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ABSTRACT

Pre-trained large language models (LLMs) such as OpenAl Codex have shown
immense potential in automating significant aspects of coding by producing natu-
ral code from informal natural language (NL) intent. However, the code produced
does not have any correctness guarantees around satisfying users intent. In fact, it
is hard to define a notion of correctness since natural language can be ambiguous
and lacks a formal semantics.

In this paper, we take a first step towards addressing the problem above by propos-
ing the workflow of test-driven user-intent formalization (TDUIF), which lever-
ages lightweight user feedback to jointly (a) formalize the user intent as tests (a
partial specification), and (b) generates code that meets the formal user intent. To
perform a scalable and large-scale automated evaluation of the algorithms without
requiring a user in the loop, we describe how to simulate user interaction with
high-fidelity using a reference solution. We also describe and implement alter-
nate implementations of several algorithmic components (including mutating and
ranking a set of tests) that can be composed for efficient solutions to the TDUIF
problem.

We have developed a system TICODER that implements several solutions to
TDUIF, and compare their relative effectiveness on the MBPP academic code
generation benchmark. Our results are promising with using the OpenAl Codex
LLM on MBPP: our best algorithm improves the pass@1 code generation accu-
racy metric from 48.39% to 70.49% with a single user query, and up to 85.48%
with up to 5 user queries. Second, we can generate a non-trivial functional unit test
consistent with the user intent within an average of 1.69 user queries for 90.40%
of the examples in this dataset.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Pre-trained Large Language Models (LLMs) have shown tremendous potential in generating natural-
looking programs from informal intent expressed in natural language. There has been surge in
research on training large language models over programming language artifacts in just the last
year (Chen et al [2021; |(Chowdhery et al, [2022; Nijkamp et al.| 2022} |[Fried et al., |2022; | Xu et al.,
2022). Most of these LLMs are based on recent advances in Transformer neural network archi-
tectures (Vaswani et al.l [2017) and the availability of large corpus of source code in open source
(say, GitHub). Commercial offerings such as Copilot (GitHub)} [2022) are now commercially avail-
able, and are already known to generate non-trivial fraction of code in real-world developer scenar-
ios (Ziegler et al.| [2022).

However, the rise of code completion and code synthesis has also given rise to several interesting
challenges and opportunities for generating correct code. First, natural language is ambiguous,
unlike formal specifications, to express the user intent. As a simple example, the Python docstring
"""Sort a list of integers""" does not specify if the user wishes to sort the list in the
ascending or descending order of the values. The lack of a precise intent means that one cannot even
articulate the correctness of the code generated by a LLM. Second, users struggle to understand
code suggestions presented to them without the ability to run or debug the code (Vaithilingam et al.,
2022). This causes users to accept buggy code that they don’t trust, or reject correct code that are
too difficult to understand and therefore trust. Finally, LLMs often present a large list of suggestions
(beyond the most likely one) that is hard to navigate for a user other than linearly scanning each
code suggestion and rejecting the incorrect ones.

In this paper, we advocate leveraging lightweight user-feedback to improve trust in LLM-generated
code. Specifically, we advocate the problem of fest-driven user-intent formalization (or perhaps
test-driven user-intent discovery) to create an interactive framework to (a) refine and formalize the
user intent through generated tests, and (b) generating code that is consistent with such tests.

Let us demonstrate a simple instantiation of the framework using the example of sorting a list of
integers in Python programming language. Consider the scenario when a user Alice prompts a LLM
to generate code that satisfies their query expressed in natural language with some Python syntax for
the method signature:

| def sort(l):
2 """Sort a list of integers""

Instead of displaying a list of suggestions (that usually assumes the user expects the list to be sorted
in an ascending order), our framework TICODER would query the user with a question:

Did you mean sort ([3, 2, 4]) == [2, 3, 4]2

Let us assume that the user answers 'no’. The workflow would likely query the user again with the
following question:

Did you mean sort ([3, 2, 4]) == [4, 3, 2]7

If the user says ’yes’, then the system would output the list of approved tests, as well as code
suggestions that are consistent with the tests.

| def sort(l):

2 """Sort a list of integers"""
3 sorted(l, reverse=True)

4

5 def test_sort():

(@)

assert sort ([3, 2, 4] == [4, 3, 2]
7
8 test_sort ()

The simple interactive framework demonstrates several aspects to leverage LLMs to build more
trusted and correct software (beyond code completion).



1. First, it can leverage user feedback from a test to prune a large fraction of likely suggestions
that do not satisfy user intent, including suggestions that contain syntax or semantic errors.
In its current form, a user has to linearly scan through the list of code suggestions and reject
each one of them.

2. Second, the framework automatically generates tests (whenever possible) that help refine
the user intent and make it precise (albeit partial). These (unit) tests are also useful for
debugging individual functions early and detect errors (if the user manually changes the
suggestions as they often do|Ziegler et al.[(2022)) faster.

3. Finally, the overhead of the interaction (compared to uni-directional use of LLMs) is offset
whenever a test is generated that saves the effort of writing tests by a user. Although the
tests for the above examples are simple, real-world unit tests often comprise of carefully
selecting a sequence of statements to drive the system to an interesting state and writing a
test-oracle to check the intended behavior at such a state Dinella et al.|(2022).

