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ABSTRACT
The rapid development of deep learning techniques, improved com-
putational power, and the availability of vast training data have
led to significant advancements in pre-trained models and large
language models (LLMs). Pre-trained models based on architectures
such as BERT and Transformer, as well as LLMs like ChatGPT, have
demonstrated remarkable language capabilities and found applica-
tions in Software engineering. Software engineering tasks can be
divided into many categories, among which generative tasks are
the most concern by researchers, where pre-trained models and
LLMs possess powerful language representation and contextual
awareness capabilities, enabling them to leverage diverse training
data and adapt to generative tasks through fine-tuning, transfer
learning, and prompt engineering. These advantages make them
effective tools in generative tasks and have demonstrated excel-
lent performance. However, there are limitations in the existing
literature reviews on the development of pre-trained models and
LLMs in the context of software engineering: (1) either only focus
on the pre-trained models or only on LLMs, lacking the analysis of
the development process from the pre-trained models to LLMs. (2)
Software engineering tasks are not distinguished by type. (3) Lack
of systematic analysis. In this paper, we present a comprehensive
literature review of generative tasks in SE using pre-trained models
and LLMs. We accurately categorize SE generative tasks based on
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software engineering methodologies and summarize the advanced
pre-trained models and LLMs involved, as well as the datasets and
evaluation metrics used. Additionally, we identify key strengths,
weaknesses, and gaps in existing approaches, and propose potential
research directions. This review aims to provide researchers and
practitioners with an in-depth analysis and guidance on the appli-
cation of pre-trained models and LLMs in generative tasks within
SE.
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1 INTRODUCTION
In the field of natural language processing, with the rapid develop-
ment of deep learning techniques, improved computational power,
and the continuous expansion of training data, mainstream ap-
proaches have undergone significant transitions from traditional
models to pre-trained models and then to large language models
(LLMs). Pre-trainedmodels based on architectures such as BERT and
Transformer, as well as LLMs represented by ChatGPT, have access
to vast and diverse training data, showcasing powerful language
capabilities comparable to humans and being applied in various
domains. With the ability to learn from and generate text from
large-scale corpora, powerful pre-trained models and LLMs are
closing the gap between natural language and machine language.
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Software engineering is a discipline that focuses on the devel-
opment, implementation, and maintenance of software systems.
It is also one of the important application areas for pre-trained
models and LLMs. Downstream tasks in software engineering can
be categorized into two types: classification and generation, which
are also the two major types of natural language processing tasks.
Pre-trained models and LLMs possess powerful language repre-
sentation and contextual awareness capabilities, enabling them
to leverage diverse training data and adapt to generative tasks
through fine-tuning, transfer learning, and prompt engineering.
These advantages make them effective tools in generative tasks
and have demonstrated excellent performance in the field of soft-
ware engineering. There have been some literature reviews on the
relationship between SE (Software Engineering) and pre-trained
models and LLM (Language Models). However, these studies have
some limitations: (1) Some studies narrowly focus on either pre-
trained models or LLMs, ignoring the development stages from
pre-trained models to LLMs. For example, Mosel et.al. [88] focus on
the ability of Transformer-based pre-trained models to understand
words and sentences in the context of software engineering, while
Hou et.al. [27] lean towards LLM4SE, particularly emphasizing
how to use LLM to optimize processes and results. (2) Some stud-
ies mix different types of SE tasks, failing to distinguish between
the two major types of natural language processing tasks. For ex-
ample, although Zheng et.al. [115] divides software engineering
tasks into seven types, they do not classify these tasks into classi-
fication tasks or generation tasks. (3) Alternatively, some studies
only explore the performance of LLM in various SE tasks through
empirical experiments, without conducting systematic literature
reviews. At the same time, considering the application of LLM in
SE generation tasks from pre-trained models is a complex task. It
requires considering representative models at different stages of de-
velopment, understanding the unique features of different models,
considering fine-tuning strategies of pre-trainedmodels and prompt
engineering of LLM, conducting thorough literature reviews and
data analysis, and overcoming challenges in the implementation
process. Currently, there is a lack of detailed scrutiny and review
of pre-trained models and LLM specifically for generative tasks in
software engineering in the existing literature. Therefore, our re-
search aims to fill this gap, analyze and summarize the performance
of pre-trained models and LLM in SE generation tasks, and provide
development guidance in this direction.

