baselines?

6.2.1 Bug Discovery Effectiveness. Figure 5 shows cumulative unique bugs discovered over 24-hour
campaigns across all projects. Each crash is deduplicated by stack trace and manually triaged to
confirm genuine compiler defects.

Germinator substantially outperforms baselines in bug discovery. Section H summarizes final
counts after 24 hours. Across all projects, Germinator discovers 88 unique bugs compared to 8
for Grammarinator and 16 for SynthFuzz—a 5.5× cumulative improvement over the best baseline.
Critically, in Torch-MLIR and Triton, baseline fuzzers found zero bugs while Germinator discovered
7 and 3, respectively.

6.2.2 Bug Characteristics. We manually analyzed all 88 bugs discovered by

Fig. 6. Bug types discovered by Germinator.

Bug Category # %

Type system violations 26 29.5%
Dialect conversion errors 20 22.7%
Optimization pass crashes 16 18.2%
Verifier inconsistencies 12 13.6%
Lowering failures 8 9.1%
Memory safety issues 6 6.8%

Germinator to understand their nature and severity.
Figure 6 categorizes bugs by root cause and affected
compiler component.
• Type system violations (29.5%) dominated the
bug reports, revealing fundamental challenges in
MLIR’s complex type hierarchy and casting opera-
tions across diverse dialects.
• Dialect conversion errors (22.7%) highlighted in-
teroperability issues, particularly during legaliza-
tion patterns and multi-dialect lowering pipelines.
• The distribution shows Germinator effectively

stresses core MLIR components, with over 70% of bugs affecting critical compiler infrastructure
rather than peripheral features.



16 Sairam Vaidya, Marcel Böhme, and Loris D’Antoni

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Hours

0
3
6
9

12
15
18
21
24
27

Cu
mu

la
ti

ve
 B

ug
s 

Fo
un

d

MLIR
MLIRSmith
MLIRod
Grammarinator
SynthFuzz
Germinator

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Hours

0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Cu
mu

la
ti

ve
 B

ug
s 

Fo
un

d

Torch-MLIR
Grammarinator
SynthFuzz
Germinator

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Hours

0
3
6
9

12
15
18
21
24
27

Cu
mu

la
ti

ve
 B

ug
s 

Fo
un

d

IREE
Grammarinator
SynthFuzz
Germinator

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Hours

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16

Cu
mu

la
ti

ve
 B

ug
s 

Fo
un

d

CIRCT

Grammarinator
SynthFuzz
Germinator

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Hours

0

1

2

3

Cu
mu

la
ti

ve
 B

ug
s 

Fo
un

d
Triton

Grammarinator
SynthFuzz
Germinator

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24
Hours

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

Cu
mu

la
ti

ve
 B

ug
s 

Fo
un

d

HEIR

Grammarinator
SynthFuzz
Germinator

Fig. 5. Cumulative bug discovery over 24 hours across all six target projects. Germinator discovers substan-
tially more bugs and finds them earlier than baselines. In Torch-MLIR and Triton, baselines discover zero
bugs while Germinator finds 7 and 3 bugs respectively. Shaded regions indicate 95% bootstrapped confidence
intervals across 5 trials.

6.2.3 Bug Confirmation and Reporting. We reported all 88 bugs to project maintainers. As of
submission, 40 have been confirmed and 14 have been fixed, demonstrating that Germinator
discovers genuine, previously unknown defects rather than test harness artifacts. The remaining
bugs await triage.

To validate the practical relevance of discovered bugs, we shared our findings with MLIR main-
tainers and dialect developers on the official LLVMDiscord server. We received permission to report
their feedback. A core MLIR contributor (Developer A) reviewed our bug reports and assessed
them as substantive: "These all seem substantive to me" (August 2025). Two additional maintainers
emphasized that our findings aligned with established quality expectations for MLIR infrastructure.
Regarding verifier crashes, Developer B noted: "Verifiers should handle invalid IR without crash-
ing. I think the bugs you’ve found there are great!" (August 2025). These responses confirm that
Germinator’s bug discoveries address real robustness issues and that the tool generates test cases
exercising important corner cases that existing test suites miss.

RQ1 Summary: Germinator discovers 5.5× more bugs than baselines (88 vs 16), finds bugs
in projects where baselines discover zero, and receives confirmation from MLIR maintainers
that findings are substantive and address real robustness issues.

6.3 RQ2: How does Germinator’s seed generation improve fuzzer effectiveness?
6.3.1 Seed Validity. We empirically validate the three-level validity classification fromDefinition 4.1
and our semantic filtering implementation (Section 5.2.3). Table 2 reports validity rates and time to
produce 1,000 soft valid seeds—the seed budget used in all evaluations.

Grammar-constrained generation ensures 100% syntactic validity by construction, enabling high
soft validity. Unconstrained LM generation achieves only 4-5% syntactic validity, constraining soft
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Table 2. Seed validity across generation strategies, averaged over all six projects.

