
Towards Generating Functionally Correct Code Edits from
Natural Language Issue Descriptions

Sarah Fakhoury∗
Microsoft Research

Saikat Chakraborty∗
Microsoft Research

Madan Musuvathi
Microsoft Research

Shuvendu K. Lahiri
Microsoft Research

ABSTRACT
Large language models (LLMs), such as OpenAI’s Codex, have
demonstrated their potential to generate code from natural lan-
guage descriptions across a wide range of programming tasks. Sev-
eral benchmarks have recently emerged to evaluate the ability of
LLMs to generate functionally correct code from natural language
intent with respect to a set of hidden test cases. This has enabled
the research community to identify significant and reproducible
advancements in LLM capabilities. However, there is currently a
lack of benchmark datasets for assessing the ability of LLMs to
generate functionally correct code edits based on natural language
descriptions of intended changes. This paper aims to address this
gap by motivating the problem nl2fix of translating natural lan-
guage descriptions of code changes (namely bug fixes described in
Issue reports in repositories) into correct code fixes. To this end, we
introduce Defects4J-Nl2fix, a dataset of 283 Java programs from the
popular Defects4J dataset augmented with high-level descriptions
of bug fixes, and empirically evaluate the performance of several
state-of-the-art LLMs for the this task. Results show that these
LLMS together are capable of generating plausible fixes for 64.6%
of the bugs, and the best LLM-based technique can achieve up to
21.20% top-1 and 35.68% top-5 accuracy on this benchmark.

1 INTRODUCTION
There has been a recent surge of interest in using large language
models (LLMs) to accomplish a variety of software-development
tasks. For instance, GitHub Copilot [17], powered by OpenAI’s
Codex model [11], has demonstrated impressive capabilities in gen-
erating code based on a natural language description and related
code contexts. Recent additions to Copilot [4] also highlight trans-
forming code based on natural language instructions. Besides Copi-
lot, LLMs are powering several other commercial AI-assisted soft-
ware development products such as Amazon CodeWhisperer [1],
GhostWriter [3] and Tabnine [5].

Research on LLMs for code generation has been spurred by
benchmarks that are used to evaluate and often improve the per-
formance of these models on particular tasks. For example, the
HumanEval [11] benchmark for evaluating the Codex model was
instrumental in guiding the training of the much improved GPT-4
successor by OpenAI [38]. Improvement on such offline bench-
marks often translates to improvement in real-world usage of LLMs
for similar tasks (say, in an IDE). In fact, for the task of code gen-
eration from natural language (we hereby refer to it as nl2code),
several additional benchmarks have come up in recent years, in-
cluding basic crowd-sourced coding benchmarks such as MBPP
∗Equal contribution.

(from Google) [6], Code Competition benchmarks [31], and those
based on real-world programs [62].

While several such benchmarks capture the ability of LLMs to
generate functionally correct code from natural language intent,
there is a lack of benchmarks that evaluate an LLMs ability to
perform edits based on a natural language intent (we refer to as
nl2edit).

In real-world software development, a user is much more likely
to perform such software evolution and maintenance tasks in the
context of an existing software repository compared to writing a
self-contained program from scratch using natural language. Be-
sides, in modern software development with cloud-hosted contin-
uous integration (CI) pipelines, mature software programs often
evolve through Pull Requests (PR) made in response to a natural lan-
guage Issue description corresponding to bug-fixes, optimizations,
feature additions etc.

In this paper, we take the first step towards creating a benchmark
for nl2edit and evaluating current state-of-the-art LLMs on the
problem. In particular, we focus on the restricted problem of nl2fix
that consists of the task of fixing a buggy program where the bug
is described in a natural language within an Issue description. We
leverage the popular Defects4J [22] benchmark comprising of real-
world bugs and their fixes to define the Defects4J-Nl2fix benchmark
for nl2fix. We introduce an augmented dataset of 283 Java programs
with their high-level descriptions of intended code changes, along
with the suite of tests that ensure that the fix addresses the defect
while preserving the functionality. We also introduce metrics for
evaluating LLMs for the problem of nl2fix on this benchmark.

Figure 1 illustrates an example from the Defects4J-Nl2fix dataset.
It shows an Issue containing the Bug ID that references an issue
from the JxPath1 project hosted on Jira[2]; a Title that describes
the bug at a high level, and finally a Description that provides
more details of the bug including a natural language description of
a scenario to reproduce the bug. The original function consists
of the method body that contains the fix — we restrict our dataset
to fixes that are localized to a single method. The Issue, along with
the buggy function, constitute an input to the nl2fix problem. The
output patches generated are evaluated for functional correctness
and defect-freedom using the Regression tests and the Trigger
tests, respectively. Each test 𝑡 in the set of Trigger tests fails
on the buggy program and passes the user-provided fix in the form
of fixed function.

The motivation to use hidden tests only for validation comes
from several directions. First, prior work observes that most real-
world bug-fix Issues are not accompanied by a failing or a trigger

1https://issues.apache.org/jira//browse/JXPATH-149
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Figure 1: Overview of the NL2Fix problem setting. Illustrated is the issue title, description, and plausible fix for the JXPATH-
149 bug. The figure demonstrates the standard LLM prompt used to generate candidate patches, and the evaluation of the
patches using ground truth trigger and regression tests.

test [23]. Second, although a program may have accompanying
regression tests, running such tests in CI pipelines can be expen-
sive and can only be invoked a small number (say, 5) times to be
practical. As discussed later in related work (Section 5), keeping
the tests hidden distinguishes the nl2fix problem from the problem
of automated program repair (APR) [15, 16, 36].

This paper also contributes a detailed empirical evaluation of
the performance of current state-of-the-art (SOTA) LLMs on this
dataset. We choose three different flavors of LLMs based on the
generative pre-trained transformers (GPT) neural architecture from
OpenAI, (a) the Codex code completionmodel code-davinci-002, (b)
the Codex code editing model code-davinci -edit-001, and (c) the
ChatGPT conversational model gpt-3.5 -turbo. We evaluate these
models under different sampling settings and prompting strategies
and perform detailed quantitative and qualitative analysis on the
accuracy and quality of the suggested fixes.

Our results demonstrate that these LLMs together are capable
of generating plausible patches (i.e., satisfy the regression and trig-
ger tests) for a significant fraction, 64.6% of the bugs when sam-
pling for up to 100 candidates. More interestingly, the ChatGPT
model gpt-3.5-turbo outperforms other models in terms of both
the pass@1, pass@5, and pass@100 accuracy metrics (we describe
the pass@k metric more formally later in Section 3.4.2). Finally, we
describe a generic approach to rank an unordered set of candidate
patches based on LLM computed embedding similarity; the ranking
makes the suggestions deterministic with top-1 and top-5 accuracy
of 21.20% and 35.68%, respectively.