In this paper, we provide a systematic literature review of gen-
erative tasks in Software Engineering (SE) based on pre-trained
models and Large Language Models (LLM). By summarizing and
comparing state-of-the-art technologies and the developmental his-
tory of models, we identify the key strengths, weaknesses, and
gaps in existing generative task methods. Additionally, we propose
potential directions for future research. Our review aims to pro-
vide researchers and practitioners with a comprehensive analysis
and guide on the application of pre-trained models and LLM in
generative tasks within SE. We anticipate that our findings will
contribute to guiding future work in this rapidly evolving field. Our
key contributions are as follows:

1 As far as we know, we present the first comprehensive lit-
erature review of pre-trained models and Large Language

Models (LLM) applied to generative tasks in Software Engi-
neering (SE).

2 We categorize SE generative tasks into requirements genera-
tion, code generation, code summarization, test cases gener-
ation, patch generation, code optimization, and code transla-
tion, providing a detailed summary of each sub-direction.

3 We summarize the datasets and evaluation metrics used for
major generative subtasks in SE based on pre-trained models
and LLM.

4 We conduct a comparative analysis of the state-of-the-art
SE generative task methods utilizing pre-trained models and
LLM, along with their performance on publicly available
datasets.

5 We outline the key challenges in SE generative tasks ad-
dressed by pre-trained models and LLM, and propose poten-
tial research directions.

The organization of the article is as follows, Section 2 elaborates
the method of our literature review, and the subsequent sections
specifically review each sub-generation task. Section 4 introduced
the related work, and Section 3 discussed the challenges faced by
the existing methods and potential research directions. And we
summarize our work in Section 5.

2 METHODOLOGY
In this section, we will introduce the detailed method regarding
literature search, selection, and data analysis, which adhered to
the literature review methodology proposed by Kitchenham et.al
[40]. Specifically, for each generative task, we have assigned an
experienced researcher to independently search and select literature
for the respective generative subtask of software engineering.

Literature Search: To retrieve literature related to pre-trained
models, LLM and generative software engineering, we selected 6
search engines (dblp, Google Scholar, arXiv, Elsevier Science Direct,
IEEE Xplore Digital Library, and ACMDigital Library). These search
engines enable us to quickly find papers published in journals, con-
ferences, and workshops. Additionally, they provide a substantial
number of preprints.

Referencing software engineering methodologies, we categorize
generative tasks in software engineering into requirements genera-
tion, code generation, code summarization generation, test cases
generation, patch generation, code optimization, and code transla-
tion. Consequently, for each task, we employed different keywords
for retrieval, detailed as shown in Table 1. Through searches in the
aforementioned databases, we acquired a substantial amount of lit-
erature. It should be noted that we discovered some relevant papers
that we had previously read did not appear in the search results.
Therefore, we conducted a round of inspection of major journals
and conferences of software engineering to ensure comprehensive
coverage of the literature. Detailed statistics are available in Table
1. Different keywords within the same search engine or the same
keywords across different engines may yield numerous duplicate
or irrelevant papers. Therefore, manual screening of these papers
is necessary.

Literature Selection: The purpose of literature selection is to
eliminate duplicate papers returned by search engines and those
unrelated to our research content. The definition of generative
tasks is explicit, referring to the automated generation of software
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Table 1: Retrieval keywords and statistics about generative tasks.

Task Requirements
Generation

Code
Generation

Code
Summarization

Test Cases
Generation

Patch
Generation

Code
Optimization

Code
Translation

Search
Keywords

Requirements
Generation

LLMs,
Requirements

Generation Large
Language Model,
Requirements

LLM,
Requirements

Large
Language
Model

Code
Generation
LLM, Code
Generation

Large
Language
Model,

Code LLM,
Code Large
Language
Model

Code
Sumamrization

LLM,
Code Comment
Generation

LLM,
Large

Language
Model Code

Summarization

Test Generation
LLM,

Test Case
Generation

LLM,
Test Oracle
Generation

LLM,
Test Assert
Generation

LLM

Patch
Generation,

Patch
Generation

LLM,
automated

program repair
LLM,

automated
program repair

Code
Optimization
LLM, Code

Optimization,
Code

Refinement

Code
Translation
LLM, Code
Translation

Search
Result 21 152 46 43 112 12 23

Selected 6 21 16 17 16 3 12

requirements, code, code summaries, and so on using models. In
this paper, these models should be advanced pre-trained models or
based on LLM. Therefore, we applied the following criteria to aid in
literature selection, retaining only those that satisfy all the criteria:

• The paper should be written in English.
• It should not be a student thesis.
• It should be related to generative software engineering.
• It should be based on pre-trained or LLM models.
• The research date should be after [date].