Strategy Format Syntax Valid Strictly Valid Soft Valid Time (1K seeds)

Germinator Assembly 100% 14.1% 36.2% 6 min
Germinator Generic 100% 6.6% 28.8% 6 min

LM (rejection) Assembly 4.2% 1.4% 2.8% 107 min
LM (rejection) Generic 5.1% 2.1% 3.5% 86 min

Random-CFG Assembly 100% 0.01% 0.015% <1 min
Random-CFG Generic 100% 0.01% 0.012% <1 min

validity to 2.8-3.5%. In contrast, Germinator achieves 36.2% (assembly) and 28.8% (generic) soft
validity—a ∼14× improvement—by ensuring all outputs can be judged for semantic plausibility.

Germinator’s strict validity (14.1% assembly, 6.6% generic) represents 100× improvement over
random sampling and 10× over unconstrained generation. Random-CFG ensures syntactic validity
but achieves only 0.15% soft validity due to unrealistic combinations from uniform sampling.
Germinator generates 1,000 soft valid seeds in ∼6 minutes, 16-20× faster than unconstrained
generation (86-107 minutes).

6.3.2 Grammar Extraction Success. Across all six projects, Germinator successfully extracts gram-
mars for 88.9% of the operations spanning 137 dialects (More details in Appendix G). For 82.8%
of the operations following standard TableGen patterns (declarative assembly format) require no
manual intervention (e.g., arith.addi, emitc.literal, func.call). For 6.1% of the operations
with non-standard TableGen definitions, Germinator could infer rules using an LM base on existing
examples and available information (e.g., emitc.for, gpu.func).
The 11.1% of the operations that cannot be automatically extracted are due to: (a) missing/mal-

formed TableGen specs, (b) pure C++ definitions without declarative specs, or (c) highly irregular
syntax requiring dialect-specific parsing. These represent edge cases in mature dialects—often
deprecated operations or internal details not intended for direct construction. Even for the 11.1%
where extraction fails, Germinator’s LM component can generate syntactically valid programs by
falling back to a generic MLIR grammar.

6.3.3 Line Coverage. Figure 7 presents 24-hour line coverage trajectories across our six projects
in the end-to-end comparison. Germinator consistently achieves higher final coverage and faster
growth compared to baselines, with noticeable gains in low-resource dialects.
Across all projects, Germinator achieves 10-120% higher final coverage than the best baseline.

Advantages are most pronounced in limited-test-infrastructure projects: Triton (80 tests, 2.2×
improvement), HEIR (170 tests, 1.45×), CIRCT (650 tests, 1.34×). Even in mature IREE (1,100 tests),
Germinator achieves 33% higher coverage (74.6 KLOC vs 65.0 KLOC).
Divergent trajectories reveal fundamental differences in exploration strategies. Baseline

approaches—Grammarinator’s grammar-based enumeration and SynthFuzz’s learned mutations—
operate without coverage feedback. While they maintain diversity through mutation, they lack
mechanisms to guide generation toward unexplored regions.

Germinator incorporates coverage-guided feedback into its fuzzing loop. This explains both
higher final coverage and delayed saturation—the system actively learns which regions remain
unexplored and steers generation accordingly rather than relying on static diversity heuristics.

Beyond absolute gains, Germinator demonstrates superior exploration efficiency through faster
early growth. Within 4 hours, Germinator typically reaches coverage levels requiring 15-20 hours
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Fig. 7. Line coverage evolution over 24 hours across all six projects. Performance gaps are most pronounced
in projects with limited test infrastructure. Shaded regions indicate 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals
across 5 trials.

for baselines or never attained. In Torch-MLIR, Germinator reaches 11.7 KLOC in 4 hours—a
threshold baselines approach only after 20+ hours. This early advantage stems from Germinator’s
ability to generate diverse, structurally complex seeds exposing deep compiler paths immediately
rather than gradually building complexity through mutation of simple initial seeds.

6.3.4 SeedQuality Isolation. To isolate Germinator’s seed generation contribution from its fuzzing
algorithm, we evaluate how different seed sources affect baseline fuzzer performance. Table 3
compares 24-hour line coverage achieved by Grammarinator and SynthFuzz when augmented with
different seed corpora.

Augmenting baseline fuzzers with Germinator seeds yields substantial coverage improvements.
Compared to using only original tests, adding 1,000 Germinator seeds improves Grammarinator
by 3-41% and SynthFuzz by 4-43%.
Interestingly, Random-CFG frequently degrades performance—reducing coverage by 1-27% in

Torch-MLIR, CIRCT, and Triton. The seed quality gap is most pronounced in low-resource settings.
In Triton, Germinator seeds enable Grammarinator to reach 6.8 KLOC whereas Random-CFG seeds
degrade the coverage to 3.3 KLOC—a 106% gap between the two. This result reveals that naïve
seed augmentation can harm effectiveness: low-quality seeds dilute the corpus and waste mutation
budget on unpromising starting points.
Even in mature projects with extensive tests, Germinator seeds provide meaningful gains. In

IREE (1,100 tests), Germinator improves Grammarinator coverage by 6% (59.5 vs 56.0 KLOC) and
SynthFuzz by 4% (67.2 vs 65.0 KLOC), while Random-CFG provides negligible benefit (<1%). This
suggests handwritten test suites, despite their size, can exhibit structural biases limiting mutation-
based exploration. Germinator can generate qualitatively different programs exposing under-tested
paths even when thousands of existing tests are available.
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Table 3. Impact of seed corpus augmentation on baseline fuzzer coverage. All configurations include original
test suite plus 1,000 additional seeds from specified strategy. Germinator seeds consistently improve coverage
by 20-55% over original seeds and 15-55% over random grammar sampling.

