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Abstract
The size and complexity of software applications is increas-
ing at an accelerating pace. Source code repositories (along
with their dependencies) require vast amounts of labor to
keep them tested, maintained, and up to date. As the disci-
pline now begins to also incorporate automatically generated
programs, automation in testing and tuning is required to
keep up with the pace – let alone reduce the present level
of complexity. While machine learning has been used to un-
derstand and generate code in various contexts, machine
learning models themselves are trained almost exclusively
on static code without inputs, traces, or other execution time
information. This lack of training data limits the ability of
these models to understand real-world problems in software.

In this work we show that inputs, like code, can be gener-
ated automatically at scale. Our generated inputs are stateful,
and appear to faithfully reproduce the arbitrary data struc-
tures and system calls required to rerun a program function.
By building our tool within the compiler, it both can be ap-
plied to arbitrary programming languages and architectures
and can leverage static analysis and transformations for im-
proved performance. Our approach is able to produce valid
inputs, including initial memory states, for 90% of the Com-
Pile dataset modules we explored, for a total of 21.4 million
executable functions. Further, we find that a single generated
input results in an average block coverage of 37%, whereas
guided generation of five inputs improves it to 45%.

1 Introduction
Machine learning (ML) has made data one of the most valu-
able commodities. New datasets are released every month
to train and tune ever growing models. While code datasets
come in all shapes and forms [15, 18, 22, 30], only a precious
few provide means to execute the code [6, 7, 21]. Even per-
formance benchmark suites, which are executable by design,
tend to only offer a few end-to-end inputs. Thus, ML training
*Work conducted while at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.
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Figure 1. Sketch of the input generation framework for a file
(left) containing three functions (top, middle, bottom). The
user chooses to generate inputs for the top function, which
results in an instrumented generation driver and a replay
driver. Assuming the bottom function is called by the top
one, it is instrumented as well and stays in both binaries. The
middle function is not reached from the top function and
consequently dropped. Each instrumented run generates an
input file that can be executed by the replay driver. Optional
profile feedback can guide the generation of new inputs.
is heavily lopsided towards static code rather than dynamic
code execution.

Program execution has always been a crucial part of test-
ing and tuning efforts, even before machine learning. The
underlying issues in both testing and tuning are very much
alike. Moreover, there is no versatile way to generate stateful
inputs for an arbitrary program fragment. Without such in-
puts, we are reliant on manual efforts or existing end-to-end
inputs, even if most of the execution trace is irrelevant to the
task at hand. While prior art can record a trace of a given
program execution [3, 16, 24, 28, 35, 36], the resulting profile
coverage is limited by the diversity of the recorded traces.
Further, the initial recording needs an end-to-end run of the
application, and, depending on the framework, the recording
might not allow to replay parts of the program in isolation.
In this work we tackle the problem of input generation

for arbitrary program parts without the need for any user
provided inputs. The initial task is defined as follows: Given
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a function definition with no other requirements, generate
inputs, including memory state, such that the function can be
invoked and executed to completion. Note that the definition
explicitly allows for the function to call other function defini-
tions in the translation unit, as well as external declarations.
We do not restrict control flow or memory accesses. Finally,
we do not limit ourselves to specific kinds of functions, e.g.,
GPU kernels, and we do not require systems support beyond
standard C/C++ runtimes.
We developed a compiler instrumentation with a light-

weight runtime system that is scalable and versatile enough
to be deployed in most environments. The overall design,
sketched in Figure 1, consists of an LLVM compiler pass to
instrument the code, and two runtimes, one for generation of
inputs and one to facilitate the replay. Through helper scripts
we provide a fully automatic system that takes one or more
LLVM-IR sources files, and generates as many inputs for the
user selected functions as requested. The inputs can then
be executed through the replay driver to enable (continues)
testing, performance tuning, and ML training.

The contributions of this work are as follows:

• A framework to create stateful inputs for any pro-
gramming language which compiles to LLVM.

• Static and dynamic guidance for the input generation
to improve branch coverage. Using compiler provided
hints and branch profiling, the generation runtime
will choose values that steer control flow towards
under-explored areas.

• A case study on matrix multiplication to study time
and memory implications of input generation and
replay.

• A large scale study of our framework on the Com-
Pile dataset. Out of 23.9 million functions, we can
instrument 99% and successfully replay 90%. The ini-
tial branch coverage of 37% can be increased up to
45% if 5 inputs are generated.

We will provide a high-level overview of our framework
before we compare our approach to related work in Section 3.
The main ideas are detailed in Section 4. We end with a
thorough evaluation in Section 5 and closing thoughts in
Section 6.

2 High-Level Overview
Throughout this work, when we talk about the function for
which input is generated we implicitly include all transi-
tively reached function definitions in the same source file.
The goal is to create an input for a function, which consists
of an initial memory state together with arguments and a se-
quence of values to be returned by calls to external functions.
Together, this input generally allows successful execution of
the function. Thus, calling the function with the input argu-
ments in the input memory state will result in the execution

being returned to the caller, or terminate through a routine
like exit.
Examples, like the one in Fig. 2, are presented in C for

readability, but our instrumentation pass operates on the
LLVM-IR representation of the source code. While it allows
us to reuse existing compiler analyses and transformations,
it is not a conceptual requirement. Our runtimes are writ-
ten in C++ with a very minimal C interface to simplify the
communication with the instrumentation pass.

In general, we assume external symbols, including global
and function declarations, are not available for input gen-
eration or replay. However, we allow some known library
functions, like malloc, as well as symbols related to (C++)
error handling.