These findings highlight both the non-trivial nature of theDefects4J-
Nl2fix benchmark, as well as the capabilities of current LLMs to
form decent initial baselines that can spur further research.

Contributions. In summary, in this paper: (𝑖) We motivate the
nl2fix problem and present a non-trivial augmented benchmark
Defects4J-Nl2fix along with metrics.

(𝑖𝑖) We perform an extensive empirical evaluation of the perfor-
mance of three state-of-the-art LLMs on this benchmark.

(𝑖𝑖𝑖) We describe a ranking strategy based on embedding similar-
ity to provide a ranked and deterministic list of fixes.

2 RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This paper aims to understand the performance of current state-of-
the-art LLMs on the problem of nl2fix: the task of fixing a buggy
program from natural language intent. To this end, we define four
research questions to empirically evaluate model capabilities:
RQ1. Can LLMs generate fixes from natural language in-
tent for NL2Fix?

To answer this RQ we explore the pass@k accuracy of three SOTA
LLMs for generating correct bug fixes using natural language issue
descriptions. Additionally, we extract quantitative statistics about
the generated fixes, including: the prevalence of duplicate sugges-
tions, compilation percentage, and the distribution and overlap
of unique bugs for which there are plausible patches from each
approach.
RQ2. What kind of candidate fixes do LLMs generate?

To shed light on the nature of LLM generated candidate patches,
we study the characteristics of the patches in the context of their
similarity to the developer written ground truth fixes and the input
buggy code.
RQ3. What sources of information do LLMs need to gen-
erate fixes for NL2Fix?

We explore what level of information LLMs need in order to
correctly generate fixes from natural language descriptions. We ex-
periment with different prompting styles using curated information,
including: the high-level issue summary, in-depth issue description,
0-shot and 1-shot prompt settings, as well as bug fix reasoning
generated using Reasoning Extraction prompting strategies.
RQ4. Can LLMs be used to rank fixes for NL2Fix?

Based on observations from RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3 we explore how
LLMs can be used to design a simple ranking approach to rank fixes
from the unordered set of candidate fixes, allowing better approxi-
mation of pass@k metrics needed for a developing a deterministic
and practical bug fix recommender.
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Table 1: Statistics of the Dataset

Project # Bugs SH† Avg. Avg. Change Issue Length
Bugs hunks Line Token Title Desc.

Chart 6 5 1.17 1.83 9.67 7.17 149.33
Cli 28 16 1.68 4.07 22.07 9.36 206.46
Codec 11 9 1.27 2.18 10.82 12.73 171.09
Collections 1 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 20.00 457.00
Compress 36 19 1.78 5.39 29.28 10.03 320.42
Csv 12 8 1.42 2.50 18.92 10.83 104.25
JacksonCore 13 9 1.38 3.69 20.69 11.38 251.69
JacksonDataBind 67 36 1.87 5.37 33.90 11.90 294.49
JacksonXml 5 1 2.80 6.20 30.80 11.60 126.80
JxPath 10 5 1.60 4.80 22.60 9.70 159.10
Math 73 37 2.11 5.29 35.00 10.07 165.18
Mockito 21 16 1.33 3.29 27.90 9.00 311.67
Overall 283 162 1.78 4.65 28.76 10.53 231.92

†SH: Single-Hunk

3 APPROACH
3.1 Dataset
In this paper, we take the first step towards creating a benchmark
for a nl2edit and evaluating current state-of-the-art LLMs on the
problem.We focus on the restricted problem of nl2fixwhich consists
of the task of fixing a buggy program where the bug is described in
natural language within an issue description.

We choose the Defects4J [22] benchmark, comprising of bugs
and tests from real-world issues, from which we can extract issue
descriptions.

In particular, we use Defects4J 2.0, a well-known benchmark
of 835 manually curated real-world bugs and fixes gathered from
17 Java projects. The existing dataset consists of a set of bugs,
bug reproducing test cases (trigger tests), and regression test cases
which load the class in which the method under test is contained.
Each bug in the Defects4J dataset contains a PRE_FIX_REVISION and
POST_FIX_REVISION version that represents the buggy/fixed versions
of the code respectively. The two versions reflect the actual state of
the project when the bug was discovered/fixed.

We use these developer-written tests to evaluate generated patches,
a patch must pass both the trigger and regression tests to be con-
sidered a plausible patch. While this does not guarantee semantic
equivalence between a generated patch and the ground truth fix, we
argue that it may be a realistic proxy for patch correctness for two
reasons. First, with the use of LLMs that are capable of generating
hundreds of candidate patches, manually evaluating each generated
patch for semantic equivalence can be prohibitively expensive (in
the order of 28,000 per model configuration). Thus, evaluating can-
didate patches with the developer written tests serves as a scalable
proxy for preserving functionality and defect-freedom. Secondly,
semantic equivalence with user-provided fix may not be necessary,
as there can be multiple, non-equivalent yet acceptable, fixes to de-
velopers in practice. Without knowledge of the detailed invariants
of the project, it is difficult to determine if a particular ground truth
fix is the only acceptable fix.

We augment the Defects4J dataset in three distinct ways:

• We restrict the Defects4J-Nl2fix dataset to consist of fixes that
affect a single method body. Among 835 bugs in the Defects4J 2.0
dataset, 283 contain single-method bugs, i.e., bugs that can be
fixed with single method changes. Fixes may include multiple

lines, but are scoped to a singular function. Table 1 contains a
breakdown of the number of bugs per project.
We justify our decision to focus on singlemethod bugs asmethods
generally define a unit of code that can be reviewed indepen-
dently compared to isolated lines, or an entire file or repository.
Second, the input prompt for LLMs are restricted to only a few
thousand tokens that may not suffice to capture the entire file
or repository level information. APR approaches using the De-
fects4J dataset often restrict their dataset to contain only single
hunk, or single line bugs[59]. We do not make this restriction,
and Table 1 shows the average number of hunks for bugs in our
dataset.

• Second, to serve the nl2fix problem, we augment the Defects4J
dataset by pairing each bug with its corresponding issue meta-
data, including the issue title and description, that we scrape
from GitHub, SVN and Jira.

• Finally, upon close investigation of the buggy methods in the De-
fects4J dataset, we notice that as a side-effect to the bug patching
process used by the benchmark creators, comments that appear
in the POST_FIX_REVISION also appear in the PRE_FIX_REVISION of
the code2. This means that comments related to the actual fix
made by the developer, may appear in the PRE_FIX_REVISION that
we use as input to the LLMs. To avoid these comments providing
hints about the solutions to the model, we remove all comments
from the PRE_FIX_REVISION.