Project Fuzzer Original +Random- +Germinator
(KLOC) CFG (KLOC) (KLOC)

MLIR Grammarinator 48.1 48.2 49.1
SynthFuzz 58.1 58.1 59.4

Torch-MLIR Grammarinator 9.0 6.7 9.1
SynthFuzz 8.1 6.5 9.8

IREE Grammarinator 56.0 56.2 59.5
SynthFuzz 65.0 65.2 67.2

CIRCT Grammarinator 38.8 38.1 44.7
SynthFuzz 48.5 49.0 53.9

Triton Grammarinator 4.5 3.3 6.8
SynthFuzz 4.7 3.9 7.2

HEIR Grammarinator 10.1 10.1 12.5
SynthFuzz 11.7 11.5 13.3

The consistent advantage of Germinator seeds over both original tests and random generation
demonstrates that effective seed quality requires more than syntactic validity—it demands semantic
diversity and structural complexity that LM guidance can reliably produce at scale.

RQ2 Summary: Germinator achieves 14× higher soft validity than unconstrained generation,
extracts grammars for 88.9% of operations, reaches 10–120% higher coverage than baselines,
and improves baseline fuzzer coverage by 20–55% when used as seed source alone.

7 Related Work
We have discussed grammar-based fuzzing, learning-based fuzzing, hand-engineered MLIR fuzzers,
and their dialect-(in)effectiveness in Section 2.1. Here we situate Germinator within broader
research on fuzzing, program generation, and compiler testing.

Coverage-Guided Fuzzing. Coverage-guided fuzzing originated with AFL++ [14] and has since
evolved through improved mutation heuristics, energy allocation, greybox feedback, and ensemble
techniques [6, 8, 15, 29]. Grammar-guided fuzzers such as Grammarinator [21] and LangFuzz [22]
incorporate syntactic structure to avoid invalid inputs, while tools such as Skyfire [54] use prob-
abilistic models to capture program distributions. Our work brings coverage-guided fuzzing to
extensible compiler frameworks by making seed generation dialect-agnostic: Germinator auto-
matically extracts grammars from dialect specifications, eliminating the need for manual grammar
authoring for each new dialect.

Compiler and IR Fuzzing. Fuzzing compiler intermediate representations (IRs) has a rich history.
Early work such as Csmith [56] generated well-defined C programs to expose miscompilations.
EMI [28] used equivalence modulo inputs to discover semantic inconsistencies. Other approaches
target LLVM IR specifically, such as the “Alive” family [35, 36], superoptimizer-guided fuzzing [45],
or YARPGen [33] for generating random C/C++ programs to test compiler optimizations. For MLIR
specifically, MLIRSmith [53] and MLIRod [49] implement hand-engineered fuzzers for specific
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dialects, while recent work has explored directed testing strategies [51]. Our work complements
these approaches and enables dialect-agnostic and dialect-effective IR fuzzing across all MLIR
dialects without expert intervention.

Grammar Extraction. Prior work on automatic grammar extraction falls into two categories: dy-
namic approaches that infer grammars from execution traces [19], and static approaches that extract
grammars from documentation [9]. Because MLIR dialects are defined via TableGen specifications
that explicitly encode syntax through assemblyFormat strings—providing a declarative, machine-
readable source of truth—our approach exploits this structure: rather than inferring approximate
grammars from behavior, we extract precise grammars directly from TableGen definitions, ensuring
consistency with the actual parser. The primary technical challenge is handling the subset of
operations with custom C++ formatters (Section 5.1), which we address using LMs.

Language Models for Program Generation. Recent work has explored using LMs to generate
programs for testing and verification. FLEX [48] uses LMs to generate test inputs for fuzzing
language interpreters. Other approaches leverage LMs to synthesize unit tests [13], or guide
symbolic execution [5]. Learn&Fuzz [17] pioneered combining neural models with mutation-based
fuzzing, while recent work applies large language models directly to compiler testing [10].

Germinator differs in two key respects: First, we enforce syntactic validity through grammar-
constrained decoding using grammars extracted automatically from TableGen specifications, elimi-
nating invalid programs by construction rather than through post-hoc filtering. Second, we use the
LM only for seed generation within a coverage-guided fuzzing loop—the fuzzer then mutates these
seeds to explore the program space—rather than relying on the LM for all test generation.