While the framework appears an intuitive extension of current usage of LLMs, the utility of the
interactive framework is contingent upon the cost-benefit trade-off of the overhead of user interaction
versus the improvement in the quality of the generated code (and tests). In this paper, we contribute
by studying the problem of fest-driven user-intent formalization through the following steps:

1. First, we define the problem of test-driven user-intent formalization as the problem of gen-
erating code and tests satisfying the natural language intent with a user in the loop.

2. We describe a way to simulate user response with high-fidelity and establish a set of offline
metrics that can enable us to automatically evaluate different solutions on a given bench-
mark without requiring a user in the loop.

3. We describe an abstract workflow TestDrivenlntentDiscoveryWorkflow parameterized by
various well-specified components that can be instantiated to cover a large spectrum of
solutions.

4. We provide a programming language-agnostic approach by leveraging off-the-shelf LLMs
for generating code and test from NL, and provide (rule-based) implementation of the sev-
eral algorithmic components of the workflow, including alternate implementations.

5. We evaluate the various algorithms across various metrics on an academic benchmark of
simple Python programming benchmark MBPP, and demonstrate the effectiveness of some
of the heuristics.

The preliminary results from our experiments are encouraging. Our results are promising with using
the OpenAl Codex LLM on MBPP: our best algorithm improves the pass@1l code generation
accuracy metric from 48.39% to 70.49% with a single user query, and up to 85.48% with up to 5
user queries. Second, we can generate a functional unit test[]_] consistent with the user intent within
an average of 1.69 user queries for 90.40% of the examples in this dataset.

Additionally, we establish that there is significant room to improve current algorithms given the best
performance an ideal algorithm can have. We also establish that the baseline for a purely neural
approach to test generation (Codex), and illustrate significant improvements using new execution-
based test mutation and test and code ranking. We believe that the problem of TDUIF offers a rich
area of research to not only leverage existing models and user interaction to generate correct code
(i.e., code with some guarantees albeit weak), but also develop new neural models for correct code
generation.

2  WORKFLOW AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we outline the workflow for leveraging test generation and user feedback to formalize
and refine user intent. Next we define metrics to evaluate different approaches that implement the
workflow. Finally, we then discuss how to simulate the user feedback with high-fidelity to perform
automated and scalable evaluation of approaches without a user in the loop.

"We define a functional unit test as a test of the form f(i) == o, to distinguish from a unit test that only
checks a weak assertion on the output state for a given input.
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Figure 1: Workflow for test-driven user-intent formalization (TDUIF).

Metric Meaning
pass@k@m Syntactic sugar for (possibly ranked) pass@k metric after m
user queries
pass@k@x Syntactic sugar for (possibly ranked) pass@k metric after
the first test has been accepted
NumQueriesToAccept | Number of queries for user to get the first accepted test

Table 1: Code and test generation metrics to evaluate the quality of a TDUIF solution.

2.1 HIGH-LEVEL WORKFLOW AND METRICS
Figure|l|describes the high-level workflow of Test-Driven User-Intent Formalization (TDUIF).

1. The human user prompts the agent for completing a function body given the prefix in a file,
a natural language description and the function header/signature containing method name,
parameters and returns.

2. The agent repeatedly queries the user (until a stopping criterion is reached) asking if a set
of behaviors (or a test) is consistent with the user intent.

3. The user responds either YES, NO, or DONTKNOW to each of the queries from the agent.

4. Once the interaction terminates, the agent outputs (a) a set of tests that the user has ap-
proved, and (b) a ranked list of code suggestions that are consistent with the user responses.

We allow a 3-valued user response that includes DONTKNOW since there are cases when the user
may not be able to determine the evaluation of a test case. For example, if the test has parse error
(e.g., assert (foo (), the question of the test being consistent with the user intent is not well
defined. Similarly, a flaky test that depends on non-determinism within a function may not have a
unique answer (e.g., assert (CurrentDayOfWeek () == Sunday) )|Luo et al.|(2014).

Table[T]describes various metrics to evaluate the quality of an agent over a benchmark set.

* For evaluating the quality of the generated code suggestions, one can use the hidderﬂ unit
tests to determine the correctness of the code suggestions, and appeal to the popular metric
pass@k (Chen et al [2021). A code suggestion is correct if it passes all the hidden tests
for the function, and pass@k determines the fraction of cases where at least one code
suggestion is correct given k tries. We define the syntactic sugar pass@k@m to denote
the pass@k for the code suggestions in G after m user queries. For m = 0, pass@k@0
coincides with pass@k.

We say hidden to mean that the code or test generation algorithms do not have access to them.



* Alternately, one can also use a stopping criterion where the user is queried until she accepts
a test suggestion. We define the metric pass@k@x to denote pass@k value using this
stopping criterion.

* Finally, we also define a secondary metric for evaluating the efficacy of test generation
using NumQueriesToAccept. This metric measures the number of user queries (or
proposed tests) needed for the user to accept a single test; this is identical to the number of
queries needed for the second stopping criterion.

Observe that the pass@k@m metric also indirectly serves to measure the quality of generated tests,
by favoring tests that better distinguish correct code suggestions from incorrect ones. The test gen-
eration metric NumQueriesToAccept metric is not strong enough in isolation; a test generator
that outputs trivial tests such as assert True can obtain optimal values.

2.2 ALGORITHM

We make the workflow more precise next in the setting of a class of simple programs containing a
single function with a hidden reference implementation and hidden unit tests.