To ensure the accuracy and efficiency of the literature screening
process, we employed a closed card sorting method [40] to cate-
gorize the collected literature quickly based on the above criteria
into relevant and irrelevant papers. Specifically, for each generative
subtask, the researcher responsible for literature collection applied
the closed card sorting method and screening criteria to the papers
returned by the search engine. In cases where the inclusion of a
paper was ambiguous, these papers were compiled separately, and
discussions were held to decide whether they met our requirements.
Through this process, we ultimately identified [number] papers
that met our research criteria.

Data Analysis: The statistical data for the screened literature,
categorized according to different generative subtasks, are pre-
sented in Table 1. It is observed that code generation tasks receive
the most attention from researchers, while there is relatively less
research on tasks such as requirements generation and code opti-
mization.

With the rapid development of LLM, an increasing number of
researchers have started investigating its performance in software
engineering tasks. Code generation, being the most popular down-
stream task in software engineering, has garnered significant at-
tention, leading to numerous publications on evaluation datasets,
methods, and related papers. The research on code summarization
generation, test case generation, and patch generation is moderate,
while there is relatively less research on tasks like requirements
generation and code optimization, which only amounts to [number]
publications.

Next, we will discuss each software engineering generative task
in separate subsections.

2.1 Requirements Generation
Requirements engineering (RE)[87] is a systematic process in soft-
ware development or system design that employs methods to iden-
tify, analyze, record, and manage project requirements, ensuring
alignment with user needs. It involves aspects such as collection,
analysis, specification, and validation.

Presently, Large Language Models (LLMs) can also be applied
in the field of requirements engineering, facilitating automated
requirements analysis and streamlining the collection and anal-
ysis of information.These models offer intelligent support in the
specification, enabling the generation of clear and comprehensive
documents and enhancing natural language interaction. Utilizing
LLMs for swift prototype development accelerates validation and
demonstration, ultimately enhancing overall efficiency.

2.1.1 Datasets. To comprehensively evaluate the effectiveness of
LLMs in requirement generation tasks, researchers have gathered
diverse datasets.

Considering that these datasets are constructed for requirement
generation tasks, most are built on virtual application scenarios.
These datasets typically include requirements generated by LLMs
based on assumed application scenarios and those summarized by
domain experts. By comparing them, researchers can explore the
effectiveness of large models in the given task.

Requirements dataset (user stories)[18]. Dalpiaz et al.[18]
proposed a dataset comprising 22 product backlogs and 1,679 user
stories meticulously curated by the requirements engineering com-
munity. Published as a raw archive, it consists of 22 text files, each
dedicated to a specific product and containing associated user sto-
ries, presented in a single line per story. To the best of our knowl-
edge, there is currently no publicly accessible expert-based annota-
tion that establishes a definitive reference for the various concepts
described within this dataset.
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Ace-design/qualified-user-stories dataset[74].The dataset
created by Arulmohan et al.[2] comprises an annotated version of
Requirements dataset(user stories)[18], encompassing 22 products
and 1,679 user stories. They first started by manually annotating the
Requirements dataset using the Doccano platform1. They loaded
the labels (i.e., Persona, Action, Entity, Benefit) and two relations
(i.e., triggers, targets) during their processing. To complement the
ground truth, they ran VN[72] on top of the provided backlogs
and extracted the concepts by parsing the output files it produced.
After this step, they obtain a new annotated dataset containing the
results of a domain model extraction on top of the input corpus.

Improved version of the PROMISENFRdatasethey2020norbert.
Hey et al. [26] gathered 249 non-functional requirements from the
PROMISE NFR dataset [31], spanning 15 projects. Each requirement
statement is categorized into one of four NFR classes: usability, se-
curity, operational, and performance.

App review NFR multi-Label classification dataset[32]. Jha
et al. [32] present a dataset comprising 1800 reviews spanning var-
ious categories from both Google Play and the Apple App Store.
Each review is tagged with at least one NFR label, including depend-
ability, performance, usability, supportability, or a miscellaneous
label indicating that the review does not mention NFR.

2.1.2 Methods. For requirements generation, researchers conduct
research from the following two aspects.

Study of using LLMs technology to improve requirements
engineering.White et al.[97] proposed a heuristic design technique
for software engineering, presented in patterns, to address common
challenges encountered when automating requirement engineer-
ing using LLMs such as ChatGPT. They explored several heuristic
patterns that have already been applied to enhance requirements
gathering in three different classifications: Requirements Simu-
lator, Specification Disambiguation, and Change Request Simula-
tion(example in Fig. 1). The patterns have already been applied to
enhance requirements gathering. Their work also contributes to
the research on applying LLMs in requirements engineering.