Grammar-Constrained Sampling. Grammar-constrained sampling has been explored in NLP and
code generation [11, 16, 20, 40, 41, 43, 46], including for producing structured JSON/XML or type-
safe code. While several sampling algorithms with different tradeoffs exist, our implementations
uses the guidance grammar-constrained decoding library due to its efficiency [20].

8 Conclusion
We showed that large language models can serve as effective oracles for bootstrapping coverage-
guided fuzzers for dialects in extensible languages: when combined with grammars automatically
extracted from dialect specifications, language models produce small sets of representative, valid
seeds that enable dialect-effective fuzzing without manual engineering. Using this approach, our
tool Germinator uncovered 88 previously unknown bugs across MLIR dialects.
In terms of limitations, Germinator depends on information available in TableGen: dialects

with heavily custom C++ assembly formats fall back to MLIR’s generic syntax, reducing seed
representativeness. Additionally, Germinator does not perform automatic test case minimization:
when bugs are found, manual effort is required to distill reproducible examples for bug reports.
Our approach enforces syntactic well-formedness but relies on the LM to satisfy deep semantic
constraints such as SSA invariants (single static assignment, def-use consistency) or operation-
specific preconditions encoded in dialect verifiers. Finally, our evaluation focuses on MLIR, whose
declarative TableGen specifications make grammar extraction feasible; adapting Germinator to
other frameworks would require similar declarative infrastructure.
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A Hardware and Software
Our experiments were conducted on Ubuntu 22.04 LTS nodes with Intel Xeon Gold 6230 CPUs
(2.10 GHz, 10 cores, 20 threads allocated) and 384 GB RAM. For GPU-accelerated workloads, we
provisioned 1x NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPUs. Our implementation is based on Python 3.10.12, PyTorch
2.8.0 with CUDA 12.8, Transformers 4.55.4 and llguidance 0.7.30.

B Hyperparameters
For the language model decoding, we set the temperature to 1.0, top-p to 1.0, and top-k to 0 to allow
sampling from the full token vocabulary without distributional distortion. We set the maximum
number of newly generated tokens to 1024 tokens.

C Model Checkpoint
We evaluate on one instruction-tuned model:
• Qwen/Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-Instruct [23]: https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-

Instruct (commit a09a354)
The model uses BF16 precision with its default tokenizer and system prompt.

D System Overview
Figure 8 provides a high-level overview of Germinator’s architecture and workflow. The system
takes as input a dialect specification in TableGen and produces valid seed programs through three
main stages: (1) grammar extraction from TableGen specifications (Section 5.1), (2) LM-guided seed
generation with grammar-constrained decoding (Section 5.2), and (3) coverage-guided fuzzing using
the generated seeds (Section 5.3). The extracted grammars serve as constraints during LM decoding,
ensuring syntactic validity by construction, while the LM’s learned priors guide generation toward
semantically plausible programs.

E Evaluation Target Projects
We selected six projects spanning diverse maturity levels and application domains to evaluate
Germinator’s effectiveness across the MLIR ecosystem (Table 4). Our selection criteria ensure
representation of: (1) Mature ecosystems with extensive test infrastructure (MLIR with 2,000
tests, IREE with 1,100 tests), (2) High-profile projects with limited testing despite significant
community adoption (Triton: 17,500 GitHub stars but only 80 tests), and (3) Emerging dialects
where test creation lags behind development (HEIR: 600 stars, 170 tests).

This diversity demonstrates Germinator’s effectiveness across different resource settings: from
well-tested infrastructure dialects to under-tested but widely-adopted production systems.

Table 4. Target projects with diverse maturity levels. Despite high community adoption, projects like Triton
maintain limited test infrastructure, highlighting the need for automated test generation.

Project Domain Stars Tests

MLIR Infrastructure 35,200 2,000
Torch-MLIR ML Frontend 1,700 60
IREE ML Runtime 3,400 1,100
CIRCT Hardware 1,900 650
Triton GPU Kernels 17,500 80
HEIR Cryptography 600 170

https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-Instruct
https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-Instruct
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Phase 1: Extraction

Phase 2: Grammar Extraction (§5.1)

Phase 3: Seed Generation (§5.2)

Phase 4: Coverage-Guided Fuzzing (§5.3)
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Fig. 8. Accuracy vs. efficiency for different sampling methods.

F LLM-Based Semantic Filtering
When syntactically valid programs fail the MLIR verifier’s semantic checks, Germinator faces a
filtering decision: which failures represent "nearly correct" programs (likely repairable through
mutation) versus fundamentally malformed ones?

F.1 Why Distance Metrics Fail
Traditional distance metrics (e.g., edit distance, AST similarity) are inadequate for judging semantic
proximity in MLIR:
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Table 5. Grammar extraction success rates by automation level. Automatic: Extracted directly from TableGen.
Inferred : Derived from test examples. Failed : Cannot extract due to missing tests and custom specs.

