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Can We Trust Compilers?

• Any large software project will have bugs 

• LLVM is no exception 

• CSmith project found 203 bugs by random 
testing 

• InstCombine is especially buggy
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Why Is InstCombine Buggy?
• It’s huge: 

• over 20,000 lines of code 

• visitICmpInst alone is 924 lines 

• Complicated to write 

• LLVM Semantics are subtle 

• Hard to tell when the code is correct
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For example…
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!!
  { 
    Value *Op1C = Op1; 
    BinaryOperator *BO = dyn_cast<BinaryOperator>(Op0); 
    if (!BO || 
        (BO->getOpcode() != Instruction::UDiv && 
         BO->getOpcode() != Instruction::SDiv)) { 
      Op1C = Op0; 
      BO = dyn_cast<BinaryOperator>(Op1); 
    } 
    Value *Neg = dyn_castNegVal(Op1C); 
    if (BO && BO->hasOneUse() && 
        (BO->getOperand(1) == Op1C || BO->getOperand(1) == Neg) && 
        (BO->getOpcode() == Instruction::UDiv || 
         BO->getOpcode() == Instruction::SDiv)) { 
      Value *Op0BO = BO->getOperand(0), *Op1BO = BO->getOperand(1); !
      // If the division is exact, X % Y is zero, so we end up with X or -X. 
      if (PossiblyExactOperator *SDiv = dyn_cast<PossiblyExactOperator>(BO)) 
        if (SDiv->isExact()) { 
          if (Op1BO == Op1C) 
            return ReplaceInstUsesWith(I, Op0BO); 
          return BinaryOperator::CreateNeg(Op0BO); 
        } !
      Value *Rem; 
      if (BO->getOpcode() == Instruction::UDiv) 
        Rem = Builder->CreateURem(Op0BO, Op1BO); 
      else 
        Rem = Builder->CreateSRem(Op0BO, Op1BO); 
      Rem->takeName(BO); !
      if (Op1BO == Op1C) 
        return BinaryOperator::CreateSub(Op0BO, Rem); 
      return BinaryOperator::CreateSub(Rem, Op0BO); 
    } 
  }
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  // (X / Y) *  Y = X - (X % Y) 
  // (X / Y) * -Y = (X % Y) - X 
  { 
    Value *Op1C = Op1; 
    BinaryOperator *BO = dyn_cast<BinaryOperator>(Op0); 
    if (!BO || 
        (BO->getOpcode() != Instruction::UDiv && 
         BO->getOpcode() != Instruction::SDiv)) { 
      Op1C = Op0; 
      BO = dyn_cast<BinaryOperator>(Op1); 
    } 
    Value *Neg = dyn_castNegVal(Op1C); 
    if (BO && BO->hasOneUse() && 
        (BO->getOperand(1) == Op1C || BO->getOperand(1) == Neg) && 
        (BO->getOpcode() == Instruction::UDiv || 
         BO->getOpcode() == Instruction::SDiv)) { 
      Value *Op0BO = BO->getOperand(0), *Op1BO = BO->getOperand(1); !
      // If the division is exact, X % Y is zero, so we end up with X or -X. 
      if (PossiblyExactOperator *SDiv = dyn_cast<PossiblyExactOperator>(BO)) 
        if (SDiv->isExact()) { 
          if (Op1BO == Op1C) 
            return ReplaceInstUsesWith(I, Op0BO); 
          return BinaryOperator::CreateNeg(Op0BO); 
        } !
      Value *Rem; 
      if (BO->getOpcode() == Instruction::UDiv) 
        Rem = Builder->CreateURem(Op0BO, Op1BO); 
      else 
        Rem = Builder->CreateSRem(Op0BO, Op1BO); 
      Rem->takeName(BO); !
      if (Op1BO == Op1C) 
        return BinaryOperator::CreateSub(Op0BO, Rem); 
      return BinaryOperator::CreateSub(Rem, Op0BO); 
    } 
  }



Flags can be 
confusing…



Is This Valid?
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%L = mul nsw i8 %A, %B 
%I = mul nsw i8 %L, %C

%R = mul nsw i8 %B, %C 
%I = mul nsw i8 %A, %R

Seemingly just 
(A×B)×C = A×(B×C)



Is This Valid?
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%L = mul nsw i8 %A, %B 
%I = mul nsw i8 %L, %C

%R = mul nsw i8 %B, %C 
%I = mul nsw i8 %A, %R

%A = -1, %B = 4, %C = 32

%L = -4 
%I = -128



Is This Valid?
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%L = mul nsw i8 %A, %B 
%I = mul nsw i8 %L, %C

%R = mul nsw i8 %B, %C 
%I = mul nsw i8 %A, %R

%A = -1, %B = 4, %C = 32

%L = -4 
%I = -128

%R = poison 
%I = poison



Is This Valid?