Figure 1: Examples of requirement simulator pattern

Wang et al.[93] proposed a dialogue framework called Chat-
coder between a large language model (LLM) and users. Within
the framework, the LLM analyzes arguments to refine the user’s
original requirement expression, then returns the refined argu-
ments to users in an understandable format.The overall structure

1https://doccano.herokuapp.com
of ChatCoder comprises a two-round dialogue (Fig. 2). The first
round, "Paraphrase and Extend," addresses vague or incomplete
user requirements. ChatCoder prompts the LLM to paraphrase the
user’s original requirements from different angles for clarity. For
missing or ambitious arguments requiring refinement, ChatCoder
asks the LLM to extend them using assumptions from its training
data. Users review and correct the refined specifications.The second
round, "Going-deep and Loop-back," involves the LLM asking users
about confusion in refined specifications for further refinement.
Users answer questions and correct specifications if based on in-
correct requirements. After these rounds, the refined requirement
is sent to LLMs to generate the desired programs.

Figure 2: An example of Chatcoder

Arulmohan et al.[2] propose to investigate how LLMs and con-
versational agents can support model extraction from requirements,
focusing on agile backlogs. Specifically, the process begins by set-
ting up the system role, where they instruct the engine to adopt a
persona and outline the overarching task for later request execution
context setup. Moving on to the next phase, under the continued
guise of the system role, they elaborate on extracting personas, en-
tities, actions, and benefits from a story. Subsequently, they present
an illustrative example of such extraction using a manually anno-
tated story. Transitioning to the user role, they then supply the
<STORY> to be processed. Given the statelessness of the model,
the answer from the previous phase needs to be injected into the
conversation. Consequently, adopting the assistant role, they in-
troduce a conversation entry detailing the <CONCEPTS> acquired
earlier. Following a similar pattern as in the preceding phase, they
articulate the task using the system role (categorizing primary and
secondary actions and entities) and provide an example of such an
execution. The final step mirrors the previous patterns. They inject
the <CATEGORIES> as the assistant, followed by task description
and example provision in the system role. The conversation they
used is described in Fig. 3.
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Figure 3: An example of work process for extracting domain
model

Efficiency Analysis of LLMs on requirement engineering.
Arora et al.[1] extensively explores the potential of LLMs in enhanc-
ing the efficiency and accuracy of software development RE pro-
cesses. They specifically focus on applying LLMs in requirements
elicitation, analysis, specification, and validation, conducting a thor-
ough study of their preliminary evaluation in real-world systems.
The researchers emphasize the advantages of LLMs in addressing
ambiguities in requirements, highlighting dependencies and neces-
sary conditions, and managing ethical and regulatory issues related
to data storage. Simultaneously, they delve into the potential chal-
lenges of over-automation and regulatory issues when executing
critical RE tasks, emphasizing the importance of maintaining con-
sistency in terminology and style across requirement documents
and balancing the level of detail. Overall, their research indicates
that LLMs have the potential to provide continuous refinement
of requirements, real-time feedback on quality and consistency,
and automation of transforming raw requirements into structured
formats, but it is crucial to be aware of their potential need for
in-depth domain expertise.

Zhang et al.[111] conducted a comprehensive evaluation of the
performance of ChatGPT in the task of requirement information
retrieval. This assessment offers profound insights for the design of
more efficient retrieval methods. The evaluation results indicate that
ChatGPT successfully retrieves relevant requirement information.
However, under zero-shot conditions, its precision in retrieving
specific requirement information is subject to certain limitations.
These findings provide valuable guidance for further optimizing
the application of ChatGPT in the field of requirement information
retrieval.

Waseem et al.[94] provide an in-depth exploration of the effects
of students utilizing ChatGPT at different stages of the software
development life cycle. Specifically, they provided students with a
software project topic for development. During the requirements
analysis phase, students gathered functional and non-functional
requirements with ChatGPT to understand project needs compre-
hensively. The assistance of ChatGPT is crucial for subsequent
development stages. Upon completion of the development, Waseem
et al.[94] surveyed to evaluate the effectiveness of ChatGPT, re-
vealing a significant reduction in the time required for defining
requirements during the requirements analysis phase. Additionally,

students responded positively to the utility of ChatGPT, believing
that its usage enhances requirement clarity. Also, ChatGPT aids in
a better understanding of project needs and facilitates stakeholder
communication. To conclude, ChatGPT demonstrated a significant
positive impact during the requirements analysis phase of software
development projects.