Project Total Total Automatic Inferred Failed
Dialects Ops (%) (%) (%)

MLIR 45 964 83.5% 7.0% 9.5%
Torch-MLIR 7 215 56.0% 20.0% 24.0%
IREE 38 659 91.0% 1.5% 7.5%
CIRCT 20 114 87.0% 3.0% 10.0%
Triton 13 76 86.0% 5.0% 9.0%
HEIR 14 75 93.0% 0.0% 7.0%

Average — — 82.8% 6.1% 11.1%

• Small syntactic changes cause large semantic differences: Swapping SSA value names (%0
↔ %1) is a minimal edit but can violate def-use chains.
• Large syntactic differences may be semantically equivalent: Operation reordering in
commutative contexts involves significant structural changes but preserves semantics.
• Semantic violations span heterogeneous categories: Type errors, SSA violations, and domi-

nance violations cannot be meaningfully compared via edit distance.

F.2 LLM-Based Plausibility Scoring
Instead, Germinator queries the LM to score semantic plausibility. For each syntactically valid but
semantically invalid program 𝑝 , we prompt the LM:

Rate the semantic plausibility (𝜏) of this MLIR program on a scale of
0-100, where 100 is perfectly valid and 0 is nonsensical. Consider
SSA form, type consistency, and common MLIR patterns. Output only a
number.

Programs scoring above threshold 𝜏 = 70 are retained as seeds. The LM’s exposure to MLIR
code during pre-training enables it to distinguish realistic semantic patterns from fundamentally
malformed structures.

F.3 Implementation Details
We use the same LM (Qwen/Qwen2.5-Coder-7B-Instruct) for both generation and judging to avoid
additional model overhead (∼200ms per program).

G Grammar Extraction Statistics
Table 5 reports detailed grammar extraction success rates across all dialects in our six evaluated
projects.

H Detailed Bug Discovery Statistics
Table 6 provides complete bug counts for all six projects after 24-hour fuzzing campaigns.

I Prompt Templates
Germinator automatically constructs prompts for seed generation without manual curation. This
section provides representative templates for both assembly and generic format generation, as well
as few-shot and zero-shot scenarios.



Bootstrapping Fuzzers for Compilers of Low-Resource Language Dialects Using Language Models 27

Table 6. Bug counts after 24-hour campaigns. Improvement calculated against the best baseline. Where
baselines found zero bugs, improvement marked as “–” to indicate qualitative advantage.

Project Grammarinator SynthFuzz Germinator Improvement

MLIR 3 6 25 4.13×
Torch-MLIR 0 0 7 –
IREE 3 5 25 5.0×
CIRCT 1 3 15 5.0×
Triton 0 0 3 –
HEIR 1 2 13 6.5×

Total 8 16 88 5.5×

I.1 Assembly Format Prompt Template
When grammar extraction successfully produces assembly format rules, Germinator constructs
prompts using the following template:

You are an MLIR code generator for the <DIALECT_NAME > dialect.

Generate syntactically valid MLIR programs that:

1. Use only operations from: <SUPPORTED_OPS_LIST >

2. Follow MLIR semantic constraints (SSA form , type consistency , dominance)

3. Explore diverse operation combinations and control flow patterns

Target Operations (prioritized by rarity in test corpus):

<TOP_K_RARE_OPS_WITH_USAGE_COUNTS >

Complexity Target: ~<AVG_OPS > operations per program

Grammar Constraints:

<EXTRACTED_GRAMMAR_RULES >

Few -Shot Examples:

<EXAMPLE_1 >

<EXAMPLE_2 >

...

<EXAMPLE_N >

Generate ONE novel MLIR program following the grammar and semantic rules.

Output only raw MLIR code.

Placeholders:
• <DIALECT_NAME>: Target dialect (e.g., torch, emitc)
• <SUPPORTED_OPS_LIST>: Operations with successfully extracted grammars
• <TOP_K_RARE_OPS>: Operations ranked by inverse frequency in test corpus
• <AVG_OPS>: Mean operation count from existing tests (or default 6-8)
• <EXTRACTED_GRAMMAR_RULES>: Lark grammar rules from TableGen extraction
• <EXAMPLE_1...N>: 3-5 examples selected by structural diversity (AST depth, operation variety)

All placeholders are filled automatically from dialect specifications and test corpora.
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I.2 Generic Format Prompt Template
When grammar extraction fails or falls back to generic format:
You are an MLIR code generator for the <DIALECT_NAME > dialect.

Generate syntactically valid MLIR programs in GENERIC FORMAT:

- Syntax: "dialect.op"( operands) {regions} attributes : (types) -> (types)

- Use only operations from: <AVAILABLE_OPS >

- Follow SSA form , type consistency , and dominance rules

Available Operations:

<OP_NAME_1 >: <SIGNATURE_1 >

<OP_NAME_2 >: <SIGNATURE_2 >

...

Common Type Vocabularies:

<TYPE_CONSTRAINTS >

Target: ~<AVG_OPS > operations , <REGION_DEPTH > region nesting

<IF_FEW_SHOT >

Few -Shot Examples:

<EXAMPLE_1 >

...