3.2 Generative Pre-trained Transformers (GPT)
Generative Pre-trained Transformers (GPT) are large-scale auto-
regressive [21] generation models trained to predict the next token
given a natural language prefix (prompt) context. The recent devel-
opment of ultra-large-scale GPT models with billions of parameters
has shown to exhibit emergent properties where they can per-
form tasks without finetuning [25, 40]. While asked to generate
responses to a prompt, GPT models samples over tokens’ proba-
bility distributions of one token at a time. To generate the most
probable response (or multiple responses), these models perform
different sampling, including temperature-based sampling, which
manipulates the distribution of tokens, controlling the diversity in
the responses. A lower temperature typically results in less diver-
sity, and a higher temperature otherwise. We use two temperate –
0.2 and 0.8 throughout the experiments.

To answer the defined research questions, we select three state-
of-the-art GPT-based Large Language Models (LLM) that have
shown strong capabilities on a variety of code generation tasks3.

Codex. OpenAI’s Codex, code-davinci-002 is a language model
specifically designed for code completion tasks. It is based on the
GPT-3 architecture and has been fine-tuned on a large corpus of
code from public repositories. Codex excels at generating syntac-
tically correct code and has been shown to be highly effective for
tasks involving code generation.

CodexEditModel.TheCodex editmodel, code-davinci-edit-001,
is a version of Codex GPT-3 with editing capabilities. Given a code

2https://github.com/rjust/defects4j/issues/477
3At the time of submission, the authors did not have API access to the most recent
state-of-the-art model, GPT-4 [38]
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and instruction written in NL such as "Improve the runtime com-
plexity of this function", the models edits the code to possibly satisfy
the instruction.

ChatGPT.The recently released ChatGPTmodel (gpt-3.5-turbo)
is based on the pretrained GPT-3.5 model, which is further finetuned
using Reinforcement Learning with Human Feedback (RLHF) [39].
While gpt-3.5-turbo is not explicitly fine-tuned for code genera-
tion tasks, early evaluation has demonstrated strong capabilities in
several fields of science and engineering [20, 26, 41, 43] including
understanding and generating code snippets [33, 49, 50]. ChatGPT’s
conversational nature allows it to excel in tasks that require both
code generation and human-like interactions, allowing the use of
advanced prompt structures that involve chain of thought[57] and
reasoning extraction[25].

Embeddings. OpenAI embedding models generate a high di-
mension vector representation of input strings.

Research shows that similarity in such high-dimension vector
space translates to semantic similarity of strings. Among many
other applications of such representation, they can facilitate simi-
larity analysis, searching, etc. In this work, we leverage the text-
embedding-ada-002 model to generate the embedding of code and
use embedding-based similarities to rank the patches.

3.3 Prompting Framework
Capabilities of LLMs are not fixed across all contexts, i.e., if an LLM
gets a question wrong, slightly changing the prompt by modifying
the contents or format of the information given may yield different
outcomes. There as several techniques to improve the accuracy and
reliability of LLM output, these techniques are referred to as prompt
engineering[45]. In this paper we use standard prompting as well
as two distinct strategies that have been shown to improve the per-
formance of LLMs for complex tasks: 1) few-shot prompting and 2)
reasoning extraction. These strategies are designed to help provide
context and guidance to effectively solve a task while mitigating
potential pitfalls associated with model-generated outputs.

3.3.1 Zero-Shot Prompting. Zero-shot prompting, also frequently
referred to as standard prompting, is the basic configuration of
prompting a model with a task. The prompt does not include any
examples of acceptable solutions and does not break down the
problem into easier sub-problems. In this paper, our zero-shot, or
standard, prompt is illustrated in Figure 1. It is composed of the issue
title and description, along with the buggy code and an instruction
to provide a fix to the code.

3.3.2 Few-Shot Prompting. Few-shot prompting is a technique that
involves presenting the model with a series of examples or demon-
strations in order to guide its understanding of the task at hand. By
providing the models with a few instances of similar tasks, along
with their respective inputs and desired outputs, we guide themodel
output to the desired output, both in terms of functionality and
format. This approach enables the models to adapt their responses
based on the provided examples, leading to more accurate and co-
herent output. For a given issue, we select another issue along with
the buggy code and fixed code to represent as a shot. We select the
example to be an issue where the example buggy code is closest to
the target buggy code, using standard edit distance metric.

3.3.3 Reasoning Extraction. Reasoning extraction is a strategy that
focuses on extracting the underlying rationale behind a specific
task or problem [25]. We apply this strategy to help the model
comprehend the objective(s) and solution to the code fix task. In
particular, we explicitly interact three times with the model with
different queries. First, given the buggy code and issue report, we
ask the model to localize the bug, then we ask to explain why
the localized lines are buggy, finally we ask to fix the bug. Chat-
GPT’s conversational nature allows the natural the use of advanced
prompt structures that maintain conversational context, like chain
of thought reasoning and reasoning extraction. Therefore, we only
use this prompt strategy with gpt-3.5-turbo.

3.4 Correctness of Generated Code
Experiments are run in two phases: fix generation and fix validation.
All validation experiments are run in a Docker container running
Ubuntu 20.04.4 with Java version OpenJDK 1.8.0 for which we make
the Docker image public. To generate candidate fixes we use the
OpenAI API. The rest of this section discusses details of patch
validation and evaluation metrics:

3.4.1 Patch Validation. Each bug in the Defects4J dataset contains
a PRE_FIX_REVISION and POST_FIX_REVISION version that represents
the buggy/fixed versions of the code respectively. The two versions
reflect the actual state of the project when the bug was discovered/-
fixed. To determine whether a generated fix is correct, we follow the
following steps: 1) Check out the PRE_FIX_REVISION version of the
project 2) Replace the original buggy function with the generated
function and 3) Run the trigger and regression test(s) to determine
if code containing the generated fix passes the tests or not.

For each fix, the validation outcome can be either 1) Plausible:
all bug reproducing tests and regression tests pass 2) Wrong: at
least 1 of the trigger or regression tests fail or 3) Uncompilable.