Definition 2.1. A program p is a tuple (prfz,,, s, hy, by, T,), where prfz,, is a prefix that may con-
tain definitions of other global variables and imports, s, is a natural language string description,h,,
is the function header or signature, b, is the body of the function and 7}, is a set of unit tests.

import * Prefix prfx,
def subject_marks(subjectmarks): Headerhp
"""Sort a list of tuples using the 2nd value of each tuple""" Description Sp
subjectmarks.sort(key = lambda x: x[1]) Bodybp

return subjectmarks

def test_subject_marks(): Test Set T,
assert subject_marks([('Eng', 88), ('Math', 97), ('SocSci', 82)]) ==
[('SocSci', 82), ('Eng', 88), ('Math', 97)]

assert subject_marks([('T’, 49), ('H', 54), ('S', 33)]) ==
[(C's*, 33), ("T', 49), ('H', 54)]

assert subject_marks([('Phy', 96), ('Chem', 97), ('Bio', 45)]) ==
[('Bio', 45), ('Phy', 96), ('Chem', 97)]

Figure 2: A simple Python program sample p and the provided test set 7T,.

gives an example of a program p, where prfz,,, s, hy, by, T), are presented for a simple
problem where the programmer has to ”Sort a list of tuples using the 2nd value of each tuple”.

We further simplify the notion of a test ¢ € T to be an input-output pair (i, 0). A function f satisfies
a test (i, 0) if and only if the result of executing f on ¢ terminates with a value o, i.e., f(i) = o.

Definition 2.2. An implementation f’ of a function f), is correct with respect to the program p (or
simply correct, when p is clear from the context) if it satisfies all the tests for p, i.e., for each test
(i,0) € Ty, f'(i) = o.

Algorithm [I] describes the workflow sketched previously in Figure [I] It takes as inputs the prefix
prfz in a file containing imports and other global variables, the natural language description of intent
s, the signature/header of a function h including the function name and parameters. The algorithm
also takes as input a stopping criteria predicate StoppingCriteria to terminate the interaction with
the user. Once terminated, the algorithm returns a set of tests approved by the user T as well as a
ranked list G of candidate implementations of f that satisfies all the tests in 7. There are different



stopping criteria including (a) terminating after a constant number of MAX _U queries to the user,
or (b) terminating only after a test has been accepted by the user.

The algorithm is parameterized by a number of components that are underlined. The algorithm
starts off by generating sets of code and test suggestions in to the variables G and U respectively.
The quality of these sets will depend on the choice of the large language model M as well as
the code and test prompts constructed from the problem descriptio We allow the test genera-
tion prompt to take the set of generated codes in G, to possibly improve the prompt. The algo-
rithm maintains the invariant that the final set of code suggestions returned to the user is always
a subset of the initial set of suggestions in G. On the other hand, we allow the set of tests in
U to be modified or augmented through both syntactic and dynamic mutation techniques using
SyntacticMutate Tests and DynMutate Tests components respectively. Notice the dynamic muta-
tion technique DynMutate Tests takes the set of code suggestions in G as an input (in addition to
U)as G.

Finally, it iterates in a loop (spanning lines [6] to until the stopping critera is satisfied and U
is non-empty, ranking the tests in U using the method RankTests and presents the user with the
top-ranked test. If the user accepts the test, the set 7' is updated, and any code suggestion in G
that disagrees with the test is pruned away. Conversely, if the user rejects the test, then any code
suggestion in G that agrees with the test is pruned away. No action is taken if the user responds with
DontKnow. Finally, the code suggestions in G are re-ranked with the remaining test suggestions
in U after the pruning.

Algorithm 1 TestDrivenlntentDiscoveryWorkflow

Input: Prefix prfz, description s, header h of a function f

Input: A predicate for stopping criteria for the interaction StoppingCriteria
Output: A ranked list of candidate implementations for f G,

Output: A set of user-approved tests 1"

Output: f'(i) == o foreach f’ € G and (i,0) in T

1: G+ QueryLLM (M, CodeGenPrompt(prfz,s,h)) > Query LLM for codes
2: U < QueryLLM (M, TestGenPrompt(prfz, s, h,Q)) > Query LLM for tests
3: U « SyntacticMutate Tests(U) > Mutate tests statically
4: U < DynMutateTests(U, G) > Mutate tests using dynamic execution
5: T, k<« {},0
6: while —StoppingCriteria(k, TT) and |U| > 0 do
7 U < RankTests(U, G) > Rank the test suggestions
8: (i,0) + U.pop() > Remove the top ranked test
9: k+—k+1 > Number of user queries
10: r < SatisfiesUserIntent((i,0), f) > Query user for intent
11: if r == YES then
12: T+ TTU{(i,0)}
13: G+ G\ {c|c(i) # o} > Prune codes that fail the accepted test
14: else if r == NoO then
15: G+ G\ {c|c(i) == o} > Prune codes that pass the rejected test
16: end if
17: G + RankCodes(G,U) > Rank the code suggestions

18: end while
19: return G, T"

2.3 SIMULATING THE USER RESPONSE

The above formulation has one issue that makes it hard to study this problem with benchmark
datasets — namely that it requires a user to determine if a test is consistent with their intent in
the method SatisfiesUserIntent (in Algorithm[I). This creates a challenge for an automatic evalua-
tion of different algorithms on large benchmarks without involving users. In this section, we provide

3 Although there exists automated test generation tools such as Randoop [Pacheco et al.|(2007), our algorithm
uses large language models to generate the initial seed tests as (a) we do not have the body of the method under
test, and (b) these techniques are language-specific.



a problem formulation that allows high-fidelity simulation of the action of any user. Our key insight
is to leverage the reference implementation (that contains b, as the body) to be a proxy for a user
and determine the user response by evaluating a test on the reference solution.