Memory is conceptually separated into two kinds, runtime
managed objects and user managed allocations. At the start
of the generation and replay, there are no user managed allo-
cations. Only user code can create those via stack allocations,
or calls to memory allocation routines we support natively,
e.g., malloc. Global memory, and other memory state the
function assumes to be allocated prior to its execution, are
managed by the runtime. Global state is provided eagerly
before the function execution starts, all other memory is al-
located and initialized lazily as required. The runtime tracks
what memory regions are initialized, and records all values
that have to be setup in memory, or returned from external
functions during replay. The interaction with the genera-
tion runtime is performed through a small set of runtime
functions summarized in Fig. 4 which will be discussed in
Section 4.

A sample execution of the instrumented program for input
generation, shown in Fig. 2 (b), could result in the following
interaction: 1) The generation driver will setup the runtime
and execute ig_gen_sum_entry(), the entry point for the
sum user function. 2) When ig_arg_ptr() is called, a new
object is created and a pointer to it is returned. 3) The list
traversal starts as the pointer was not null. 4) The runtime
is informed that the value member of the list node is read.
Since the location was unitialized and is runtime-managed,
a double value is generated and stored there. 5) When the
runtime is informed of the pointer read for the nextmember,
it will create a new object, or return a null pointer, based on
the result of a random value draw. Assuming a new object is
created, we restart the loop at 3). Assuming a null pointer
was returned, the loop is exited and the function finishes exe-
cution. 6) After completion of the function the memory state,
that is all the objects that have been created together with
the values that have been generated during the execution,
are stored to enable replay.
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(a) input program (b) instrumented program (c) replay program
struct Node {

struct Node* next;
double value;

};

double sum(struct Node* list) {
double result = 0.0;
while (list) {

result += list->value;

list = list->next;
}
return result;

}

void ig_gen_sum_entry() {

struct Node* list = ig_arg_ptr();
sum(list);

}
double sum(struct Node* list) {

double result = 0.0;
while (list) {

ig_read_double(&list->value);
result += list->value;
ig_read_ptr(&list->next);
list = list->next;

}
return result;

}

void ig_run_sum_entry() {
ig_init_memory();
struct Node* list = ig_arg_ptr();
sum(list);

}
double sum(struct Node* list) {

double result = 0.0;
while (list) {

result += list->value;

list = list->next;
}
return result;

}

Figure 2. (a) depicts a simple program which sums up values in a linked list. (b) shows the same program, instrumented
for input generation. This captures all "side-effects" necessary to reproduce the execution at a later time. Specifically, we
indicate that we need a value of pointer type for the argument, and that we will load from list->value and list->next. (c)
presents the version instrumented to run the generated input. Prior to calling the sum() function, the runtime will set up the
appropriate memory state for execution and will provide the function argument.

3 Related Work
Input Recording. Input recording involves techniques used
to instrument a program to record inputs to specific code sec-
tions, typically referred to as codelets, extract these codelets,
and then replay the recorded inputs against the codelets.
Use cases for this tooling can include debugging [32], per-
formance introspection [16, 35], and more. Input recording
frameworks typically work by adding instrumentation at
compile-time, with a notable exception being RR [32], which
does not require any compile-time instrumentation. After
possible instrumentation, the application under analysis is
then run, producing a set of inputs that can be used to exe-
cute individual parts of the application.
However, the data dumps containing these inputs are of-

ten quite large. The data dumps produced by CERE are tens
to hundreds of megabytes due to the page-granularity cap-
ture of all memory touched during a function invocation.
Other work [35] dumps all allocations made by the appli-
cation on the offloading device. While these issues can be
partially remedied through techniques like clustering [16] or
with more engineering work, such as the suggested tracking
of deallocations in [35], stored inputs still tend to be large.
More work [19] has explored the use of custom annotations
to steer where recording is performed to significantly reduce
recording log size. Reducing the captured inputs to a repre-
sentative set allows for overall application performance to
be extrapolated from fewer runs, which grants faster turn
around times [3, 16]. In addition to size overhead, input
recording frameworks can impose a large runtime overhead
on apps being recorded, sometimes on the order of 100 times,
precluding their use in some cases.
Input Generation. Jotai [21] takes C files from open

source repositories and attempts to make them executable

through automatic derivation of parameter constraints. How-
ever, Jotai has several limitations around the types of inputs
that it is able to generate, particularly requiring all functions
that are called to be fully defined, leaving them with only 7%
of the dataset that they evaluated against, AnghaBench [15].
Jotai was only able to generate inputs for approximately
52% of inputs matching the criteria. Our work handles calls
to functions without a definition by providing the function
with a stubbed definition.

Benchmark Synthesis. For the purpose of performance
introspection at a variety of levels, a body of previous work
has focused on synthesizing benchmarks rather than trying
to execute existing snippets of code. Some [46] focus on
synthesizing benchmark proxies for existing sets of code
to hide proprietary information. Genesys [34] tackles the
problem by generating assembly-level snippets that match a
variety of key instruction, control-flow, and memory-access
patterns of a specific workload. COLA-GEN [7] is designed
to take a function specification in a custom DSL and output a
stand-alone executable C programwhichmatches those char-
acteristics. While these techniques can often create a large
number of benchmarks, whether or not these benchmarks
are faithful to real workloads beyond simple properties like
instruction mix is currently an open question. Some tech-
niques, like the one used for Genesys [34] also preclude the
use case of compiler testing by directly generating assembly
rather than higher-level IR or C.
In addition to classical techniques for benchmark syn-

thesis, there is also an increasingly wide body of work uti-
lizing machine learning for the synthesis of benchmarks.
CLGen [14] uses language modeling to synthesize OpenCL
kernels, which the authors demonstrate to be similar to



Ivanov et al.

human-written kernels through the use of a Turing test, de-
spite their relative simplicity. In addition, CLGen is only able
to generate benchmarks that compile 2.33% of the time [44].
Taking advantage of recent advancements in language mod-
eling, BenchPress [44, 45] is able to improve the number
of compilable kernels generated from 2.33% to 86% along
with increasing diversity of the generated kernels. Other
work, such as LaSynth [9], can be used to generate code for
specific input-output pairs. It achieves reasonable accuracy,
but only for relatively simple snippets (tens of tokens), and
additionally requires input-output pairs to be available to
generate code.