2.1.3 Evaluation Criteria. Requirement generation tasks typically
rely on human eval rather than numerical metrics. It is probably
because (i) Requirement generation is a complex task, and it is chal-
lenging to accuratelymeasure the quality of generated requirements
with specific numerical metrics. Human eval allows evaluators to
subjectively assess aspects such as the generated requirements’
naturalness, clarity, and utility. (ii) Generated requirements often
involve broad domain knowledge and semantic understanding, as-
pects that automated numerical metrics may struggle to capture,
including semantic accuracy and coherence of the generated text.

Questionnaire Survey.The Questionnaire survey is a research
method for collecting information and opinions by presenting a se-
ries of questions to respondents to understand their views, attitudes,
behaviors, or experiences. Questionnaire surveys are typically dis-
tributed in written form but can also be conducted through face-to-
face interviews, telephone calls, or online surveys [48]. Waseem et
al.[94] conducted two rounds of surveys: entry and exit. Both the
entry and exit surveys employed a cross-sectional survey design. It
is suitable for collecting information at one specific point across
a sample population [41]. Ultimately, the collected data was the
foundation for their research and analysis.

Requirement quality assessment. The requirement quality
assessment based on the IEEE 29148:2011 standard[30] is a system-
atic process designed to ensure that recorded requirements meet
specific quality standards and criteria. This process involves eval-
uating various aspects such as consistency, completeness, clarity,
traceability, verifiability, correctness, priority, and understandabil-
ity. According to Schneider and Berenbach [76], it encompasses the
fundamental principles of requirements engineering and implies
how to achieve high-quality requirements. Through a comprehen-
sive assessment of these aspects, the requirements engineering team
can gain a holistic understanding of the quality of requirements
and take appropriate measures to ensure that the requirement doc-
uments provide a clear, consistent, and verifiable foundation for
subsequent system development.

2.2 Code Generation
In the recent field of natural language processing, large language
models (LLMs) have made significant progress in code generation
tasks. We have summarized multiple datasets and metrics used
to evaluate the performance of LLMs in code generation tasks.
Additionally, we have further summarized the information aug-
mentation methods frequently employed by researchers to enhance
the performance of LLMs in code generation. Next, we will pro-
vide details in three subsections: datasets, metrics, and information
augmentation methods.

2.2.1 Datasets. To comprehensively assess and enhance the per-
formance of LLMs in the field of code generation, researchers have
utilized multiple datasets. These datasets cover testing benchmarks
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in various aspects, including single programming language, cross-
programming languages, cross-prompt languages, and setups with
different levels of robustness and complexity. Table 2 shows a sum-
mary of the datasets.

Single programming language. Initially, to evaluate the per-
formance of LLMs in code generation tasks, researchers have intro-
duced a series of benchmark evaluation datasets. These datasets are
typically focused on code generation in the Python programming
language.

Chen et.al. [9] utilized a purely handwritten collection of pro-
gramming problems called HumanEval2. This dataset is based on
the Python programming language and consists of 164 program-
ming problems. A sample test case from HumanEval is illustrated
in Figure 4. Each programming problem in HumanEval consists
of a function name, a natural language statement describing the
function of the function, and unit test cases used to evaluate the
generated code. The average number of unit test cases for each
programming problem is 7.1. These programming problems cover
many types, including language comprehension, reasoning, algo-
rithms, and simple mathematics.

Figure 4: An example of HumanEval

To assess the ability of LLM to generate concise Python code,
MBPP3 [3] (The Mostly Basic Programming Problems) is proposed.
The dataset includes 974 short Python programming problems, and
the difficulty of each programming problem is set at the entry-level
programmer level. Among these problems, 58% are mathematical
calculation, 43% involve list processing, 19% require string opera-
tions, 9% process integer sequences, and 2% are centered on using
other data structures. An illustrative sample of this dataset is shown
in Figure 5, similar to HumanEval, each programming problem sam-
ple consists of a function name, the natural language describing the
target code, and three unit test cases used to evaluate the generated
code.

Figure 5: An example of MBPP

Different programming languages. While the designs of Hu-
manEval and MBPP have demonstrated good performance in eval-
uating LLM code generation tasks, they are limited by being set for
2https://www.github.com/openai/human-eval
3https://github.com/google-research/google-research/tree/master/mbpp.

a single programming language, specifically assessing code gener-
ation performance on Python. However, real-world development
and LLM application scenarios indicate that code generation tasks
often require adaptation to different programming language envi-
ronments. To bridge this gap, researchers have introduced several
LLM code generation benchmark datasets of different programming
languages.