<EXAMPLE_N >

</IF_FEW_SHOT >

<IF_ZERO_SHOT >

Structural Scaffolds:

- Basic module: "builtin.module "() ({...}) : () -> ()

- Function: "func.func "() <{...}> ({...}) : () -> ()

- Region syntax: ({^bb0: operations })

</IF_ZERO_SHOT >

Generate ONE novel generic -format MLIR program.

Output only raw MLIR code.

Placeholders:
• <AVAILABLE_OPS>: All operations in dialect (from TableGen)
• <SIGNATURE_X>: Operation signatures extracted from TableGen (operand/result types)
• <TYPE_CONSTRAINTS>: Valid type vocabularies (e.g., IntegerIndexOrOpaqueType)
• <IF_FEW_SHOT> / <IF_ZERO_SHOT>: Conditional sections based on test availability
• <REGION_DEPTH>: Target nesting level (default 2-4)

I.3 Zero-Shot Prompt (Low-Resource Dialects)
For dialects with no existing tests:
You are an MLIR code generator for the <DIALECT_NAME > dialect.

This dialect has no existing test corpus. Generate valid MLIR programs using:

Available Operations (from TableGen):
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<OP_NAME >(<OPERAND_TYPES >) -> <RESULT_TYPES >

...

MLIR Structural Requirements:

1. SSA form: Each value defined once , used after definition

2. Modules contain functions: "builtin.module "() ({...})

3. Functions have signatures: "func.func "() <{function_type = ...}>

4. Regions need terminators: "func.return "(...) at function end

Syntactic Templates:

- Generic op: "<dialect >.<op >"(%arg1 , %arg2) : (type1 , type2) -> type3

- Region: ({^ bb0(%arg: type): <operations > })

- Attribute: <{key = value}>

Generate ONE valid MLIR program exploring <DIALECT_NAME > operations.

I.4 Prompt Construction Algorithm

Algorithm 2: Automatic Prompt Construction
Input: Dialect D, extracted grammar 𝐺D , test corpus 𝑇
Output: Prompt string 𝑃

1 𝑃 ← BaseTemplate(D)
// Select format based on grammar extraction

2 if 𝐺D is assembly format then
3 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + AssemblyGrammarRules(𝐺D)
4 else
5 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + GenericFormatTemplate()
6 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + OperationSignatures(D)
// Add examples if available

7 if |𝑇 | > 0 then
8 𝑒𝑥𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑠 ← SelectDiverse(𝑇, 𝑘 = 4) // By AST depth, op variety

9 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + FewShotExamples(𝑒𝑥𝑎𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑒𝑠)
10 else
11 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + ZeroShotScaffolds()

// Add operational guidance

12 𝑟𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑜𝑝𝑠 ← RankByRarity(D,𝑇 )
13 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + RareOperationList(𝑟𝑎𝑟𝑒_𝑜𝑝𝑠 [: 10])
14 𝑃 ← 𝑃 + ComplexityTargets(Mean( |𝑇 |),AvgDepth(𝑇 ))
15 return 𝑃

All prompt construction is fully automated, requiring no manual intervention per dialect.

J Base MLIR Grammar Template
Germinator extends a baseMLIR grammar template with dialect-specific rules extracted from Table-
Gen specifications. This section presents the core grammar template in Lark format, highlighting
extension points where dialect-specific productions are inserted.
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J.1 Grammar Structure
The base grammar provides the foundation for all MLIR programs, including:
• Type system: Standard types (integers, floats, tensors, memrefs), function types, and dialect

type extension points
• Attribute system: Standard attributes (integers, floats, strings, arrays, dictionaries) and dialect

attribute extension points
• SSA infrastructure: SSA value definitions, uses, and type annotations
• Control flow: Blocks, regions, successors, and branch targets
• Module structure: Top-level modules, functions, and nested regions
• Affine maps: Expressions, constraints, and integer sets for polyhedral compilation

J.2 Extension Points
The template contains three primary extension points marked with placeholder tags:

(1) {{OPERATION_RULES}}: Individual operation grammar rules extracted from TableGen
(2) {{DIALECT_AGGREGATES}}: Dialect-level aggregation rules grouping related operations
(3) {{DIALECT_LIST}}: Union of all dialect operation rules
For example, after extracting rules for the EmitC dialect, Germinator instantiates these place-

holders as:
// {{ OPERATION_RULES }} becomes:

emitc_literal: op_result_list? "emitc.literal"

ESCAPED_STRING attribute_dict? ":" type

emitc_for: "emitc.for" SSA_ID "=" ssa_use "to" ssa_use

"step" ssa_use (":" integer_index_or_opaque )? region

emitc_yield: "emitc.yield" attribute_dict?

(ssa_use ":" type)?

// {{ DIALECT_AGGREGATES }} becomes:

emitc_ops: emitc_literal | emitc_for | emitc_yield | ...

// {{ DIALECT_LIST }} becomes:

all_dialect_ops: emitc_ops | arith_ops | func_ops | ...