Definition 2.3. For a function f in a program p with a reference implementation f,, (comprising of
hy, as header and b,, as body) of f, and a test (3, 0),

* SatisfiesUserIntent((i,0), f) returns YES if f,(i) == o.

* SatisfiesUserIntent((i,0), f) returns NO if f,(¢) terminates successfully (without throw-
ing any exceptions) with a value o’ # o.

* Finally SatisfiesUserIntent((,0), f) returns DONTKNOW if outcome of f,(4) is unde-
fined either due to syntax errors or runtime exceptions.

In general case, a test itself can have syntax errors. Even for our restricted case of tests being input-
output pairs, one can have syntax errors where the input (or output) are ill-formed (such as a string
literal without a closing quote ‘"’). As discussed earlier, a user would answer DONTKNOW to such
queries.

We leverage the above insight to design a problem that exploits the reference implementation and
unit tests to simulate the user in the interaction.

Definition 2.4. The problem of test-driven user-intent formalization for a given program p =
(prfr,, sp, hy, by, Tp) is to design an algorithm A(prfz,,, sp, hy,) that takes as input the prefix, header
and natural language description of a function and co-generates (a) a set of tests U that are consistent
with the hidden reference implementation (A, b,,), and (b) a set of candidates for the function body
that satisfy all the hidden unit tests in 7T},.

2.4 THREATS TO VALIDITY TO SIMULATING USERS

Although the problem formulation above allows us to evaluate the quality of the solutions in a
completely automated manner, it is a proxy for using a real user study.

First, we inherit the well known false positive issue in program synthesis related to the incomplete-
ness of test suites as the correctness specification for code. It admits degenerate solutions f’ that
only satisfy the exact input output pairs in the unit tests in 7},, but do not generalize to satisfy the
intent of the user for most other inputs.

Second, the use of non-exhaustive set of hidden tests also leads to unexpected situations where
pruning incorrect code using user feedback can reduce the pass@1. Consider the case where the
user wants to generate code satisfying the natural language description

| def double (x):
2 """double an integer"""

Let us also assume that the reference implementation consists of

| def double (x):
2 """double an integer"""
3 return x + x

The unit test suite T, consists of a single test (2, 4).

Let us assume that a model generates a code suggestion:

| def double (x) :
2 """double an integer"""
3 return 4

The pass@ 1 metric for this set of suggestions (without any interaction) is 1, since the code sugges-
tion satisfies the hidden tests. Consider the case when the user is presented with a generated test
(1,2). Since this test is consistent with user intent (and satisfied by the reference solution), a user



would respond ’yes’. This results in pruning the solution returning 4, resulting in pass@1@1 to be
0, lower than pass@]1.

Finally, the idea of using the reference solution to determine user response may be either optimistic
or be too conservative.

* Consider the case when a test ¢ satisfies the reference solution f,, and we simulate the user
response as YES. However, consider the case when the test presents a query that is difficult
for the user to determine — say, asking the result of the 335th Fibonacci number, if the test
asks Fib(335) == 1000043! A user may say DONTKNOW for such a query.

» Second, consider the case when asked about the Fibonacci on a negative number (e.g.,
Fib(—3) == 2). Again, a user may want to respond DONTKNOW as the test violates an
implicit precondition. However, it may be that evaluating this test case on the reference
solution does not throw a precondition violation exception, but simply fails the assertion
resulting is us reporting a NO for the user response.

Finally, real-world tests are often more than an input-output pair, and consists of a sequence of
statements terminating in an assertion. In rare cases, the overhead of inspecting multiple such tests
(although they seldom consists of conditional branches and loops) may outweigh the benefit of
scanning through code suggestions directly when the code is relatively simple.

Although never a substitute for user-study, we still believe that in most cases where the unit tests are
fairly complete and the code suggestions are relatively complex, using the test suite and the reference
solution can serve as a good proxy for automatic and scalable evaluation of different solutions to the
interactive workflow.

3 TICODER COMPONENTS

In this section, we describe a tool TICODER that implements the various components that are un-
derlined in Algorithm [I} For each component (such as CodeGenPrompt, RankTests), we provide
several possible alternate implementations to define the space of solutions.

3.1 CODE AND TEST GENERATION PROMPTS

It is well-known that the choice of prompts that determine the actual string that is fed to a
large language model has a substantial impact on the quality of output (Reynolds & McDonell,
2021). In this section, we outline several choices for implementing the prompt generation routines
CodeGenPrompt and TestGenPrompt for generating code and test suggestions from the problem

description consisting of (prfz,,, sp, hy).

: N
Heert Prefix prfx,
Code
Prompt def subject_marks(subjectmarks): Header h,
"""Sort a list of tuples using DeSCriptionsp Tost
the 2nd value of each tuple""" 5 .
romp
pass Prompt Body b’,
def test_subject_marks(): Test Body ¢’
j p
assert subject_marks( )

Figure 3: Example code and test prompts for the running example in that instantiate the
algorithm A( DI, Sp, hy) for the test-driven user-intent formalization problem.