3.4.2 Evaluation metrics. To measure the quality of a solution to
the nl2fix, we use the pass@k metric4 introduced and widely used
for evaluating LLMs for nl2code problems [7, 11]. Intuitively, given
an unordered set of candidate fixes, the pass@k provides the likeli-
hood of choosing a correct fix when given 𝑘 tries to sample from
this set of candidate fixes. In nl2fix scenario, a fix is correct if it
passes all the Trigger tests and Regression tests for the bug. Given
𝑛 as the number of samples generated, 𝑘 as the number of samples
to estimate pass@k and 𝑐 is the number of correct samples in 𝑛, we
use a the following formula for calculating pass@k defined by [11]:

pass@k := E
problems

[
1 −

(𝑛−𝑐
𝑘

)(𝑛
𝑘

) ]
(1)

For this paper, we generate 𝑛 ≥ 𝑘 samples, where 𝑛 = 100.
Additionally, to answer RQ4, we also introduce a ranked pass@k,
denoted r.pass@k (Section 4.4), to determine the number of cases
where at least one code fix is correct in the top 𝑘 suggestions of a
ranked list.
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Figure 2: Pass@k results for 0-shot setting.
4 RESULTS
4.1 RQ1: Can LLMs generate fixes from natural

language intent for NL2Fix?
For eachmodel, we consider two settings with the zero-shot prompt:
temp. at 0.2 and temp. at 0.8. For each setting we generate 100
candidate fixes for each of the 283 bugs and evaluate the correctness
of each candidate against the trigger and relevant tests. Next, we
calculate the pass@k using technique described in Section 3.4.2 and
plot the results for temp. 0.8 in Figure 2a and temp. 0.2 in Figure 2b.

At temp. 0.8, we see that the edit model,code-davinci-edit-001,
is the best performing model overall with a pass@100 at 54.12%.
gpt-3.5-turbo achieves a slightly higher pass@1 (13.93% with re-
spect to 12.18 for the edit model), however at pass@20 and above,
performance dips lower than of the completionmodel, code-davinci-002.
The completion model achieves the second highest pass@100 with
45.9%, which is 8.22% lower than the edit model.

At temp. 0.2, we see precision improvements for pass@1 from
both code-davinci-edit-001 and gpt-3.5-turbo with 17.55% and
16.0% respectively. However, we see consistently lower precision
of all models starting at pass@5 through pass@100. Most notably,
the precision of code-davinci-002 is much lower at temp. 0.2 with
just 0.65% pass@1 and 3.55% pass@100. We tested the precision
of the model in two separate runs, and noticed consistently poor
performance at this setting.

To better understand the pass@k accuracy per model, we ex-
tracted high level statistics about the code generated by each model
for both temp. configurations. Table 2 contains the average per-
centage of duplicate code candidates generated per bug as well
as the average percentage of candidates that compile, pass on the
regression tests, and pass on both the regression and trigger tests
(plausible) across bugs.

From Table 2 we can see that the number of duplicates generated
increases drastically when the temp. is decreased, which is expected
as model behavior is more deterministic at lower temperatures. For
example, code-davinci-edit-001, which is optimized for code edits,
generates more than 90% duplicates at 0.2 but only 26% at 0.8.

Overall, the percentage of generated code that compiles varies
significantly across models. We observe that only 4.66% of code gen-
erated by code-davinci-002 at temp. 0.2 compiles, which explains
the extremely low accuracy seen in Figure 2b. However, at temp.

4we use pass@k and P@k interchangeably throughout the paper

Table 2: Average candiate patch statistics across bugs.

code-davinci-edit-001 code-davinci-002 gpt-3.5-turbo

Temp. 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.8
Duplicate 90.7% 26% 87.9% 35.2% 51.8% 8.41%
Compile 74.3% 54.8% 4.66% 35.9% 57.2% 60.4%
Regression 51.2% 41.7% 3.23% 20.19% 25.1% 33.0%
Plausible 20.9% 12.0% 0.65% 6.0% 16.0% 13.4%

0.8 the compilation rate increases significantly, between 35.9% and
74.3%. Looking to related work, on a different subset of the De-
fects4J dataset, SOTA neural APR techniques generate patches with
15% to 28% compilation rates in top 100 [59][32][19]. Although the
APR setting is different from that of nl2fix, the trigger and relevant
tests are not hidden from the APR setting, we observe that using
the entire method as input to the LLMs have an advantage over
generating a higher proportion of compilable patches.

Both gpt-3.5-turbo and code-davinci-edit-001 achieve a higher
precision for pass@100 in the temp. 0.8 setting, compared to 0.2
(Figure 2b). However, in table 2 we see that the average percentage
of plausible patches is higher in the 0.2 setting. While this appears
counter intuitive, the presence of high number of duplicates per
patch modulates the calculated pass@k across bugs. In other words,
a model may have high confidence for a small number of bugs and
generate a high percentage of plausible patches for that bug.
Result 1.1: Given only an NL decription of a bug, all three
LLMs are able to generate plausible fixes for a modest number
of bugs in the dataset, with pass@1 of at most 6.29% – 17.55%
and pass@100 of at most 42.19% – 54.12%. In the 0-shot set-
ting, code-davinci-edit-001 achieves the overall highest accu-
racy compared to both code-davinci-002 and gpt-3.5-turbo.

We report the number of bugs with plausible fixes for each
project in Table 3. At a high level, we observe that the distribution
of plausible fixes generated from each model is distributed across
every project. In general for every project, the three models gener-
ate plausible fixes for a similar percentage of bugs. There are a few
notable exceptions, for example, the Collections project, which only
contains 1 bug, was only correctly fixed by code-davinci-edit-001.
gpt-3.5-turbo also has lower accuracy on the Mockito and Jack-
sonDatabind projects only generating plausible fixes for 1/21 and
7/67 bugs respectively, compared to 6/21 and at least 22/67 for the
other two models. However, on the Codec project, gpt-3.5-turbo
generates plausible fixes for two more bugs than the other two
models. Overall, the total bugs patched by each model aligns with
the pass@100 metrics seen in Figure 2a.

While two models may patch the same number of bugs for
a project, the exact bugs that are patched may be different. Fig-
ure 3 shows the overlap of the number of bugs each model is
able to generate plausible patches for. All three models are able
to generate plausible patches for the same 28% (82 of 283) of the
bugs. However, we observe that when combined together, the three
models can generate plausible patches for 64% (183 of 283) of the
dataset. Each model has a unique subset of bugs that the other two
models are not able to generate plausible patches for: 22 unique
bugs by code-davinci-edit-001, 18 by gpt-3.5-turbo, and 10 by
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Table 3: Bugs with plausible patches, by project. Bugs with
plausible fix / total number of bugs for that project.