J.3 Abbreviated Grammar
The complete base grammar spans approximately 300 lines. Below is an abbreviated version
highlighting key structures and extension points:
start: mlir_file

mlir_file: definition_and_module_list+ | definition_and_function_list+

// ============================================================================

// TYPES

// ============================================================================

type: TYPE_ALIAS | dialect_type | standard_type

standard_type: complex_type | FLOAT_TYPE | function_type | INDEX_TYPE

| INTEGER_TYPE | memref_type | tensor_type | ...

dialect_type: "!" (opaque_dialect_item | pretty_dialect_item)

tensor_type: ranked_tensor_type | unranked_tensor_type

ranked_tensor_type: "tensor" "<" dimension_list_ranked?

tensor_memref_element_type ">"

memref_type: ranked_memref_type | unranked_memref_type

// {{ CUSTOM_TYPES }} - Placeholder for dialect -specific type vocabularies

// ============================================================================

// ATTRIBUTES

// ============================================================================
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attribute_value: ATTRIBUTE_ALIAS | dialect_attribute | standard_attribute

standard_attribute: array_attribute | BOOL | dictionary_attribute

| elements_attribute | float_attribute | ...

dialect_attribute: "#" (opaque_dialect_item | pretty_dialect_item)

// {{ CUSTOM_ATTRIBUTES }} - Placeholder for dialect -specific attributes

// ============================================================================

// SSA VALUES AND OPERATIONS

// ============================================================================

ssa_use: SSA_ID | CONSTANT

ssa_use_list: ssa_use ("," ssa_use)*

op_result_list: op_result ("," op_result)* "="

// {{ OPERATION_RULES }} - Individual dialect operation grammar rules

// Example: emitc_literal: op_result_list? "emitc.literal" ...

// {{ DIALECT_AGGREGATES }} - Dialect -level groupings

// Example: emitc_ops: emitc_literal | emitc_for | emitc_yield

all_dialect_ops: {{ DIALECT_LIST }}

operation: (all_dialect_ops | module | function) location_attribute?

// ============================================================================

// REGIONS AND CONTROL FLOW

// ============================================================================

region: "{" block* "}"

block: block_label? operation_list

block_label: BLOCK_ID ("(" ssa_id_and_type_list? ")")? ":"

// ============================================================================

// MODULES AND FUNCTIONS

// ============================================================================

module: "module" SYMBOL_REF_ID? (" attributes" attribute_dict)? region

function: "func.func" SYMBOL_REF_ID "(" argument_list? ")"

("->" function_result_list)? region?

// ============================================================================

// TERMINALS

// ============================================================================

SSA_ID: "%" SUFFIX_ID ("#" DIGITS)?

SYMBOL_REF_ID: "@" (SUFFIX_ID | ESCAPED_STRING)

BLOCK_ID: "^" SUFFIX_ID

TYPE_ALIAS: "!" (ESCAPED_STRING | BARE_ID)

INDEX_TYPE: "index"

INTEGER_TYPE: /si?[1 -9][0 -9]*/ | /ui[1 -9][0 -9]*/

FLOAT_TYPE: "f16" | "bf16" | "f32" | "f64"

BARE_ID: /[a-zA-Z_][a-zA-Z0 -9_$]*/

The full grammar template is available in the Germinator repository at
grammars/mlir_base.lark.

J.4 Grammar Instantiation Process
For each dialect D, Germinator:

(1) Extracts operation rules from TableGen→ {{OPERATION_RULES}}
(2) Groups operations by dialect→ {{DIALECT_AGGREGATES}}
(3) Constructs union of all dialects→ {{DIALECT_LIST}}
(4) Adds type vocabulary rules (e.g., integer_index_or_opaque) from TableGen constraints
(5) Generates final Lark grammar file: mlir_${dialect}.lark

This modular design enables efficient grammar reuse across dialects while maintaining precise
dialect-specific constraints.
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K Example Bug Reports
This section presents representative bugs discovered by Germinator across different MLIR dialects,
demonstrating the tool’s ability to find diverse crash and verification failures. Each bug includes a
minimal reproducer that triggers the issue.

K.1 Parser Crash: Mixed Type Literals in Dense Attributes
Dialect: TOSA
Component: Attribute parser
Symptom: Assertion failure in getIntAttrElements() when dense tensor attribute contains
type-mismatched literals

Minimal reproducer (generic format):

"builtin.module "() ({

"tosa.const "() <{value = dense <[" string", 1]> : tensor <2xi32 >}>

: () -> tensor <2xi32 >

}) : () -> ()

Root cause: The parser assumes all elements in a dense integer tensor are integers or
booleans, but does not validate this before attempting to parse. When a string literal appears,
getIntAttrElements() asserts on line 642 of AttributeParser.cpp.

Expected behavior: Parser should emit a diagnostic error message rather than crashing.