Figure 3| presents a possible code prompt (in the blue boxes) that is generated by A prfx, Sp, h
and can be passed to a LLM to produce code suggestions for the given problem in[Figure 2] Query—
ing a LLM (say Codex) with the code generation prompt in will result in a set of code




suggestions as shown in [Figure 4 Code suggestion ¢, is a valid solution to the problem, while ¢;
is an incorrect code suggestion (since no output is returned by the function) and cs is also incorrect
(since it returns only the second value of the tuples). Given the simple nature of our benchmarks
(say, MBPP) and the relatively small size of the prompt, we do not expect much innovation in code
generation prompts and therefore fix this prompt for all our experiments.

On the other hand, there are interesting choices for the test generation prompts for TestGenPrompt
even for the simple setup. Given that we wish to generate a test for a function without an imple-
mentation, the problem of TestGenPrompt really boils down to completing the method body of f.
The green boxes in[Figure 3|show the “Prompt Body” and the subsequent “Test Body” that together
constitute the test prompt. As an example completion of the method body, we use the statement
pass that corresponds to a placeholder implementation in Python. The generated test suggestions
present the user with a set of tests. Some of these are consistent with the user intent (¢3);
while others are either inconsistent with the user intent (¢2), or contain syntax errors (t1).

Code Prompt Test Prompt

2 2O

[ Pre-trained Large Language Model j

subject_marks( Vi Code Suggestion ¢, test_subject_marks(): Test Suggestion t;

“""Sort a list of tuples using subject_marks(subjectmarks)
the 2nd value of each tuple""" [(‘Eng’, 50), ('Math', 75), ('Hindi', 55), ('Sci', 35)]
.sort( 3 [1])
orint
‘ ¢ Z test subject marks(): Test Suggestion ¢,
def subject_marks(subjectmarks): Code Suggestion c, subject_marks([('G', 100), ('H', 50), ('M', 90)])
"""Sort a list of tuples using [(*G*, 100), (‘H', 50), ('M'; 90)]
the 2nd value of each tuple"""
return sorted(subjectmarks, key=lambda x: x[1]) iEF tes sEs ) Test Suggestion t,
subject_marks( Y Code Suggestion ¢, assert subject_marks([(:GEO:, 100), g‘HI?', 50), g'MAT', 90)]) ==
"""Sort a list of tuples using [('HIS', 50), ('MAT', 90), ('GEO', 100)]
the 2nd value of each tuple""" . o o
.sort( 7 [11) -
print( ) def test_subject_marks(): Test Suggestion t,,

assert subject_marks(...

def subject_marks(subjectmarks): Code Suggestion c,
"""Sort a list of tuples using
the 2nd value of each tuple"""

Figure 4: Code and test suggestions for the running example in generated from a LLM.
Code suggestion co and test suggestion t3 are both correct, while code suggestions ci, cs and test
suggestions t1, to are incorrect (appear shaded), i.e. they don’t satisfy the problem prompts in

There are several other interesting possibilities for designing TestGenPrompt. For instance, we can
sample a code completion b;) from the set of generated code suggestions G and use it as definition
of f. We therefore explore two options for b, in this work:

* pass: We can instantiate b, to simply be pass to keep the prompt for the test generation
syntactically correct, as illustrated in [Figure 3]

* choose(G): Alternatively, we can sample a definition from the code suggestions and use it
to instantiate the body of f. The choice of the code suggestion may impact the quality of
the generated tests, and therefore can benefit from good heuristics. In our experiment, we
choose the code suggestion that appears first in the (unordered) set of code suggestions in
G.

3.2 STATIC MUTATION OF TESTS WITH SyntacticMutateTests

Given an initial set of candidate tests in U, one can perform various static mutations of a given test
t to yield new test cases and prune away unnecessary test cases. For each test ¢ € U, we consider
two options for statically mutating it:

* In case a test has a parsing error, we consider the longest prefix of ¢ that parses.



* We consider the prefix of ¢ up to the first assertion; since each assertion is a point of failure,
considering only one assertion maximizes the chance of a test passing. We refer to this
technique as single-assert.

Finally, we can safely prune a test ¢ if (a) ¢ has a syntax error, or (b) if ¢ does not contain any
assertions, in which case it will not help formalize the intent.

However, note that some of these decisions (such as single—assert) may also adversely impact
the performance as it weakens the tests.

3.3 DYNAMIC MUTATION OF TESTS WITH DynMutateTests

In addition to statically mutating tests, one can also exploit the ability to execute the tests to obtain
new tests.

Given a test (i,0) and a candidate implementation f’, we can generate an alternate test (7, f(¢))
by modifying the output value observed by executing f’ (if any). The intuition behind this is that
if f/ happens to be a correct solution, then we generate at least one test that is consistent with f”.
On the other hand, this has the potential to create an explosion of tests; one can further devise
heuristics to pick a subset of tests, or prune the original tests generated by LLMs. We have imple-
mented assert-rewrite-all, where we augment U with all the tests obtained by rewriting
each (i,0) € U with (4, f(3)) foreach f € G.

3.4 RANKING TEST SUGGESTIONS USING RankTests

Finally, we need a way to rank the set of tests in U to choose the order in which to present them to
the user. We can choose from several options to implement RankTests, including:

* Random (random): We randomly choose a test from U'.