Executable Datasets. In addition to input recording and
generation, there has also been previous work on utilizing
these technologies in addition to other techniques to create
datasets of executable code. Some datasets, like the Code-
Contests utilized in AlphaCode [27], utilize self-contained
programs from competitions that are inherently executable.
However, competition datasets often contain only a few clus-
ters of programs not necessairly representative of real world
use cases. Other datasets, such as ExeBench [6] attempt to
remedy this problem by synthesizing inputs for arbitrary C
code pulled from Github and AnghaBench [15]. However,
the methodology used in ExeBench is only able to generate
input-output pairs that are runnable in approximately 15%
of cases.
Test Generation and Fuzzing. Another body of work

related to the input generation problem is automatic test
generation. There are several works [17, 25, 33] that uti-
lize feedback to help increase coverage of functions under
test. Several other pieces of work use of symbolic execution
techniques [17, 38, 47, 49] to increase coverage. We leave
integration of sophisticated symbolic execution techniques
to increase input coverage in our domain to future work. Re-
cently, additional work has started exploring ML-guided test
generation [4, 29], which has been shown to improve code
coverage in large existing codebases. In addition, fuzzing
techniques often tackle a problem similar to our work for a
different purpose, especially those aimed at compiler testing.
Tools like CSmith [48] and DeepSmith [13], generate exe-
cutable programs intended to test compilers. These programs
are typically not representative of real world inputs, how-
ever, instead they are intended to exploit edge cases within
the compiler.
Sanitizers. Finally, another body of work related to the

input generation problem are sanitizers. Sanitizers can be
used for detecting memory issues like use-after-frees and us-
ing uninitialized memory [39, 42], detecting threading issues
like dead-locks and races [40], and even detecting numerical
accuracy issues [12]. Sanitizers typically consist of two main
parts: compile-time instrumentation, and a runtime, calls for
which are inserted during the instrumentation phase. We
utilize a similar structure for our work.

4 Approach
Our approach is mainly comprised of 3 components: the
instrumentation pass, a runtime for generation inputs, and
a runtime for replaying them. The compiler pass prepares
the source module and introduces instrumentation that will
instruct the runtime to generate stateful inputs during the
program execution. The replay runtime reads the generated
stateful input description and sets up the memory state for
replay and then invokes the function in question. We detail
the various steps in the following subsections.

4.1 Source Module Preparation
Module preparation comes in two variants, necessary and
supportive. The latter is mostly required to allow automa-
tion of our large scale studies across multiple programming
languages that were not meant to be compiled with a vanilla
LLVM compiler. These transformations do not limit the gen-
erality of our approach but simplify automation.

4.1.1 Linkage. In order to avoid conflicts of symbols found
in the program with ones that may be linked in later, we
prefix all symbols, including the user code, with a custom
string in the compiler namespace (__ig...). For brevity, our
examples do not show this step. The renaming is not per-
formed for a set of symbols that we want to share with the
system, such as malloc, C++ exception handling functions,
and special global variables, e.g., stderr. To improve our
static code analysis during the instrumentation for input
generation we change the linkage of all symbols, except the
generated entry points, to internal. This is not strictly neces-
sary but can improve the success rate for input generation.
For the replay runs we keep the original linkage and match
the original compilation environment as no static analysis is
performed.

4.1.2 Function and Global Variable Declarations. As
shown in Fig. 3, translation units are generally not self con-
tained and instead contain reference to external functions
and global variables defined elsewhere. To compile such a
module in isolation we must provide definitions for all dec-
larations. To this end, we replace each function declaration
with a definition stub of the same type and name. If the
function has a non-void return, the stub will construct and
return a new value of appropriate type. These new values
are tracked as any other value that is created during the
generation (ref. Section 4.2.1). Global variables are defined as
well and then processed with the existing global definitions.

4.1.3 Debug Information. Keeping debug information
updated, especially when function declarations are defined,
was not the aim of this work. Consequently, we decided to
drop all debug information present and thereby avoid prob-
lems that inconsistent debug information can cause during
code generation.
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// Definitions are in other translation unit
// but type definitions are available.
extern configuration config;

bool read_database(Database *db);

bool open(Database *db) {
if (config.read_db)

return read_database(db);
return create_database(db);

}

(a) Code using function and global variable
declarations.

static configuration *config_ptr;

static bool read_database(Database *db) {
return ig_gen_bool();

}

bool ig_gen_open_entry() {
ig_reg_global(&config_ptr, sizeof(configuration));
Database *db = ig_arg_ptr();
return open(db);

}

bool open(Database *db) {
// Use runtime managed global replacement
configuration &config = *config_ptr;
if (config.read_db)

return read_database(db);
return create_database(db);

}

(b) Code after instrumentation and stub creation.
Figure 3. Function and global variable declarations (top) that
are replaced by definitions as part of the instrumentation
pass (bottom). For global variables one level of indirection is
introduced to allow their memory to be part of the runtime
memory pool. The indirection is eliminated at the beginning
of each function that uses the global.