24

%L = mul nsw i8 %A, %B 
%I = mul nsw i8 %L, %C

%R = mul     i8 %B, %C 
%I = mul nsw i8 %A, %R

%A = -1, %B = 4, %C = 32

%L = -4 
%I = -128

%R = -128 
%I = poison



Is This Valid?
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%L = mul nsw i8 %A, %B 
%I = mul nsw i8 %L, %C

%R = mul     i8 %B, %C 
%I = mul     i8 %A, %R

%A = -1, %B = 4, %C = 32

%L = -4 
%I = -128

%R = -128 
%I = -128



…but flags are also 
essential



Flags Aid Optimization
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%C = mul i8 %A, %B 
%R = sdiv i8 %C, %B

R = (A×B)÷B 
Is R = A?



Flags Aid Optimization
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%A = 100, %B = 100

%C = 10000 
%R = 100

%C = mul i8 %A, %B 
%R = sdiv i8 %C, %B



Flags Aid Optimization
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%A = 100, %B = 100

%C = 10000 
%R = 100

%C = mul i8 %A, %B 
%R = sdiv i8 %C, %B

Too big for i8!



Flags Aid Optimization
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%C = mul i8 %A, %B 
%R = sdiv i8 %C, %B

We need some way to indicate that A×B fits in 8 bits



Flags Aid Optimization
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%C = mul nsw i8 %A, %B 
%R = sdiv i8 %C, %B

We need some way to indicate that A×B fits in 8 bits

…which is just what NSW/NUW are for



Outline
• Motivation 

• Introducing Alive 

• Language Overview 

• Automated Verification 

• Code Generation 

• Conclusion 
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Alive: Fast, Safe, Easy

• Write optimizations in LLVM-like 
DSL 

• Automatically verify correctness 

• Automatically generate C++ 
code
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Name: sdiv exact  
%a = sdiv exact %x, %y 
%r = mul %a, %y 
  => 
%r = %x 
!
Name: sdiv inexact 
%a = sdiv %x, %y 
%r = mul %a, %y 
  => 
%b = srem %x, %y 
%r = sub %x, %b

Partial translation



Prove Optimizations Correct
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SMT

Analysis

Alive handles all the tricky corners of LLVM’s IR

Alive 
DSL Alive



Automatic Code Generation
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Alive 
DSL C++Alive LLVM

Alive writes your InstCombine code for you



Why Alive?

• Use of formal methods is not new 

• CompCert—Formally verified C compiler 

• Vellvm—Formal semantics for LLVM in Coq 

• Nuno Lopes described verifying InstCombine with 
SMT solvers last year
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Lightweight Formal Methods

• Automation 

• Use SMT to avoid manual proofs 

• Use Alive to avoid writing SMT queries 

• High-level specification language

37



Alive Language
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)



Alive Language
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

Precondition 
Source 
Target



Alive Language
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

Constants

• Represent arbitrary immediate values 

• Expressions permitted in target and precondition



Alive Language
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

Inputs 
Temporaries 
Root

• Match starts at root 

• Follows use-def tree back to inputs



Alive Language

42

Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw i8 %X, C1 
%r = sdiv Ty1 %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

Explicit type 
Named type



Is This Valid?
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)



Is This Valid?
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

• C2÷2C1 must be 
integral 

• r = x2C1÷C2 

• r = x÷(C2÷2C1)



Is This Valid?
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

ERROR: Mismatch in values of i4 %r 
!
Example: 
%X i4 = 0xF (15, -1) 
C1 i4 = 0x3 (3) 
C2 i4 = 0x8 (8, -8) 
%s i4 = 0x8 (8, -8) 
Source value: 0x1 (1) 
Target value: 0xF (15, -1)

Alive finds a counterexample



Is This Valid?
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

ERROR: Mismatch in values of i4 %r 
!
Example: 
%X i4 = 0xF (15, -1) 
C1 i4 = 0x3 (3) 
C2 i4 = 0x8 (8, -8) 
%s i4 = 0x8 (8, -8) 
Source value: 0x1 (1) 
Target value: 0xF (15, -1)

Alive finds a counterexample

     1<<C1 = -8 
C2/(1<<C1) =  1



Is This Valid?
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 && C1 != width(C1) - 1 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)

Alive says this is correct 
PR21245



Predicates and Functions
• Predicates can be used in precondition 

• May invoke heuristics in LLVM, e.g., 
WillNotOverflowSignedAdd 

• Functions extend constant language 

• Most apply only to constant values, e.g., umax 

• width(%x) returns the bit width of any value
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Checking Correctness
• SMT (“Satisfiability Modulo Theories”) 

• Generalizes SAT solving 

• Additional theories for integers, bit vectors, etc. 

• Undecidable in general 

• Efficient in practice 

• Z3, Boolector, CVC4, etc.

49



Type Checking

• Translate type constraints to SMT 

• Binary operation arguments and answer have 
same type 

• Trunc result has fewer bits than argument, etc. 