* Discrimination-based (entropy): We can sort the tests in U by how well they discrim-
inate the set of code suggestions in G. For a test t, we define sets G} and G that pass
and fail an assertion, respectively, for the test ¢. Let min and max denote the minimum and
maximum, respectively, of the pair (G}, G} ). We define the following metric:

. 0 if max is 0
score = . )
min/max  otherwise

and sort U in descending order of this score. The intuition is that the tests with higher score
has a better chance of pruning a large number of suggestions in G, irrespective of the user
response of YES or NO

There are several other variations of these heuristics that one can employ. For example, we do not
account for the tests that throw an exception or syntax error as part of the equation above — our
intuition is that the user would most likely respond with DONTKNOW. However, one alternative
could be to consider any form of failure to define G .

3.5 RANKING CODE SUGGESTIONS USING RankCodes

Finally, our goal is to present the user with a ranked list of code suggestions in G. We currently
define a single code ranking strategy (passing-tests) that uses the tests in U to determine an
ordering on G as follows:

» Each generated code ¢ € G is executed with every test t € U (after pruning and/or mu-
tation) and gets assigned as a score the number of satisfied tests d.. The codes are then
ranked based on the decreasing order of d..

Other possible alternatives (not currently implemented in TICODER) include creating an equivalence
class over the set of codes in GG, where two suggestions ¢; and ¢y belong to the same class if they
satisfy the same set of candidate tests in U, and then ordering the equivalence classes by the number
of tests satisfied by codes in the class. Other variations of clustering and ranking code suggestions
using tests have also been previously explored in recent works (Chen et al., [2022; |L1 et al., 2022).
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4 EVALUATION

4.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

We pose the following research questions in order to evaluate different approaches and techniques
for test-driven user-intent formalization problem:

1. RQ1: Does test-driven user-intent formalization workflow improve the accuracy of code
suggestions?

2. RQ2: How does the quality of generated code and tests vary with the number of user-
queries?

3. RQ3: How does each of the design decisions affect the metrics (ablation study)?

4.2 DATASET

We use the sanitized version of the MBPP dataset (Austin et al.|[2021)), an academic code generation
dataset, to answer RQ1 through RQ3. This version consists of 427 <p7"fxp, Spy By, by, Tp,) tuples as
per Deﬁnitionwhere b, is the ground truth definition of the corresponding function. One example

of such a tuple has been discussed in

4.3 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND TOOLS

For all experiments we use Codex’s code-davinci-002 model for inference only. In each
case, we query the Codex model for 100 code suggestions, with a temperature of 0.8 and a top p
of 0.95. The maximum code generation length is 300 tokens. Additionally, we query the Codex
model for 50 test suggestions using the same parameters as before. Results are reported using the
pass@k@m metric described infsubsection 2.1} Further, in order to account for the non-determinism
of Codex, we only query Codex to generate the initial code and test suggestions into a cache of
Codex responses and refer to the same cache for all experiments.

We have implemented our approach in TICODER (Test-driven interactive Coder) and we compare
the performance of our approach with the Codex model for code generation that does not perform
user interaction. We also consider a Baseline version of TICODER, where the tests to be presented to
the user are generated by Codex with TestGenPrompt = pass with no further mutation, pruning
or ranking while also disabling code ranking.

We also consider a few settings that help us establish an upper bound on the performance of any
solution:

1. First, we define IdealTests where the tests presented to the user only consist of the hidden
tests from 75,.

2. Second, we define IdealRanking, where the set of tests generated in U are ordered such
that they result in the maximum number of incorrect code solutions to be pruned away.
Since this knowledge requires knowing the (hidden) reference solution, it is not a realizable
solution in practice. However, it helps determine the best ranking within a set of tests.

For the default TICODER, we set TestGenPrompt = pass, StaticMutateTests =
single—assert, DynMutateTests = assert-rewrite-all, TestRanking = entropy,
and CodeRanking = passing-tests. We chose this configuration as default empirically as it
performs the best on the pass@1@1 metric on the MBPP dataset.

Finally, to ensure complete automation for our evaluation and avoid the need to inspect the impact
of incompleteness of test suite 7,, on pass@k@m, we ensure that the pass@k@m increases mono-
tonically despite the incompleteness of test cases as outlined in Section[2.4 We enforce that a code
suggestion is never removed from G if it satisfies all the hidden tests, even if it is non-equivalent to
the reference solution.
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Figure 5: Results of the accuracy experiment

4.4 RQI

To answer RQ1, we compare the accuracies of Baseline, IdealTests, IdealRanking and TICODER
(default option) restricted to the case of a single user query. We use the pass@k@m metric, where
k € {1,2,5,10} and m = 1. We also compare the tools with Codex without any user interaction
(m = 0). Additionally, to get the best possible result from Codex, we also show Codex;—g, where
we query Codex for 1 suggestion with temperature 0. We do not show results for Codex;—( for
k > 1, since we query for only one suggestion.

From we observe that TICODER has a pass@1@1 of 70.49%, outperforming Baseline
(48.61%), Codex (48.39%), and Codex;— (61.36%). TICODER continues outperforming Baseline
and Codex for the remaining values of k. However, it consistently falls short of IdealTests, trailing
it by 11.52 percent points for pass@1@1 and 6.48 percent points for pass@10@1. This exhibits
the potential improvement that can be made by further exploring various components of TICODER.