4.2 Module Instrumentation
To the outside, the generation runtime exposes a simple C
interface that the compiler instrumentation pass targets. The
families of available runtime calls are summarized in Fig. 4
and described below.

4.2.1 Generating Values. We provide a family of entry
points that can generate values of a specific type. The API is
used externally when a free standing value is needed, e.g.,
the return of an external function, or internally, when the
program loads from not yet initialized memory. There are
two distinct kinds of values that can be generated, numeric
values, e.g., integer and floating point values, and pointers.
For numeric values we default to querying a preset random
distribution if no compiler provided hints are present. The
distribution is configurable at generation time and usually a
standard random distribution. For pointers, a new object is

Action Name Call location
generating values ig_gen_<type> func. stubs & internal
generate argument ig_arg_<type> entry points
memory read ig_read_<type> before memory reads
memory write ig_write_<type> before memory writes
register global ig_reg_global entry points
reg. branch conditions ig_br_cmp before branches
reg. pointer comparisons ig_ptr_cmp before pointer comp.
terminate execution ig_exit “unreachable” locations

Figure 4.We instrument the module for generation using
the runtime C API. the read, write, arg, and gen runtime
calls are defined for all primitive types.

generated which is backed up by memory to allow future ac-
cesses. This will be further discussed in Section 4.3. Compiler
generated hints (ref. Section 4.2.6) will influence the deci-
sion, e.g., to favor a value for which a later branch condition
will result in exploration of a non-traversed path. Similarly,
compiler and runtime feedback can influence the pointer
choice and, for example, allow or disallow null pointers, or
direct the generation runtime to pick a pointer into a specific
existing object.

4.2.2 Generating Arguments. For the arguments to the
function we generate new values of the appropriate type, as
shown in Fig. 2 (b), (c) and Fig. 3 (b). Note that this utilizes
the same mechanism to generate new values of a specific
type described above. However, the arguments are encoded
separately in the stored input (ref. Section 4.4).

4.2.3 Accessing Memory. Handling memory accesses is
the cornerstone of the generation runtime. Prior to each read
and write access, the instrumentation inserts a call to inform
the generation runtime of the accessed location and the type.
The memory being accessed is either runtime-managed, i.e.,
if it is within a memory region assigned to an object by the
runtime, or not. If it is not, that means it is either stack-
allocated memory or was allocated by the user via allowed
native routines, e.g., malloc. Details on the object handling
and initialization tracking are provided in Section 4.3.
Reading Memory. The instrumentation will indicate a

read access just before it happens in the program, as high-
lighted in Fig. 2 (b), (c). For known access patterns, like a
memcpy, the size is also included. If the accessed location falls
into an object managed by the runtime and the location has
not been accessed before, we ensure that the program can
actually read a value appropriate for the type. This happens
by generating a new value as described above. If the under-
lying memory is user-managed or has been accessed before,
no action is taken.
Writing Memory. Just prior to memory writes, the run-

time is informed of the accessed location and the size of
the write. If the location is runtime-managed, we mark it as
initialized but no other action is required.

4.2.4 RegisteringGlobal Variables. Global variables need
to be registered with the runtime as they might have been
initialized prior to the function execution in the original
application. The eager registration of all global variables is
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coupledwith a level of indirection introduced by the compiler
pass. This is shown for the config variable in Fig. 3. The in-
strumentation provides the runtime with information about
the global size and allows it to place them in the runtime-
managed memory region next to other objects the user code
assumes to be allocated prior to execution. Accesses to global
variables then simply reuse the logic described in above and
detailed in Section 4.3. For all global variables that are used
in a function, loads at the beginning of the function will
undo the indirection introduced by the instrumentation and
allows the original code to execute as before.

4.2.5 Aggregate Types. Since aggregate types such as ar-
rays, structs, or vectors can be arbitrary, we cannot provide
runtime call for each possible type. Instead, the instrumenta-
tion pass decompose aggregate types to their primitive type
components and utilizes the associated runtime calls. Com-
plex types in all places of interaction between the program
and the runtime are handled this way.

4.2.6 Generation of Value Hints. To improve coverage
of the code we are generating inputs for, we statically ana-
lyze which values generated by our runtime influence control
flow conditions. For branches that depend on a value that
is to be generated, we encode the condition that the value
needs to satisfy for the different outcomes of the branch,
e.g., that the value has to smaller than 42. If profiling data
is available, it is attached to the branch outcomes to allow
the runtime to choose a value that either satisfies the condi-
tion, or does not satisfy the condition, depending on which
branch result had lower coverage. The current implementa-
tion of branch hints is limited to values generated close to
the branch they influence but there is no fundamental reason
the implementation could not be enhanced in the future.

4.2.7 Recording of Pointer Comparisons. Similar to
branch conditions, pointer comparisons are instrumented
and reported to the runtime. This allows introspection into
the choice of pointer values that have been returned, and is
used in the roll back scheme described in Section 4.3.2.

4.2.8 Generation of Function Pointers. Programs use
function pointers to interact with shared libraries or to keep
code generic.While they are not immediately distinguishable
from data pointers in LLVM-IR 1, they require a conceptually
different memory backing, namely executable code. To this
end, the instrumentation pass will first try to identify when
any runtime generated value is used as the callee of an indi-
rect function call. A list of potential callees, that is functions
in the module with a matching signature, is communicated
to the runtime such that one of them can be picked at run-
time. To avoid inducing infinite recursion, we eliminate all
functions than can reach the caller. To account for the fact

1LLVM-IR uses “opqaue”, or untyped pointers because pointer types in
languages like C can be changed arbitrarily prior to an access.