Approach davinci-002 edit-001 gpt-3.5

Chart 6/6 6/6 5/6
Cli 13/28 16/28 13/28
Codec 7/11 7/11 9/11
Collections 0/1 1/1 0/1
Compress 15/36 19/36 18/38
Csv 10/12 8/12 9/12
JacksonCore 8/13 9/13 5/13
JacksonDatabind 22/67 27/67 7/67
JacksonXml 1/5 2/5 2/5
JxPath 3/10 5/10 4/10
Math 38/73 45/73 45/73
Mockito 6/21 6/21 1/21
Total 129/283 151/283 118/283

22
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82
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Figure 3: Overlap between bugs with plausible patches for
each LLM in the 0-shot temp 0.8 setting.
code-davinci-002. While some bugs may be easier to fix for certain
models, this does not appear to be a consistent artifact of the project
that the bug originates from, as observed from Table 3.
Result 1.2: 28% (82/283) of the bugs in the dataset can be fixed
by all three LLMs. When combined together, the three LLMs can
generate plausible patches for 64% (183/283) of the bugs in the
dataset.

4.2 RQ2: What kind of candidate fixes do LLMs
generate?

To answer this RQ, we select the best-performing configuration
from RQ1 (temp. 0.8) to better understand the nature of the code
generated by the LLMs. We study the characteristics of the patches
generated by different models. To understand the characteristics
of different patches, we study the similarity of those patches w.r.t.,
the buggy code (present as part of the input) and the actual fixed
code. We use CodeBLEU [44] as the representative similarity mea-
surement. Given two code 𝑐1 and 𝑐2, CodeBLEU is defined as
𝛼 ∗ 𝐵 + 𝛽 ∗𝑊 + 𝛾 ∗ 𝑆 + 𝛿 ∗ 𝐷 , where 𝐵,𝑊 , 𝑆 , 𝐷 are BLEU score,
Keywords BLEU score, Syntax match score, and Dataflow match
score, respectively between 𝑐1, and 𝑐2, and 𝛼 , 𝛽 , 𝛾 , 𝛿 are weighting

Table 4: Statistics of bugs and patches where models gener-
ate patches which exactly matches the ground truth fix

Model # Fixed # EM∗ # Plausible # EM
Bugs Bugs Patches Patches

code-davinci-edit-001 151 32 1724 146
code-davinci-002 129 24 1182 120
gpt-3.5-turbo 118 11 2356 73

∗ EM : Exact Match ignoring whitespaces

constants typically all set to 0.25 5. We choose CodeBLEU for this
research question since it considers the syntax and semantic match
between code, in addition to the lexical match.

Figure 4a shows the similarity of patches with the actual fixed
code. Across all three models we have studied in this paper, the
patches that passed both the regression test and the bug revealing
trigger test (i.e., plausible patch) exhibit higher CodeBLEU with
the actual fixed code compared to the patches that are not plau-
sible. Such a result is expected since the plausible patches pass
the whole test suite; the plausible patch should be, in theory, a
semantic equivalent of the actual fix exhibiting higher CodeBLEU.
Interestingly, the plausible patches generated by the gpt-3.5-turbo
model exhibit higher variability regarding CodeBLEU similarity
with the actual patch. The Inter-Quartile Range (IQR) of CodeBLEU
between plausible patches and actual fixed code is 0.18 and 0.19,
respectively, for code-davinci-edit-001 and code-davinci-002. In
contrast, for gpt-3.5-turbo, the IQR is 0.26. In addition, for the
code-davinci-edit-001 and code-davinci-002 models, the kurtosis
are 2.62 and 1.12, respectively, signifying the distributions are more
centered, whereas gpt-3.5-turbomodels kurtosis is 0.41, signifying
diverse generation capability, as evident from Figure 4a.
✓ gpt-3.5-turbo generates more diverse patches as compared to
other models.

Further, we analyze how similar the generated patches are w.r.t.,
the buggy code. Figure 4b shows the distribution of CodeBLEU of
different types of patches across different models. Across all three
models, interestingly, we observe that plausible patches exhibit
higher CodeBLEU with the buggy code than their non-plausible
counterparts. We conjecture that whenmodels make extensive mod-
ifications of the input buggy code, the resultant code are infested
with different problems causing them to fail compilation, regres-
sion tests, and the trigger test (see Table 2). We conjecture that
LLMs would make a more significant impact on the nl2fix problem
if we had the option to control the deviation from the input buggy
code. Nevertheless, the observation that plausible patches exhibit
higher similarity with buggy code opens up a new possibility of
ranking the LLM-generated code based on their similarity with
buggy code, which we will investigate in detail in the following
research question.
✓ Plausible patches exhibit higher similarity with the buggy code
than non-plausible patches.

There is a consensus among academics and practitioners that
LLMs such as the davinci or gpt-3.5 models were pretrained on
virtually all open source. As such, it is not unexpected that these

5Microsoft’s CodeBLEU implementation

https://github.com/microsoft/CodeXGLUE/tree/main/Code-Code/code-to-code-trans/evaluator/CodeBLEU
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(a) With the actual fixed code.
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(b) With the Buggy code.
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(c) Plausible patches with input buggy
code and actual fixed code.

Figure 4: Code similarity analysis of generated patches by different models. We analyze the CodeBLEU similarity here.

(a) Buggy Code

 1. private boolean compute(Object left, Object right) {
       ...
 9.    if (left instanceof Iterator && right instanceof Iterator) {
10.        return findMatch((Iterator) left, (Iterator) right);
11.    }
12.    if (left instanceof Iterator) {
13.        return containsMatch((Iterator) left, right);
14.    }
15.    if (right instanceof Iterator) {
16.        return containsMatch((Iterator) right, left);
17.    }
       ...
27. }

(b) Developer Written Fixed Code

 1. private boolean compute(Object left, Object right) {
      ...
 9.    if (left instanceof Iterator && right instanceof Iterator) {
10.        return findMatch((Iterator) left, (Iterator) right);
11.    }
12.    if (left instanceof Iterator) {
13.        return containsMatch((Iterator) left, right);
14.    }
15.    if (right instanceof Iterator) {
16.        return containsMatch(left, (Iterator) right);
17.    }
      ...
27. }

1. private boolean containsMatch(final Iterator it, final Object value) {
2.    while (it.hasNext()) {
3.        final Object element = it.next();
4.        if (compute(element, value)) {return true;}
5.    }
6.    return false;
7. }

(c) Implementation of containsMatch function

 1. private boolean compute ( Object left , Object right ) {
      ...
 9.    boolean isLeftIterator = (left instanceof Iterator);
10.    boolean isRightIterator = (right instanceof Iterator);
11.    if (isLeftIterator && isRightIterator) {
12.        return findMatch((Iterator) left, (Iterator) right);
13.    }
      ...
22.    else if (isRightIterator) {
23.        Iterator iter = (Iterator) right;
24.        while (iter.hasNext()) {
25.            Object next = iter.next();
26.            if (compute(left, next)) { return true;}
27.        }
28.        return false;
29.    } 
      ...
39. }

(d) code-davinci-001 generated fixed code (inlines the containsMatch function)

Figure 5: An example showing the contrast between actual fixed code and model-generated plausible patch for Bug id 20 of
JxPath project. Even though the generated patch passed does not exactlymatch the ground truth fix, it passed all the regression
tests and the trigger test, making it a semantic equivalent of the actual fix.