Note that the performance of IdealTests and IdealRanking are comparable, but IdealRanking is al-
ways slightly lower (as expected). This shows that our test generation strategies that include tests
generated by Codex along with the static/dynamic mutations can for the most part generate tests that
can capture user intent; coupled with an ideal ranking policy, the performance of TICODER can be
close to optimal. However, such an ideal ranking policy is not realizable since it relies on the hidden
reference implementation and tests.

45 RQ2

To answer RQ2, we evaluate the four configurations over both the stopping criteria: (1) by limiting
the maximum number of user queries and (2) by stopping when the first test is accepted by the
user. We show the results of stopping criteria (1) in [Figure 6] In all cases, increasing the limit of
the maximum number of queries increases the performance. However, this increase is very slight
for the baseline, while it is substantial for TICODER and IdealTests. Note that IdealTests achieves
the highest possible performance matching the pass@100 value (as expected), while IdealRanking
closely follows it. This plot further reinforces the observations from RQ1; while TICODER achieves
comparable performance with IdealTests and IdealRanking for pass@1@5, itis 15.16 percent points
short of IdealRanking for pass@1@1, and IdealRanking with at most one user query does better
than TICODER with at most five. Improvements to the ranking policy can result in substantial
improvements in performance for TICODER and can require fewer user interactions.
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Figure 6: Results of user interaction experiments

Tool | pass@1@* | pass@2@* | pass@5@* |
TICODER | 7587 | 7985 | 8337 |

Table 2: Results of the user interaction studies for stopping criteria (2). Here, the maximum possible
number of user interactions is capped at 10.
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Figure 7: Plot showing fraction of examples (on y-axis) with NumQueriesToAccept < m for

different number of user queries m (on x-axis) for stopping criteria 2. The number of possible user
queries was capped at 10.
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Tool pass@[@] | pass@2@] | pass@5@] || pass@]@2 | pass@]@5
TICODER 70.49 74.47 79.39 76.11 85.48
- code prompt 69.09 75.17 80.09 77.28 83.61
- single assert 70.27 75.33 79.39 76.01 80.85
- dyn. mutation 68.85 72.13 78.45 75.35 81.84
- test ranking 62.06 65.10 72.36 64.87 71.89
- code ranking 67.52 75.00 81.39 74.44 82.88

Table 3: Results of the ablation studies

The results of stopping criteria (2) are shown in For this stopping criteria, the pass@1@«*
value is 75.87%, more than pass@1@1 for stopping criteria 1, but less than pass@1@2. On aver-
age, the user performs an average of 1.69 interactions with TICODER, with 1 being the minimum,
and 9 being the maximum number of interactions. While a larger threshold number of user interac-
tions can result in better performance, it can also lead to overhead for a user.

Figure 7| shows the cumulative fraction of examples that produced an accepted test within m user
queries, i.e. NumQueriesToAccept < m. We observe that TICODER is able to propose a test that is
consistent with the user intent for 90.40% of examples within 10 queries, whereas the first query pro-
vides such a consistent test for 63.47% of examples. We notice that beyond 5 user interactions, the
improvements to performance become marginal as compared to the improvements seen for less than
5 interactions. The results demonstrate significant room for improvement in test ranking strategies
that will affect the overall performance of TICODER.

4.6 RQ3

In order to examine the effects of various TICODER components, we conduct ablation studies
for each component individually. Specifically, we evaluate the performance of TICODER with
pass@k@l for k € {1,2,5}, as well as pass@1@m for m € {2,5}. We consider the follow-
ing ablations:

e TICODER: This is the default configuration as described in chosen due to
its performance on the pass@1@1 metric.

» Code Prompt: TestGenPrompt = choose(G).
* Single Assert: StaticMutateTests = none.

* Dynamic Mutation: DynMutate Tests = none.
 Test Ranking: TestRanking = random.

¢ Code Ranking: CodeRanking = none.

For each metric, the cell corresponding to the highest performing configuration is marked in bold.
Each configuration contributes differently to the evaluation, as we can see from the different metrics.
The default configuration was chosen to be the configuration that performed best on the pass@1@1
metric. We prioritize the pass@1@1 metric since it is the most practical metric for code generation
in an interactive setting, since it relies on at most one user interaction and produces only one code
suggestion as the final output. Note that the default configuration also performs best on pass@1@5.

Some components that have a significant impact on the performance over all metrics include the test
and code ranking components. Presenting the user with randomly picked tests from the set of test
suggestions, rather than the top-ranked test, performs uniformly worse than the default configuration.
This indicates the importance of the test-ranking policy as a component. Another component that is
uniformly helpful for the default configuration is dynamic test mutation; removing it results in a dip
in performance (e.g., 3.5% for pass@1@5), though it is a smaller dip than removing test ranking.

Code ranking is clearly useful in the default configuration for the pass@1@m metrics, but performs
worse for the pass@k@1 metrics for £ > 2. In other words, if we sample 1 suggestion from the
code suggestions, it is beneficial to select the top-ranked code suggestion. However, if we sample
more, ranking the code suggestions can decrease performance, since the ranking policy may result
in cases where the correct suggestion is never sampled. We believe other heuristics for code ranking
(described in Section [3.5) may help improve these numbers uniformly.
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The ablations also demonstrate that other components have non-trivial effect on the evaluation met-
rics. For example, disabling the static test mutation heuristic improves pass@2@1, while using
the code suggestions in the test generation prompt improves performance on pass@1@2. How-
ever, these configurations were not chosen to be the default since they all perform worse on the
pass@1@1 metric.