To extend LLM code generation benchmark datasets to multiple
languages, Cassano et.al. [7] introducedMultiPL-E4, a system that
transforms unit test-driven code generation benchmarks into new
programming languages. By employing MultiPL-E, the authors con-
verted two popular Python code generation benchmarks introduced
above, HumanEval and MBPP, into 18 additional programming lan-
guages such as Bash, C++, Java, and Go. The key feature of MultiPL-
E is its ease of extending with different programming languages. To
automatically support different programming languages and bench-
marks, they took into account the syntactical differences between
the target programming language and Python and constructed 18
compilers to translate NL2Code benchmarks, written in Python,
into 18 target languages. Each sample of HumanEval and MBPP
programming problem after MultiPL-E conversion consists of a
function name, a functional natural language description applicable
to the target language, and converted target programming language
test cases.

Similar to Multiple-E, Yan et.al. [105] argue that most bench-
marks are flawed as they focus on narrow-scope, popular program-
ming languages, and specific tasks. Additionally, most benchmarks
overlook the practical executability of generated code and the con-
sistency of execution results. To bridge these gaps, they propose
CodeScope5 [105], an execution-based, multi-language, multi-task,
multi-dimensional evaluation benchmark for a comprehensive as-
sessment of LLM capabilities in coding tasks. CodeScope encom-
passes 43 programming languages and 8 coding tasks. For the code
generation task, they construct the Codeforces4LLM dataset by
collecting data from the popular online algorithm competition plat-
form Codeforces. The dataset includes problem descriptions and
corresponding corrected submissions in 14 different programming
languages such as C++, Java, Python, and Rust. Two difficulty lev-
els, Easy ([800, 1600)) and Hard ([1600, 2800)), are set for each
programming language based on the official difficulty standards of
the Codeforces platform. They select 30 problems for each difficulty
level, ensuring solutions exist that pass all test samples.

Different natural languages. Actual development scenarios of-
ten involve developers who do not use English as natural language
prompts. However, the benchmarks introduced earlier are typically
based on English. Code generation is commonly centered around
English, posing barriers for developers who are not proficient in
English. As a result, researchers have proposed LLM code genera-
tion test datasets that utilize different natural language prompts.

Wang et.al. [92] proposed a dataset calledMCoNaLa6 with dif-
ferent natural languages as prompts. They annotated a total of 896
natural language-code pairs in three languages: Spanish, Japan-
ese, and Russian, as illustrated in Figure 6. Specifically, they en-
gaged annotators fluent in both the respective natural language and
4https://github.com/nuprl/MultiPL-E.
5https://github.com/ WeixiangYAN/CodeScope.
6https://github.com/zorazrw/multilingual-conala.
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Table 2: The datasets used to evaluate the performance of LLM code generation.

Type Datasets Languages Intention

Single programming
language

HumanEval Python To valuate the performance of LLMs in
code generation tasks

MBPP Python
To assess the ability of LLM to generate

concise Python code
from natural language requirements

Different programming
languages

MultiPL-E

18 additional programming
languages

such as Bash, C++,
Java, and Go.

To extend LLM code generation benchmark
datasets to multiple languages

CodeScope 43 programming languages
To bridge the gap between existing benchmarks

and the expectations of multi-language
programming environments

Different natural
languages MCoNaLa Python To evaluate the performance of LLMs using

non-English natural language prompts

Different levels of
robustness and
complexity

ClassEval Python
To further investigate the performance of

LLMs in generating more
complex code

ReCode Python To evaluate the robustness of code generation models

Python. The annotators manually collected 341, 210, and 345 natu-
ral language-code pairs from the Spanish, Japanese, and Russian
subforums of StackOverflow, respectively.

Figure 6: Examples of MCoNaLa

Different levels of robustness and complexity. Although
various LLM code generation benchmark datasets help to com-
pare different LLMs, the existing evaluation mainly focuses on
generating a single code unit (such as a function or statement),
emphasizing function or statement-level code generation. However,
there remains uncertainty about how LLMs perform in generating
more complex code structures. Therefore, some researchers have
proposed LLM code generation benchmark datasets that operate in
more complex settings. Additionally, other researchers have devel-
oped testing benchmarks to assess the robustness of LLM-generated
code.

To further investigate the performance of LLMs in generating
more complex code, Du et.al. [15] proposed a class-level code gener-
ation benchmark dataset. They manually build a benchmark for 100
class-level Python code generation tasks, named ClassEval7. Each
coding task in ClassEval comprises a natural language description
of the target class, a test suite used to validate the correctness of
the generated code, and a specification solution serving as a refer-
ence implementation for the target class. Typically, LLMs generate
code snippets based on the input description and use the provided
test suite to verify correctness. They build test cases on two lev-
els: method-level testing and class-level testing. To ensure that the
generated code can be effectively checked according to the given
test suite, they designed class-level (import statement, class name,
class description, and class constructor) and method-level (method
signature, function description, parameter/return description, and
sample input/output) descriptions for the target code. Method-level
testing mainly involves independently calling each method to ver-
ify its correctness without calling any other method in the class.
Class-level testing mainly evaluates correctness through sequential
calls. Figure 7 illustrates an example of ClassEval.