0x01...1001 1111111  1111111111

0x01...1001 0000000  0000000000

0x01...1001 0001010  0001011101

0x01...1001 0001010  0000000000

0x01...1001 0001010  1111111111

Object #10 Offset 93

0x01...1001 0000000  1000000000

Runtime object allocation

Example execution

call ig_gen_ptr() 

Obj
#10

new object (#0)

ret:

0x01...1001 0000001  1000000000
call ig_gen_ptr() new object (#1)

ret:

0x01...1001 0000010  1000000000
call ig_gen_ptr() new object (#2)

ret:

0x01...1001 0000001  1000000010
call ig_gen_ptr() offset into existing object (#1)

ret:

0x00...0000 0000000  0000000000
call ig_gen_ptr() null pointer

ret:

Figure 5. In order to simplify and optimize object addressing,
we allocate a large amount of memory for objects handled by
our runtime, and implement a logical memory space parti-
tioning strategy where the top bits are the index of the object
itself, and the bottom bits refer to the offset in the specific
object. Note how when the runtime generates a pointer to a
new object, it returns a pointer to the middle of the object, as
the program may access objects at negative offsets as well.

that function pointers may also originate from outside the
module, and to ensure at least one callee is available, we
add a function stub with a matching signature to the list of
potential candidates.

4.2.9 Graceful Program Termination. Programs can
contain locations that should not be reached, e.g., after a
non-returning function like exit was called. Assertions and
error handling code are a common sources of such locations.
To avoid execution stopping before the generated input is
stored, we replace non-returning calls with a runtime call
which will trigger the runtime to tear down in an orderly
fashion.

4.3 Pointer Generation and Objects
The input generation runtime uses the notion of objects to
reason about memory accesses. Objects are continuous mem-
ory regions that are accessed through offsets to a base pointer.
We assume there are only two kinds of memory accesses hap-
pening in the program. First, accesses to memory allocated
by the user function during execution, such as memory from
malloc or stack-allocated memory. We detect such accesses
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statically and dynamically, avoiding instrumentation in the
first place if possible, and otherwise simply ignore them in
the runtime. All other accesses have to target objects through
offsets of pointers that the runtime generated. These accesses
are instrumented to allow objects to grow as necessary for
the particular program run. While hard-coded addresses, e.g.,
*(0x8000) = ..., are possible, our evaluation shows it is
reasonable to ignore them for user-space code. There are no
conceptual restrictions to allocating objects at hard-coded
addresses, and thus support is possible in the future.
All runtime-managed memory is part of a pre-allocated

memory pool that is initialized eagerly. Pool size, and other
hyper-parameters of the described scheme can be adjusted
as necessary. For memory efficiency and runtime perfor-
mance, we partition the memory pool and introduce virtual
addressing. The top bits of a pointer provided to the user
code indicate the object ID, and the bottom bits indicate the
offset within the object. The scheme is visualized in Fig. 5.
When a new pointer is requested by the program, the run-
time can choose between three cases: a) Create a new object,
b) use an offset into an existing object, or c) return a null
pointer.

4.3.1 Generating NewObjects. To generate a new object,
we choose a region of unused memory in the pool and asso-
ciate it with the object. We then return an aligned pointer2 to
the middle of the region. This allows the program to offset it
both in the negative and positive direction while remaining
in the region assigned to the object. The maximal extent
of the object is generally assumed to be unknown but the
instrumentation pass provides static analysis results to mini-
mize memory usage for global variables which are packed
aggressively. The maximal extent of objects of unknown size
is limited by the number of bits we use to represent the offset
in the virtual addressing scheme.

4.3.2 Generating Offsets into Existing Objects. Pro-
grams might rely on the fact that two pointers actually point
into the same object, e.g., when traversing an array from
the begin() pointer to the end() pointer. For now, we han-
dle this case via a rollback and retry strategy. The compiler
pass will instrument all pointer comparisons such that the
runtime is aware of the pointers and objects involved. With-
out prior knowledge, the runtime will always generate new
objects when a fresh pointer value is requested. If the instru-
mentation identifies a comparison between different objects,
it is recorded as a constraint. At this point we might choose
to stop the generation process and roll back to the beginning.
In any subsequent re-run, the recorded constraints are used
to emit offsets into existing objects rather than new ones.
The object that was created later is instead replaced with a
offset into the object it was compared to. The roll back is

2Many (vector) memory instructions need addresses to be aligned to a
certain width. We use 16 byte alignment for new objects by default.
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Figure 6. The input generation runtime keeps track of the
programmemory (object array), input memory, and the parts
of those that are used. We allocate memory on-demand for
the input shadow and tracking initialization state (grayed-out
vs solid cells). On the first read, we update both the program
array and the input as it is a read from uninitialized memory.
Writes only update the object array and the initialization
state, so the input is kept intact, while reads from already
initialized memory just return the value. At the end, only
the input portion is saved to the binary file, while aligned
space for the entire output is allocated when running.

chance based and the offset is chosen to make the later com-
parison succeed. This process is iterative and the constraints
are accumulated until a valid input is created or the timeout
is reached. While static analysis can be used in the future
to avoid roll backs, they will always be necessary for more
complex examples in which there can be arbitrary compu-
tation between generating the first object being compared,
generating the second object, and the actual comparison.