5 RELATED WORK

Our work aims to improve the trust in code generated through large language models. Recent years
have seen steady progress in the space of training larger and more powerful pre-trained language
models for code generation, with sizes up to about 12 billion (Chen et al., [2021). These language
models are variants of the decoder-only generational model such as GPT-3 (Brown et al., [2020).
OpenATI’s Codex (Chen et al.,[2021) fine-tunes GPT-3 on source code from GitHub. Google’s large
language model (Austin et al.,[2021) trains a model and introduced the crowdsourced MBPP bench-
mark for evaluation. Saleforce’s CodeGen (Nijkamp et al., [2022)) fine-tunes a transformer decoder
model to optimize for scenarios where a user decomposes the larger coding task into smaller sub-
tasks. Facebook’s InCoder (Fried et al., 2022) can not only complete code, but also edit code.
Although these language models achieve impressive accuracy on benchmarks such as MBPP and
HumanEval, the generated code has no verifiable guarantees. TDUIF can augment any of these lan-
guage models in an interactive setting to obtain tests that can serve as explanation of code generated
as well as help formalize user intent, and also helps users to prune the space of incorrect suggestions.

Both AlphaCode (Li et al.,|2022) and CodeT (Chen et al.||2022) exploit generated tests from models
to improve the quality of code generation. Both these approaches generate tests using LLMs (Alpha-
Code trains a new test-generation model) and then groups code suggestions by the set of tests they
satisfy. When suggesting code suggestions, only a single suggestion from each group is reported.
CodeT (Chen et al .| [2022)) refines the approach by scoring tests and code suggestions simultaneously
by prioritizing tests that satisfy many code suggestions, and prioritizing codes that satisfy many tests.
Unlike TDUIF, these approaches still target the same metric as any code generation models (namely,
pass@k) and do not account for user interaction or provide any guarantees on suggested code. On
the other hand, our test and code ranking components can benefit from the algorithms in CodeT —
we leave it as future work.

Scalable test generation for software has a rich history, and a comprehensive coverage is outside
the scope of this work. The dominating approaches for real-world code are based on variants of
feedback-driven random testing (Pacheco et al.,|2007) or on genetic programming (Fraser & Arcuri,
2011). These non-neural approaches presume the method under test is present and derive high-
coverage tests by executing the method under test. These approaches are optimized for maximizing
code coverage and finding runtime crashes. The non-neural approaches are not directly applicable
in TDUIF scenario for two primary reasons (a) we do not start with an implementation of method
under test but instead have a set of candidate implementations, and (b) it is critical to generate test
oracles (or expected output) without access to the method definition. Neural approaches have shown
promise recently in either addressing the test oracle (Tufano et al.| [2022; Dinella et al., 2022) or
generating an entire test (Tufano et al.| [2020), Of these, TOGA (Dinella et al., [2022) attempts to
generate the test oracle for a test prefix (or expected output for a given input) without relying on a
method implementation. We expect to harness both these approaches to generate the seed tests that
can be further mutated and ranked using suitable extensions to the algorithms presented in this work.

Finally, work on program synthesis (Gulwani et al., 2017} |Solar-Lezamal [2009) generates code
that satisfies a formal specification either expressed as a logical specification or input-output exam-
ples (Gulwani, |2011). Unlike program synthesis, LLM generates code from informal specifications
(our setup) and evaluated through hidden tests or specifications. However, it would be interesting
future work to leverage user-provided tests to improve the quality of code generation, as explored
in recent works (Jain et al., 2022} Rahmani et al., | 2021). Finally, the work on interactive program
synthesis (Le et al., |2017; Ji et al., 2020) has similarity with our work in querying users about
possible constraints on the code, in addition to initial specification. However, work in this space
has been mostly been performed for restricted domains and does not directly apply to general code
generation.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have articulated the problem of test-driven user-intent formalization (or test-driven
user-intent discovery) to create an interactive framework to (a) refine and formalize the user intent
through generated tests, and (b) generate code that is consistent with such tests. We proposed an
interactive workflow to address this problem and formalized an algorithm with well-defined compo-
nents that can be instantiated in various manners to solve the given problem. Finally, we presented
our approach for tackling this problem, that we called TICODER. We performed a quantitative eval-
uation on TICODER and we showed that our best algorithm improves the pass@1 code generation
accuracy metric from 48.39% to 70.49% with a single user feedback, and up to 85.48% with up to
5 user feedback. TICODER also generates a functional test consistent with the user intent within an
average of 1.69 user queries for 90.40% of the examples in the sanitized MBPP dataset. Finally, we
conducted an ablation study to highlight the importance of our algorithm’s different components.

We leave a more thorough investigation of our approach on (a) the HumanEval dataset (Chen et al.,
2021) and (b) real-world benchmarks possibly collected from open-source projects on GitHub.
While Codex (Chen et al.l [2021) has been shown to be one of the most effective LLM for code
generation, we would like to leverage and possibly fine-tune neural models in the future for both
code and test generation, including models such as INCODER (Fried et al., [2022), CODEGEN (Ni-
jkamp et al.| 2022), POLYCODER (Xu et al., 2022)). We also leave as future work a user study of
TICODER in place of the simulated quantitative evaluation to further explore the usefulness of our
approach. Finally, we use tests as an instance of a partial specification of intent for a function; we
believe one can easily extend the framework to richer forms of formal specifications (e.g., procedure
summaries) provided we have a scalable generator and checker of likely specifications.
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