LLMs have already observed the methods in our dataset during
their respective pretraining. This raises a question, how much do
the LLMs memorize from their pretraining [8, 34, 52]? Unfortu-
nately, there is no good way to measure such unless we know what
LLMs’ pretraining data is. Regardless, to qualitatively understand
the generated patches, we investigate the CodeBLEU similarity of
the patches with the buggy code (which was available in the input
to LLM) and the actual fixed code. Across all three models, gener-
ated patches exhibit slightly higher similarity with the buggy code
than the actual fixed code (see Figure 4c). Such difference is statisti-
cally significant by one-sidedWilcoxon sign rank test with p-values
of 1.6 ∗ 10−9, 9.9 ∗ 10−5, 2.7 ∗ 10−14 for code-davinci-edit-001,
code-davinci-002, and gpt-3.5-turbo, respectively.

Table 4 shows summary statistics of patches that match the
dataset’s ground truth fix exactly. The code-davinci-edit-001model
correctly generated at least one patch for 151 bugs, among which
the patch for 32 bugs exactly matches the ground truth. For the
code-davinci-002 model, such number is 24 out of 129 and 11 out

of 118 for the gpt-3.5-turbo. Only 8.5% (146 out of 1724), 10.1% (120
out of 1182), and 3% (73 out of 2356) patches of the plausible patches
are an exactmatchwith the ground truth for code-davinci-edit-001,
code-davinci-002, and gpt-3.5-turbo, respectively. These results
show that most of the plausible patches are syntactically distinct
from the ground truth fix.

In Figure 5, we show one of the plausible patches generated
by gpt-3.5-turbo for the example in Figure 1. The buggy code
misplaced the arguments of containsMatch function in line 16(Fig-
ure 5(a)), while the developer-written patch fixed the error by
putting the arguments in correct positions (line 16 in Figure 5(b)).
Figure 5(d) shows a fixed code generated by the gpt-3.5-turbo

model, which is semantic equivalent of the developer-written code.
In fact, LLM generated fix actually inlines the implementation of
containsMatch (shown in Figure 5(c)) function into the context
(line 23-28 in Figure 5(d)). In addition, the LLM-generated patch
refactors the code by extracting two variables corresponding to
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Table 5: Accuracy of different prompt configurations.

Model Prompt P@1 P@5 P@100

code-davinci-edit-001

Issue Title 4.73 15.39 44.12
0-shot 12.18 28.86 54.12
1-shot 4.73 12.75 30.24

gpt-3.5-turbo

Issue Title 8.06 17.69 37.72
0-shot 13.43 24.62 42.14
1-shot 16.22 31.93 56.93
∗R.E. 15.44 25.72 47.68

code-davinci-002

Issue Title 0.25 1.22 14.94
0-shot 6.29 19.8 45.91
1-shot 3.92 14.34 40.09

∗RE: Reasoning Extraction

two boolean expressions used in the original code, making the re-
sultant code more readable. We observe that even though arguably
LLMs already had seen everything open source, they explore new
variations of code when applied to the NL2Fix problem.
✓ LLMs may not always memorize code from their pretraining.
They explore new code while trying to generate patches.

Result 2: Across all three models we studied, the plausible
patches exhibit higher similarity with input buggy code than
non-plausible patches with differences in the median similarity
of ∼0.15. The plausible patches also exhibit higher similarity
with the buggy code than the actual fixed code with statistical
significance (p-value << 0.05). The plausible patches exactly
match the developer-written patch for up to 10% of the cases.

4.3 RQ3: What sources of information do
LLMs need to generate fixes for NL2Fix?

To determine what information is needed to generate plausible
fixes, we use different prompting techniques that provide different
levels of information to each LLM and evaluate the pass@k metrics
for each approach. In RQ1 and RQ2, we used a basic 0-shot prompt,
containing the issue title and description, as described in Section 3.3.

Table 5 shows how changes to this basic prompt impacts pass@k
for the following prompts:

(1) 0-shot is the standard prompt structure used in RQ1-2, as repre-
sented in Figure 1.

(2) ’Issue Title’ indicates removing the issue description and pre-
serving the rest of the prompt structure.

(3) 1-shot adds an example of an issue, the corresponding buggy
method, and the correct fix for the model to learn from. Then the
rest of the prompt preserves the original format. The example
chosen is based on its similarity to the code to be fixed. Details
on this selection can be found in Section 3.3

(4) For Reasoning Extraction, we modify the prompt that asks
gpt-3.5-turbo to break down the problem into two steps: 1)
localizing the buggy lines in the original method and 2) explain-
ing why these lines contain a bug before asking for the fix. An
example is shown in Figure 6

Across all three models, we observe that compared to using the
issue title and the description (0-shot) the issue title alone is not

sufficient to achieve comparable P@k, with a decrease of close to
5% – 8% pass@1 and 5% – 30% Pass@100. This indicates that the
issue description contains valuable information for the model to
generate plausible fixes.
✓ Issue descriptions provide LLMs with helpful context to solve
the NL2Fix problem.

For code-davinci-edit-001 and code-davinci-002, we observe
that adding examples in the prompt for 1-shot approach does not
improve performance, and in fact decreases all pass@k compared
to 0-shot attempts. With the 1-shot setting, the average percentage
of patches that compile for code-davinci-edit-001 falls from 54.8%
(Table 2) in the 0-shot setting to 24.7%. Taking a closer look at the
patches generated in the 1-shot attempt by code-davinci-edit-001,
we see several patches contain code from the 1-shot example in
the prompt. For example, the original buggy method for Issue ID
MATH-58 has the following method signature: public double[]
fit(){...} . The examples used in the 1-shot setting has the
function signature private boolean isShortOption (String
token){..} , and six of the generated patches edit the
isShortOption() function, instead of the buggy fit() function.

This indicates that the model attempted to edit the target func-
tion using code from the example. The code-davinci-edit-001model
expects an input code and a set of instructions for the edit. While
OpenAI does not make the technical details of how code-davinci-

edit-001 was created, the observed behavior may indicate that this
model was not fine-tuned with k-shot instructions, which may ex-
plain the degradation in model performance. Further, the context
window, i.e., the max number of tokens that can be used in the
prompt, is much smaller for code-davinci-edit-001, around 3000
tokens, compared to around 8000 for code-davinci-002 and around
4000 for gpt-3.5-turbo. Therefore, several examples are truncated
to fit the context window to ensure that the target issue is still
present in the prompt, leading to malformed method bodies.