K.2 Verifier Crash: Negative Array Attribute Index
Dialect: GPU
Component: Operation verifier
Symptom: Heap buffer overflow when accessing negative workgroup_attributions index

Minimal reproducer (assembly format):

gpu.module @memref_conversions {

gpu.func @kern(%arg0: memref <8xf32 >) kernel

workgroup (%wg: memref <8xf32 >)

attributes {workgroup_attributions = -1 : i64} {

gpu.return
}

}

Equivalent generic format:

"builtin.module "() ({

"gpu.module "() <{sym_name = "memref_conversions "}> ({

"gpu.func "() <{function_type = (memref <8xf32 >) -> ()}> ({

^bb0(%arg0: memref <8xf32 >):

"gpu.return "() : () -> ()

}) {gpu.kernel , sym_name = "kern",

workgroup_attributions = -1 : i64} : () -> ()

}) : () -> ()

}) : () -> ()

Root cause: The verifier’s verifyAttributions() function (line 552 of GPUDialect.cpp)
accesses block arguments using the workgroup_attributions value without bounds checking. A
negative value causes out-of-bounds access.

Expected behavior: Verifier should reject negative attribution counts with a diagnostic error.
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K.3 Verifier Crash: Missing Loop Induction Variable
Dialect: EmitC
Component: Operation verifier
Symptom: Assertion failure when emitc.for loop body has no block arguments

Minimal reproducer (assembly format):

func.func @test() {

%lb = emitc.literal "0" : index

%ub = emitc.literal "10" : index

%step = emitc.literal "1" : index

emitc.for %lb to %ub step %step : index {

emitc.yield

}

func.return
}

Equivalent generic format:

"builtin.module "() ({

"func.func "() <{function_type = () -> (), sym_name = "test"}> ({

%0 = "emitc.literal "() <{value = "0"}> : () -> index

%1 = "emitc.literal "() <{value = "10"}> : () -> index

%2 = "emitc.literal "() <{value = "1"}> : () -> index

"emitc.for"(%0, %1, %2) ({

"emitc.yield "() : () -> ()

}) : (index , index , index) -> ()

"func.return "() : () -> ()

}) : () -> ()

}) : () -> ()

Root cause: The getInductionVar() method assumes the loop region always contains a block
argument (the induction variable) and attempts getBody()->getArgument(0) without checking
if any arguments exist.

Expected behavior: While the TableGen specification permits loops without explicit induction
variables, the verifier should either require them or handle their absence gracefully.

K.4 Type System Crash: Invalid Tensor Element Type
Dialect: Torch
Component: Type verifier
Symptom: Segmentation fault when tensor uses unsupported element type

Minimal reproducer (generic format):

"builtin.module "() ({

"func.func "() <{function_type = () -> !torch.vtensor <[4],none >,

sym_name = "invalid_tensor "}> ({

%0 = "torch.vtensor.literal "() <{value = dense <1> : tensor <4xi32 >}>

: () -> !torch.vtensor <[4],none >

"func.return "(%0) : (!torch.vtensor <[4],none >) -> ()

}) : () -> ()

}) : () -> ()

Root cause: The Torch dialect’s tensor type construction does not validate that the element type
is a valid tensor element type. The none type causes a null pointer dereference when the verifier
attempts to check element type constraints.
Expected behavior: Type construction should validate element types and reject invalid types

like none with a diagnostic error.
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K.5 Stack Overflow: Circular SSA Dependencies in Dialect Conversion
Dialect: Arith (during conversion to LLVM)
Component: Dialect conversion framework
Symptom: Stack overflow/segmentation fault when processing circular SSA value dependencies
during dialect lowering

Minimal reproducer (generic format):
"builtin.module "() ({

%0 = "arith.addi "(%1, %0) <{overflowFlags = #arith.overflow <none >}>

: (index , index) -> index

%1 = "arith.constant "() <{value = 0 : index}> : () -> index

%2 = "arith.constant "() <{value = 1 : index}> : () -> index

}) : () -> ()

Equivalent assembly format:
module {

%0 = arith.addi %1, %0 : index

%1 = arith.constant 0 : index

%2 = arith.constant 1 : index

}

Root cause: The program violates SSA form: %0 is used in its own definition (arith.addi %1,
%0), and %1 is used before being defined. During dialect conversion with -convert-ub-to-llvm, the
conversion framework attempts to recursively resolve value mappings, entering infinite recursion
when encountering the circular dependency %0 → %1 → %0.

Expected behavior: The MLIR verifier should reject this program during initial verification,
catching SSA violations before any dialect conversion begins. If the verifier is bypassed (e.g., with
–verify-each=false), the conversion framework should detect circular dependencies and fail
gracefully with a diagnostic error rather than stack overflowing.

Defense-in-depth failure: This bug reveals a gap in MLIR’s multi-layer validation:
(1) The parser accepts the syntactically valid but semantically invalid program
(2) The verifier (if run) should catch SSA violations but may be bypassed
(3) The conversion framework assumes well-formed IR and crashes on malformed input
This demonstrates the importance of robust verification at every stage, as downstream passes

should not assume perfect input even within the same compiler infrastructure.
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