4.3.3 Generating Null Pointers. Some programs, such
as the example in Fig. 2, expect a pointer to be null at some
point in the execution. We implement two strategies to deal
with these cases. The first one is to stochastically generate a
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null pointer when a fresh pointer is requested. This, however,
results in crashes and failed input generation in many cases
where the pointer is expected to be valid and dereferenced.
The second approach involves the same strategy we use for
handling offsets into objects. In most cases, when a null
pointer is expected somewhere, the pointer is eventually
compared against a null constant. Once such a comparison
is reported to the runtime, a chance based rollback might be
performed after which a null pointer replaces the object that
was compared against null.

4.4 Storing and Loading Inputs
To facilitate replay, the generation runtime needs to store
the generated values for later consumption. We use a custom
binary file format that contains the information required to
reconstruct the memory state prior to the program execution,
and replay all decisions. Thus, the stored input file contains
the generated objects with their partially initialized state,
initial values for global variables and function arguments,
and separately, the sequence of values that were generated
by function stubs.

Tracking Objects and Minimal Initial State. Consider
the example in Fig. 6 in which a sequence of memory reads
and writes is performed on an initially unused object in
runtime-managed memory (INIT rows). In addition to the
memory pool that holds the objects, here identified as Object
array, the runtime keeps two other arrays of correlated data.
The Input shadow array keeps track of the initial memory
state, thus the state of the memory prior to the execution of
the program. While this array is initially empty, it is filled
with all the values read by the program from locations that
have not been initialized before. To keep track of the initial-
ization, the Initialized array records every byte that has been
accessed, either read or written, at least once. Writes modify
the object array, which is the memory that is accessed, as
well as the initialized array. Reads take their value from the
object array, except if the initialized array indicates the val-
ues have not been accessed before. In that case, the a value is
generated and stored in the object array as well as the input
shadow. In any case, the initialized array will record that the
memory region was accessed.

The example in Fig. 6 illustrates the effects on the internal
runtime state as memory is accessed. First, the WRITE 1 is
performed which impacts the initialized array and the object
array content. A read of three prior untouched locations
follows. The runtime generates new values, here 2, 3, and
4, which are stored in the object array, but not the input
shadow as the locations were not initialized before. Finally,
the written locations are marked as initialized. The subse-
quent write to a fresh, initialized location modifies the object
array and the initialized state. At this point the object array
and the input shadow diverge. Final reads from initialized
locations are simply read from the current object array state.
As the example illustrates, the initialized, hence used, part
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Figure 7. Pointers in inputs loaded from a file must be fixed
to point to the correct location in the loaded input. This is
achieved by storing metadata about which locations in the
input contains pointers (patterned background) and what
object id and potential callee is at which location.

of the object array can be larger than the used part of the
input shadow. Since replay only requires the initial values
in the shadow, our stored input file will not include the user
initialized parts of the objects. However, when replaying the
input, we still need to allocate memory for parts of the object
that get accessed during the execution. Consequently, we
store metadata about how big the allocation needs to be and
at what offset. Both can be inferred from the Initialized array.

Loading Input Files. To replay recorded or generated in-
puts that feature pointers, one has to either place thememory
at the same (virtual) address, or update the pointers to match
the addresses in the run environment. Related work [35]
has described various problems with the former approach
which is why we opted for the latter. In general, it has less
requirements on the operating system and readily allows
the executable to be ported to different environments. How-
ever, it forces the runtime to update all pointers, including
function pointers, when loading a generated input since
the allocations in the run environment do not match the
addresses in the generation environment. The problem is
illustrated in Fig. 7. In the leftmost part, the memory state
during recording, which is the state that is stored, is shown.
The generation runtime is aware of pointers into runtime-
managed memory due to the type that was used to initialized
the location, or generate the value (ref. Fig. 4). In Fig. 7, point-
ers are highlighted with a patterned background. The middle
parts shows the state once the replay runtime restores the
input file at an address with 16 bytes offset. Before replay
execution of the function can begin, all pointers need to be
reattached to their original target, as indicated in the right
part. This happens for both data pointers and function point-
ers stored in memory and present in the stream of generated
values. To allow such a rewrite, the runtime maps objects
and potential callees to a numeric value during input gener-
ation. The mapping, stored in the input file, is used at replay
time together with a mapping of these indices to the new
locations of the corresponding objects. A pointer that points
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Language Functions Compiled Inputs (normal exit) Inputs (all) Ran (normal exit) Ran (all)
C 667,519 658,884 (99%) 591,229 (89%) 607,748 (91%) 582,002 (87%) 598,600 (90%)
C++ 7,038,354 7,032,629 (100%) 6,333,772 (90%) 6,465,452 (92%) 6,187,666 (88%) 6,302,387 (90%)
Julia 3,731,668 3,731,668 (100%) 2,317,628 (62%) 3,500,173 (94%) 2,279,240 (61%) 3,423,596 (92%)
Rust 6,380,366 6,276,211 (98%) 5,236,692 (82%) 5,568,630 (87%) 5,123,473 (80%) 5,427,870 (85%)
Swift 6,058,725 6,050,627 (100%) 5,660,798 (93%) 5,738,468 (95%) 5,641,015 (93%) 5,720,465 (94%)
Total 23,876,632 23,750,019 (99%) 20,140,119 (84%) 21,880,471 (92%) 19,813,396 (83%) 21,472,918 (90%)

Figure 8. The number of functions we were able to instrument, generate inputs for, and for which the generated inputs ran
successfully. Generation was attempted five times with different seeds. We also keep track of whether the exit was abnormal
or normal (see Section 4.2.9).

into object 𝐾 at offset 𝑁 in the input file is updated to point
into the new location of object 𝐾 , plus the offset of 𝑁 , at
replay time.
Aligning Objects. As memory instructions can be sen-

sitive to alignment, we ensure the replay state aligns the
objects at least as much as the recording run did. An exam-
ple for this is shown in the lower part of Fig. 6. The stored
inputs, thus the values 2, 3, and 4, are placed in a larger ob-
ject allocation that is big enough to hold all values stored
in the object later. This object allocation is then embedded
in a padded allocation to ensure the alignment matches the
generation run.