With the 1-shot setting, the average percentage of patches that
compile for code-davinci-002 falls from 35.9% (Table 2) in the 0-shot
setting to 20.5%. When looking at the generated patches, we notice
a large number are incomplete generations, i.e., the code does not
compile because the generated function is not syntactically correct.
Examples of this include missing closing curly braces (}), missing
return statements, and completions that stop halfway through the
target function. Note that there are two known ways of stopping
the completion task —(a) by setting maximum length, (b) by setting
specific STOP words. We set the maximum length to 750 tokens. In
addition, we appended the method signature of the fixed method
at the end of the prompt so that the completion model only needs
to complete the body of the fixed method.
✓ Information from examples used in 1-shot prompting do not
help pass@k accuracy for code-davinci-edit-001 and
code-davinci-002 for the NL2Fix problem.

On the other hand, compared to 0-shot attempts, pass@k for
gpt-3.5-turbo improves for both 1-shot and reasoning extraction
prompts. For example, pass@1 improves from 13.43% to 16.22% in
the 1-shot setting and 15.44% using reasoning extraction. Figure 6
shows an example of the interaction in the reasoning extraction
prompt configuration. The example is from the JacksonDatabind
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project6. When asked to identify the lines of code where the bug
exists, gpt-3.5-turbo returns the correct defect region in response
1. Then, prompt 2 appends the original prompt1 and response 1
as part of the context for prompt 2, with additional instructions to
explain why the identified lines of code contain a bug. In response
3 gpt-3.5-turbo explains the issue and extracts a sample input that
the code would fail on and the corresponding error, from the issue
description. In the final prompt, we append all inputs and responses
to request a final fixed version of the buggy function. This is an
example that gpt-3.5-turbo is able to generate a plausible patch
for in the reasoning extraction setting, but not the 0-shot setting.
✓ Both Reasoning Extraction and 1-shot prompting approaches
help gpt-3.5-turbo to produce a higher number of plausible
patches and increase pass@k.

JacksonDatabind-110 Bug ID: 

Inconsistent handling of Collections$UnmodifiableList
VS Collections$UnmodifiableRandomAccessList

Issue Title: 

I'm sorry to bring that one up again, but I'm under the impression that the 
issue about unmodifiable collec�ons {..} is s�ll not solved completely. {…}

Currently java.util.Collections.unmodifiableList( )
can only return these 2 types of unmodifiable lists, so I believe it is safe for 
now to just hardcode yet another special case for this class. This can 
currently be solved on user side by adding a mixin, bug since

Collections$UnmodifiableRandomAccessList
is supported, I would find it natural to also support non-random access 
variant. 

Issue 
Descrip�on: 

<buggy
function>

Identify which line(s) are
buggy in the code

Issue title + 
description

Explain why these lines are buggyPrevious context + response

P
ro

m
p

t 
1

P
ro

m
p

t 
2

Previous context + response
Please provide a fixed version of 
the code with minimal changes.P

ro
m

p
t 

3

Response 1

Response 2

The buggy line in the code is :

if ( type.hasRawClass ( CLASS_UNMODIFIABLE_LIST ) ) {
conv = converter ( TYPE_UNMODIFIABLE_LIST , type ,      

List . class ) ;
}

These lines are buggy because they only handle Collections$UnmodifiableRandomAc 
cessList, which is not only possible type of unmodifiable list that can be returned by
Collections.unmodifiableList( ), as there is also Collections$Unmodifiable 
List . {…}

This results in a failure to deserialize non-random access unmodifiable lists, such as those 
returned by

Collections.unmodifiableList(new LinkedList<>(Arrays.asList("f", "s")))

Figure 6: A bug correctly patched using Reasoning Extrac-
tion.

However, in the 1-shot setting gpt-3.5-turbo is able to gen-
erate correct patches for 56 new bugs, and loses the ability to
patch 14 bugs from the 0-shot setting. Using Reasoning Extraction,
gpt-3.5-turbo can generate correct patches for 34 new bugs, but
loses the ability to patch 18 bugs from the 0-shot setting. Compared
to all approaches pooled together, gpt-3.5-turbo in the reasoning
extraction setting can only uniquely patch 4 bugs. Looking at the
information contained in the issue descriptions for each of these
examples, we observe gpt-3.5-turbo is able to correctly localize
6https://github.com/fasterxml/jackson-databind/issues/2265

buggy lines and reason about why they are buggy, but only with
help from the context in the issue description. See Figure 6 for an
example. While these prompting techniques do boost aggregate
performance metrics, they also may degrade on a subset of the bugs
in the dataset.
Result 3: Issue descriptions provide helpful context for solving
the NL2fix problem. Prompting techniques that provide exam-
ples, i.e., few-shot prompting, and break down the task, i.e., rea-
soning extraction, significantly improve accuracy of gpt-3.5-turbo
on aggregate metrics like pass@k, however performance may
degrade on certain subsets of the dataset and does not guarantee
solutions over standard prompting.

4.4 RQ4: Can LLMs be used to rank fixes for
NL2Fix?

Recall, given an unordered set of𝑛 candidate solutionswith 𝑐 correct
solutions for a given problem (a bug in our case), the pass@k metric
refers to the likelihood of picking at least one correct solutionwithin
𝑘 tries. Such a statistics is useful for evaluating language models,
but does not readily provide an useful real-world recommender
system that proposes a small number candidate fixes (upto say
𝑘 = 5) deterministically to a user. For instance, for 𝑛 = 100 and
𝑘 = 5, there are

(𝑛
𝑘

)
> 75 million ways to choose 5 solutions from

100 samples. For a practical tool for nl2fix, we would like to develop
a (𝑖) a deterministic way to rank the suggestions and present the
top 𝑘 ranked suggestions to a user, and (𝑖𝑖) retain a high accuracy
closer to the average pass@k metric.

In this section, we leverage LLMs to propose a simple and generic
ranking strategy that helps realize the two objectives (𝑖) and (𝑖𝑖)
above. In particular, inspired by our findings from RQ2, we explore
if using a similarity between the embeddings of the input buggy
function and the generated patches can identify plausible patches.
We generate embeddings for all buggy functions and correspond-
ing patches using the text-embedding-ada-002 embedding model
from OpenAI, see Section 3 for details. We compute a cosine simi-
larity between the embeddings for every pair of buggy code, and
corresponding candidate patch. We use this score to prune away
patches with similarity scores lower than the median (0.95). We fix
this number across models for consistency. Then, to avoid ranking
patches with extremely high similarity scores, e.g., 1.0 , we rank
the patches in order of lowest cosine similarity (starting at 0.95)
to highest. Based on observations from RQ2, patches with lower
scores are more likely to belong to the distribution of wrong or
uncompilable patches. Patches should be sufficiently close to the
buggy input program, but not so close that there is not significant
change.