Although the LLM code generation model has achieved exciting
performance, it is often fragile, as slight modifications to prompts
can result in significantly different outputs. Most existing work
on robustness in text or code tasks has focused on classification,
lacking benchmarks for testing the robustness of code generation.
Therefore, Wang et.al. [89] proposes ReCode, a comprehensive
benchmark for evaluating the robustness of code generation models.
They tailored over 30 perturbations specifically for code, including
document strings, function and variable names, code syntax, and
code formatting, as shown in Table 3. These perturbations were
applied to the HumanEval andMBPP datasets, forming a robustness
benchmark test dataset for code generation.
7https://github.com/FudanSELab/ClassEval.



, , Yuan Huang, Yinan Chen, Xiangping Chen, Junqi Chen, Rui Peng, Zhicao Tang, Jinbo Huang, Furen Xu, and Zibin Zheng

Table 3: The perturbations used by ReCode

On which Doc strings Function names Code Syntax Code Format

Perturbations

Back Translation Camel Case Dead Code Inserter Newline Insertion
Butter Fingers Butter Fingers For-While Switch Tap-Indent

Change Char Case Swap Characters Operand Swap Line Split
English Inflectional Variation Change Char Case Var Renamer CB Doc strings to Comments

Swap Characters Inflectional Variation Var Renamer Naive
Synonym Insertion Synonym Substition Var Renamer RN

Synonym Substitution
Tense Transformation Past
Tense Transformation Future

Whitespace

Figure 7: Examples of ClassEval

2.2.2 Metric. Unlike the traditional deep learning code generation
model, the evaluation of LLM code generation does not use token-
based accurate or fuzzy matching metrics such as BLEU, because
Rokon et.al. [73] found that BLEU has problems in capturing se-
mantic characteristics unique to code. More fundamentally, such
metrics cannot evaluate the larger and more complex code solutions
given by LLM. Therefore, the researchers proposed a series of new
metrics to evaluate the performance of LLM code generation. Next,
we will introduce these metrics.

Pass@k: Kural et.al. [43] proposes the use of unit tests to assess
the correctness of generated code. Specifically, they utilize the
pass@k metric, generally calculated by generating k candidate

code solutions for each programming question and considering it
correct if at least one passes the unit test. The pass@k metric is
then computed as the proportion of programming questions for
which at least one correct answer is generated. However, due to
the high variance associated with this calculation, Chen et.al. [9]
redefine a new way to compute pass@k shown in formula 1:

𝑝𝑎𝑠𝑠@𝑘 := E
𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑚𝑠

[
1 −

(𝑛−𝑐
𝑘

)(𝑛
𝑘

) ]
(1)

where they generate 𝑛 ⩾ 𝑘 samples per task, count the number
of correct samples 𝑐 ⩽ 𝑛 that pass unit tests, and calculate the
unbiased estimator. Table 4 shows the pass@k metrics reported in
some papers of the datasets we investigated.

RP𝑠@k, RD𝑠@k, and RR𝑠@k: To assess the robustness of
generated code, Wang et.al. [89] defined robustness metrics for
code generation models in ReCode: Robust Passs@k (RP𝑠@k), Ro-
bust Drops@k (RD𝑠@k), and Robust Relatives@k (RR𝑠@k). The
calculation methods of these three metrics are shown as formulas
2 to 4:

𝑅𝑃𝑠@𝑘 := E𝑥

1 −
(𝑛−𝑟𝑐𝑠 (𝑥 )

𝑘

)(𝑛
𝑘

)  (2)

𝑅𝐷𝑠@𝑘 :=
𝑃𝑎𝑠𝑠@𝑘 − 𝑅𝑜𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑡 𝑃𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑠@𝑘

𝑃𝑎𝑠𝑠@𝑘
(3)

𝑅𝑅𝑠@𝑘 := E𝑥

2 −
(𝑛−𝑟𝑐 [−]𝑠 (𝑥 )

𝑘

)(𝑛
𝑘

) −
(𝑛−𝑟𝑐 [+]𝑠 (𝑥 )