• Find and test all solutions to constraints
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Checking Correctness

• Need to show that target refines source 

• Target’s behavior undefined only when source’s is 

• Target returns poison only when source does 

• For all other inputs, target and source yield same 
result
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Checking Correctness
• SMT finds satisfying instances 

• Phrase queries as negations: 

• “Find an input where the source is defined but 
the target is undefined” 

• Z3 either finds a counterexample, or shows that 
none exists
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Checking Correctness

• Translation uses Z3’s theory of bitvectors 

• Sized, 2s-complement arithmetic 

• undef uses theory of quantifiers 

• Optimization must hold for all possible values
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Alive Language
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Pre: C2 % (1<<C1) == 0 
%s = shl nsw %X, C1 
%r = sdiv %s, C2 
  => 
%r = sdiv %X, C2/(1<<C1)



Raw SMT
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(declare-fun C1 () (_ BitVec 4)) 
(declare-fun C2 () (_ BitVec 4)) 
(declare-fun %X () (_ BitVec 4)) 
(assert 
 (and 
  (and (distinct C2 (_ bv0 4)) true) 
  (or  
   (and (distinct (bvshl %X C1) (_ bv8 4)) true)  
   (and (distinct C2 (_ bv15 4)) true) 
  ) 
  (bvult C1 (_ bv4 4)) 
  (= (bvashr (bvshl %X C1) C1) %X) 
  (= (bvsrem C2 (bvshl (_ bv1 4) C1)) (_ bv0 4)) 
  (and  
   (distinct  
    (bvsdiv (bvshl %X C1) C2) 
    (bvsdiv %X (bvsdiv C2 (bvshl (_ bv1 4) C1))) 
   ) 
   true 
  ) 
 ) 
) 
(check-sat) Equality Check



Raw SMT
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(declare-fun C1 () (_ BitVec 4)) 
(declare-fun C2 () (_ BitVec 4)) 
(declare-fun %X () (_ BitVec 4)) 
(assert 
 (and 
  (and (distinct C2 (_ bv0 4)) true) 
  (or  
   (and (distinct (bvshl %X C1) (_ bv8 4)) true)  
   (and (distinct C2 (_ bv15 4)) true) 
  ) 
  (bvult C1 (_ bv4 4)) 
  (= (bvashr (bvshl %X C1) C1) %X) 
  (= (bvsrem C2 (bvshl (_ bv1 4) C1)) (_ bv0 4)) 
  (and  
   (distinct  
    (bvsdiv (bvshl %X C1) C2) 
    (bvsdiv %X (bvsdiv C2 (bvshl (_ bv1 4) C1))) 
   ) 
   true 
  ) 
 ) 
) 
(check-sat) 

Defined

Non-poison
Precondition

Source 
Target

Equality Check



This Is Already Useful

• We have uncovered several incorrect optimizations 

• PR20186, PR21243, PR21244, PR21245, 
PR21255, PR21256 

• Alive can check whether proposed fixes are correct
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Code Generation

• Translating Alive to LLVM Source is mechanical 

• …so let’s let our machines do it 

• Avoid mistranslations of Alive to C++ 

• Alive is an order of magnitude smaller than 
InstCombine
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Alive
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Pre: C1 & C2 == 0 && MaskedValueIsZero(%V2, ~C1) 
%A   = or %B, %V2 
%op0 = and %A, C1 
%op1 = and %B, C2 
%r   = or %op0, %op1 
  => 
%A   = or %B, %V2 
%r   = and %A, (C1 | C2)



C++
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Value *op0; 
Value *op1; 
Value *B; 
ConstantInt *C2; 
Value *A; 
ConstantInt *C1; 
Value *V2; 
!
if (match(I, m_Or(m_Value(op0), m_Value(op1))) 
   && match(op1, m_And(m_Value(B), m_ConstantInt(C2))) 
   && match(op0, m_And(m_Value(A), m_ConstantInt(C1))) 
   && match(A, m_Or(m_Specific(B), m_Value(V2))) 
   && (C1->getValue() & C2->getValue()) == 0 
   && MaskedValueIsZero(V2, ~C1->getValue())) 
{ 
 Value *r = 
  BinaryOperator::CreateAnd(A, ConstantExpr::getOr(C1, C2), "", I); 
 I->replaceAllUsesWith(r); 
 return true; 
}



Tricky Aspects

• Type constraints implied solely by the target must 
be explicitly checked 

• Referring to types in target 

• Use of m_Specific
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Future Work
• Fill in missing parts 

• More types (e.g., floating point) 

• More predicates 

• Parameterize on instructions 

• Deduce flag placement
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Let Alive Work for You

• Express optimizations in high-level DSL 

• Automatically detect errors 

• Use generated code in LLVM 

• Open source (https://github.com/nunoplopes/alive)
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https://github.com/nunoplopes/alive