5 Evaluation
To evaluate the efficacy of our technique, we performed sev-
eral large scale studies on approximately one quarter of the
LLVM-IR dataset ComPile [18]. We analyzed howmany func-
tions inputs were successfully generated, the percentage of
basic blocks they execute, and the impact of multiple input
generation passes combined with coverage-guided input gen-
eration. Figure 9 shows that we are testing on approximately
100 thousand modules (translation units) that contain, on
average, hundreds of functions each. The evaluation was
parallelized across modules using Jug [11]. We generated
105 million inputs for 21.5 million functions using 245 node
hours on 48-core Zen2 nodes, which results in an approxi-
mate throughput of 2200 functions per core hour. We limited
the total parallelism per node to only utilize 40 cores due to
memory constraints. All experiments limited the time for
input generation and replay to five seconds per input.

For each module, we attempt to generate inputs for every
function definition. The results in Fig. 8 shows the success

Lang. #Modules Avg # Funcs/Module Avg # BBs/Func

C 31610 20.84 16.40
C++ 10545 666.92 3.02
Julia 4918 758.78 N/A
Rust 11735 534.83 6.20
Swift 48972 123.55 4.08

Figure 9. Per language statistics of the modules from the
ComPile dataset that were used for evaluation. The basic
block count for Julia is currently not reliable and omitted.

rates at each stage of generation and replay. We list inputs
and runs that return to the entry point as normal exit while
all include executions that end with an ig_exit (ref. Sec-
tion 4.2.9). However, these values are difficult to interpret as
many functions, e.g., exception handlers, do not have “nor-
mal” exit paths. We attempted generation of five inputs with
different random seeds and a five second timeout each. If any
seed succeeded the function was counted as a success. We
achieve a nearly perfect (99%) instrumentation and compila-
tion rate due to module preparation (ref. Section 4.1). Input
generation terminates successfully for approximately 92%
of all functions. Most of these, a total of 90%, can also be
replayed successfully.
While function execution at scale is informative, it does

not give any indication of function coverage. Inputs that only
exercise early exits are less interesting than inputs that cover
many blocks in a function. The compiler pass will introduce
profile instrumentation, using LLVM’s PGO infrastructure,
into the replay code which enables determination of the
execution count of basic blocks at runtime. This profile in-
formation is utilized by subsequent instrumentation runs, as
described in Section 4.2.6. The profile information is further
used to generate the basic block and coverage data presented
here.

Coverage results in Fig. 10 show that, on average, 37% of
all blocks are executed with a single generated input and
coverage increases to 45% when five generated inputs are
used, indicating interesting inputs are generated that explore
different parts of the program.

5.1 Ablation Study
We evaluated the impact of specific features on the success
rate for generating and running inputs. We have chosen
to determine the effect of branch hints (ref. Section 4.2.6),
function pointer handling (ref. Section 4.2.8), and rollback
support object comparisons (ref. Section 4.3.2).
Branch Hints. Fig. 10 shows the coverage information

for both having branch hints turned on and off over five in-
put generation runs. The coverage generally increases with
the number of runs and the increase is slightly higher when
branch hints are enabled. For Swift this feature is especially
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than 200,000 functions.

effective and the accumulated difference led to a 12% cov-
erage increase with five inputs. For other languages the im-
provement is roughly 1%.

Indirect Calls. Fig. 11 shows the effect of disabling func-
tion pointer support and rollback across languages. The for-
mer is especially important for Julia and Swift due to the
amount of indirect calls. With Julia, the number of functions
for which valid inputs were generated dropped to 57% with-
out support for function pointers. For Swift, there is still a
notable improvement of about 11% from adding explicit func-
tion pointer support. This shows that the implementation
and idioms of these two languages heavily depend on ab-
straction through indirect calls. In the other three languages,
we still see improvements. However, Julia has one order of
magnitude more indirect calls per function, namely 1.3, than
any other language. Swift features 0.3 indirect calls per func-
tion, followed by C with 0.2. C++ and Rust are trailing with
0.04 and 0.02 respectively.

Rollback.Rollback to support object comparisons ismostly
impacting C and C++. This might be explained by the use
of pointer based iterators and null-pointer comparisons in

these languages. Since this feature introduces another source
of chance and increased the code generation time, some runs
might only succeed if it is disabled. This explains the minimal
regression for Rust.