For each model, we exercise the ranking scheme on two sets of
patches: (𝑎) all generated patches, and (𝑏) the subset of generated
patches that pass the compiler.

To evaluate the ranking strategy, we choose the LLM configura-
tions for each model with the highest discrepancy between pass@1
and pass@100 from RQ3 (see Table 5), which also happens to be
the best performing configuration for each model.

Table 6 shows the ranked pass@1 and ranked pass@5 accuracy
(denoted by r.P@k) for the two sets of patches: 1) before (denoted
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Table 6: Accuracy of ranking with and without compiler
pruning.

Approach Metric gpt-3.5 davinci-edit davinci-002

1-shot 0-shot 0-shot

All r.P@1 (P@1) 16.96 (16.22) 13.78 (12.18) 11.30 (6.29)
r.P@5 (P@5) 31.8 (31.93) 30.74 (28.86) 17.66 (19.8)

Pruned r.P@1 (P@1) 21.20 (22.22) 19.78 (18.99) 17.66 (16.89)
r.P@5 (P@5) 34.98 (39.66) 35.68 (36.73) 34.2 (33.97)

as All) and 2) after (denoted as Pruned) pruning the compiler er-
rors. For reference, we also report the P@k metrics in parenthesis.
We observe that pruning compiler errors does improve the met-
ric P@k, especially the P@5 for davinci-002 model by over 14%
(33.97 up from 19.8). Second, while providing determinism, r.P@1
improves over P@1 for most configurations except a slight dip for
gpt-3.5-turbo for Pruned. For davinci-002, ranking improves the
r.P@1 by over 5 percentage points. Finally, r.P@5 remains close to
P@5 for most configurations except for gpt-3.5 where the r.P@5
trails P@5 by 4.68%.
Result 4: By pruning compilation failures LLMs can achieve as
high as 39.66% pass@5. Using cosine similarity between embed-
dings of candidate patches and buggy input code, we can apply
a deterministic ranking strategy that retains this high accuracy
with 34.2% - 35.68% r.pass@5.

5 RELATEDWORK
Our work is most closely related to two broad lines of work (a)
automated code editing, and (b) automatic program repair (APR).

Automated Code Editing. Earlier works in learning code edit-
ing include learning to edit code for refactoring [35, 46], learning se-
mantic code changes for bugs found by code analyzers [47]. Recent
approaches leverage Deep Learning techniques to learn frequent
code edit patterns from code changes mined from GitHub [9, 13, 53].

In addition to learning from historic changes, some recent ap-
proaches [10, 63] propose to guide code editing with auxiliary
inputs such as commit message. We argue that commit messages
are post-facto description of the code changes, and do not capture
the intent of the change, rather a summarization of the change. In
contrast, the issue report we consider in nl2Fix problem is ante-
facto description of the changes, which arguably capture the intent
closer. Tufano et al. [55] proposed automating code-review activity
by editing the code based on reviewers comments. While closest to
our work, the approaches differ in our usage of tests and semantic
metrics such as pass@k to validate the functional correctness and
defect-freedom of proposed patches.

Automatic Program Repair.
Approaches for APR broadly fall under search-based techniques

andmachine learning-basedmethods. For a comprehensive overview
of automated program repair techniques, we refer readers to recent
works that survey the area [15, 16, 18, 36].

Search-based techniques use a generate-and-validate approach,
where variations of the original code are generated and then eval-
uated using the failing tests[24, 42, 48, 51, 58]. These approaches
transform buggy code using different transformation including

random transformation [30, 42, 58], manually designed transfor-
mation [48], and transformation learned from previous corpus of
code [12, 24, 29, 54].

Recently, researchers have also leveraged LLMs for APR. Al-
pharepair [59] uses a cloze-style APR where an LLM directly fills-in
the correct code given its surrounding context from the buggy pro-
gram. Xia et al. [60] uses ChatGPT to setup a conversational APR
problem where feedback from failed patches is used to augment
subsequent prompts to LLMs. Finally, there are approaches leverag-
ing LLMs for generating trigger tests for APR problem from Issue
descriptions [23] as well as aiding rootcausing for APR [37]. Finally,
Fan et al. [14] leverage APR methods (including those based on
LLMs) to repair code generated from natural language intent.

Although closely related, our approach subtly differs from APR
in the use of hidden tests that are only used for evaluation and
never specified as inputs to the repair algorithm. This makes it a
more applicable problem for real-world bug fixes that may not have
failing tests available (or be prohibitively expensive to leverage)
during the inference time for help in rootcausing buggy lines and
validating the fixes.

6 LIMITATIONS AND THREATS
Stability of models’ output. As we have used OpenAI web API to
access different models, we cannot control the stochasticity of the
output by the model. The models themselves are often updated.
This poses a threat to the replicability of our study. To mitigate this
threat, we make available all the outputs generated by the models.

Assumption on patch correctness. In this paper, we leverage tests
to determine if a fix is plausible. However, such a plausible patch
may not fix a bug completely. This may need manual analysis or
a semantic equivalence with the user-provided fix. However, the
former is infeasible for a large-scale benchmark such as Defects4J-
Nl2fix, and semantic equivalence-checking techniques do not scale
to handle most real programs. Given that test-suites are never
exhaustive, we can appeal to recent research that investigates patch-
correctness [28, 56, 61] to improve confidence on the patches.

Generalization of findings. Given the relatively small number of
bugs (283) considered in Defects4J-Nl2fix benchmark, our findings
may not generalize to arbitrary bugs across different languages
and software repositories. To mitigate this threat we use real-world
bugs from open source projects.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we motivate the nl2fix problem, define the first bench-
mark Defects4J-Nl2fix, and perform detailed empirical evaluation
of various SOTA LLMs on the problem.

We believe that the task of nl2fix along with challenging bench-
marks such Defects4J-Nl2fix will serve as an important real-world
benchmark for evaluating future generation of these LLMs (such
as GPT-4), while leveraging new emergent behaviors of such LLMs
(such as the ability of these models to predict the correctness) to
improve the performance on such benchmarks. In future work, we
plan to combine issue-driven trigger test generation [23] and user-
in-the-loop [27] to improve the trust in generated fixes, as well as
extend our framework to the more general problem of nl2edit to



Towards Generating Functionally Correct Code Edits from Natural Language Issue Descriptions

cover other forms of program evolution including feature additions,
refactorings as well as optimizations.
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