5.2 Input Storage Footprint
To evaluate the overhead of our input files, compared to na-
tive inputs, we adapted a general matrix multiple code from
Polybench [37], shown in Fig. 12. Input generation resulted
in matrices with the dimensions 141 × 152 × 183 (ref. Fig. 12
(c)). Since the initial state of matrix C is not read, only matrix
A and B are inputs. To save the initial state of matrix A and B,
as well as the values of the parameters ni, nj, nk, and alpha,
one needs 428,972 bytes worth of storage. Our runtime im-
plicitly infers that the memory occupied by C is not an input
that needs to be store in the input file. However, the effec-
tive allocation size of C, all the aforementioned inputs, and
metadata is stored in the input file. Compared to the minimal
required storage for these dimensions, our runtime adds an
additional 408 bytes, an overhead of roughly 0.01%. However,
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void gemm(int ni, int nj, int nk, double a,
double *C, double *A, double *B) {

int i, j, k;
for (i = 0; i < ni; i++) {

for (j = 0; j < nj; j++) {
C[i * nj + j] = 0;
for (k = 0; k < nk; k++) {

C[i * nj + j] += a * A[i * nk + k]
* B[k * nj + j];

}
}

}
}

(a) Code

Initialization Run Input Dump
Input Generation 559 𝜇s 166,309 𝜇s 5,510 𝜇s
Input Run 634 𝜇s 3,421 𝜇s
Original 286 𝜇s 3,334 𝜇s

(b) Runtimes

Input
ni 141
nj 152
nk 183

(c) Generated Input

Required storage for
A, B, ni, nj, nk, and a 428,972 bytes
Input File Size 429,380 bytes
(d) Generated Input Storage Size

Figure 12. Generic matrix multiply (a) for which we gener-
ate inputs (c). We time the various stages in our runtimes
(b) to investigate what the overhead of our input generation
bookkeeping is. We also evaluate how close to optimal our
input storage is (d).

the overhead heavily depends on characteristics such as the
number of objects, object sizes, number of pointers.

5.3 Generation Bookkeeping Overhead
Using the same example, Fig. 12, we evaluate what the run-
time cost of our bookkeeping is. On this specific benchmark,
we find that the generated overhead is 50× the native ex-
ecution speed. However, the time required to execute the
kernel in our replay step is indistinguishably close to the
original benchmark time. That said, it takes 2.2× more time
to initialize the input arrays in the replay run compared to
the original, native initialization. As before, these numbers
are heavily dependent on the code characteristics and the
inputs. Dense compute heavy codes, like this one, are espe-
cially hard for our scheme as the instrumentation prevents
potent optimizations, such as vectorization.

6 Future Directions
There are several directions that can help in achieving a
higher coverage of both the number of generated inputs as
well as coverage of executed code paths. One example is
stubbing system calls, which applications will sometimes
use directly. We currently do not handle these cases in any

special way, and thusmight bemissing out on coverage. In ad-
dition to stubbing additional elements to allow us to increase
coverage, taking advantage of existing research in feedback
directed test generation [17, 33] and other techniques like
static analysis for covering specific blocks [17, 38, 47, 49]
might allow us to significantly increase coverage.

Given that our primary focus of our tooling is large-scale
performance analysis, it is prudent that the inputs that we
are generating exercise the code in the same way as it is
in production systems. Given that our inputs are randomly
generated, this is unlikely to be the case. We leave it to future
work to explore howwell our inputs match the profiles of the
same code snippets used in production systems. We are also
interested in exploring how we can guide input generation
using profiles collected from production to help match the
code execution paths. Finally, we believe it would be crucial
to explore how important this aspect is for other work like
ML-based performance prediction.

In addition to the listed additions to the tooling, we would
also like to invest in upstreaming the tooling to the LLVM
project so that it is more broadly available to those inter-
ested in using it, easier to contribute to for those wishing
to make improvements, and better tested across multiple
architectures.

On top of further improvements to the tooling, we believe
that this tooling directly enables several exciting research
directions. Large datasets of executable code are currently
quite sparse and existing approaches [6] have so far resulted
in relatively small datasets due to the use of small initial
amounts of code in addition to low generation and/or replay
rates. Our relatively high replay rates, along with recent
dataset advances allows for the creation of datasets with
significantly more executable functions. With the recent
explosion of ML focused on code, having more inputs to train
ML to reason about code, including execution about code
is becoming increasingly important [41], and large datasets
are essential for achieving peak performance [20].
With a large dataset of runnable function-level snippets

created through this tooling, large-scale performance intro-
spection also becomes possible. This might enable large-scale
analyses of compiler runtime performance improvements,
regression tracking, and evaluations of various optimiza-
tions and hyperparameters. In addition, a variety of runnable
snippets along with benchmarking info would allow for the
tuning and creation of better performance models, both clas-
sical and ML-based. While there are a variety of existing
performance models using a variety of techniques such as
simulation [8], analytical models [1, 2, 23], and ML mod-
els [5, 26, 31, 43], these have often not been evaluated on
large datasets or have suffered from a lack of training data
in the ML case. In addition to the lack of data in the ML case,
previous datasets such as BHive [10] were often only at spe-
cific granularities, like that of the basic block, that prevented
modeling of performance at a broader level.
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7 Conclusions
We present input-gen – a tool that uses sanitizer-inspired
compile-time instrumentation to generate stateful inputs
with a high success rate. We evaluate this tooling exten-
sively across a large dataset to demonstrate efficacy. We
generate working inputs for 90% of all functions, or 21.5
million function in total. After profile guided generation of
five inputs per function, block coverage reached an average
of 45%. While the current input generation execution time
overhead is substantial, roughly 50𝑥 , subsequent replaying
of the inputs comes at close to no extra cost.

We improve significantly upon previous work in multiple
dimensions. Our approach is applicable across languages,
allows direct and indirect function calls, is guided to correct
past decisions in future runs, and produces stateful inputs
for substantially more functions than any other work we
could locate.

We believe that the availability of an input generation tool
that scales to massive datasets, together with the consequen-
tial datasets of inputs, will open up novel possibilities for
ML-based techniques in compilers and find uses in testing,
profiling, and benchmarking.
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