𝑘

)(𝑛
𝑘

)  (4)

where, with 𝑠 random perturbations. For an original prompt 𝑥
and for each transformation, let the perturbed prompts be 𝑥1, · ·
·, 𝑥𝑠 . They sample 𝑛 generations by the model for each prompt,
and in total there are 𝑛 · 𝑠 generations 𝑓𝑥 (𝑥 𝑗 ), where 1 ⩽ 𝑖 ⩽
𝑛, 1 ⩽ 𝑗 ⩽ 𝑠 . They consider the worst-case correctness across
𝑓𝑖 (𝑥1), · · ·, 𝑓𝑖 (𝑥𝑠 ) for 1 ⩽ 𝑖 ⩽ 𝑛: Let 𝑐𝑖,𝑠 (𝑥) = 1 if 𝑓𝑖 (𝑥1), · · ·, 𝑓𝑖 (𝑥𝑠 )
are all correct and 𝑐𝑖,𝑠 (𝑥) = 0 otherwise. Let 𝑟𝑐𝑥 (𝑥) =

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑐𝑖,𝑠 (𝑥).

𝑟𝑐
[−]
𝑠 (𝑥) denote the number of correct-to-incorrect changes under

the worst-case measurement as discussed. Symmetrically, 𝑟𝑐 [+]𝑠 (𝑥)
denote the number of incorrect-to-correct changes under best-case
measurement.
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Table 4: The pass@k metrics reported in some papers of the datasets we investigated

Datasets HumanEval MBPP CodeScope ClassEval
Metric Pass@1 Pass@10 Pass@100 Pass@1 Pass@5 Pass@1 Pass@3 Pass@5
GPT-3.5 48.1% - - 52.2% 22.13% 29.6% 34.9% 36.0%
GPT-4 67.0% - - - 35.29% 37.6% 41.3% 42.0%

WizardCoder - - - - 3.11% 12.2% 20.0% 23.0%
StarCoder 30.4% - - 49.0% 0.48% 10.2% 12.7% 14.0%
PaLM 26.2% - 76.2% 36.8% 2.30% - - -
Codex 28.81% 46.81% 72.31% - - - - -
Vicuna - - - - 0.36% 3.0% 3.6% 4.0%

LLAMA 2 30.5% 59.4% 87.0% 45.4% 0.72% - - -

2.2.3 Methods. LLM,while demonstrating impressive performance
in code generation, has not fully realized its code generation poten-
tial. Different prompt types were tested for their impact on LLM
code generation by Murr et.al. [62], with the prompt format that
only provides natural language requirements exhibiting the low-
est performance. To further enhance LLM code generation perfor-
mance, researchers have explored different information utilization
methods, which we categorize as guiding and error feedback. In this
section, we will elaborate on how information enhancement can
be applied to LLM code generation tasks to boost its performance.

Table 5 shows the performance of the LLM code generation infor-
mation enhancement methods we summarized. Because different
methods are based on different LLM implementations, it is mean-
ingless to directly compare the performance of these methods. On
the contrary, the performance improvement rates of their methods
compared to their based LLMs are more meaningful.

Requirements-guided code generation. Powerful capabili-
ties have been demonstrated by language models such as ChatGPT
in automatically generating code from provided natural language
requirements. However, in real-world practice, user-written re-
quirements may be ambiguous or incomplete. Currently, LLMs
struggle to handle such unclear user requirements, and generating
code solutions directly from ambiguous requirements may deviate
from the user’s original intent. To bridge this gap, Mu et.al. [61]
introduce a method called ClarifyGPT, designed to enhance code
generation by having LLM identify ambiguous requirements and
propose targeted requirement clarification questions. Specifically,
ClarifyGPT first inputs the requirements into LLM to generate mul-
tiple solutions. It then executes these solutions with pre-prepared
test cases. If the output results of these solutions are consistent,
the requirements are considered clear. Conversely, if the solutions
output different results, indicating ambiguous requirements, Clar-
ifyGPT guides LLM to generate targeted clarification questions.
Upon receiving user responses, ClarifyGPT reconstructs the clari-
fied requirements prompt and inputs it into LLM to generate code
solutions.

To further refine user requirements as well, inspired by real-
world software development practices where humans often collab-
orate as teams to handle complex tasks, Dong et.al. [14] proposes a
self-cooperative framework for code generation using LLM. Specif-
ically, 1) they employ multiple LLMs acting as different "experts"
each responsible for specific subtasks in the overall task; 2) they
specify ways of collaboration and interaction so that different roles

form a virtual team to facilitate each other’s work, ultimately collab-
oratively solving code generation tasks without manual interven-
tion. Following software development methodologies, they formed
a team consisting of three ChatGPT roles (analyst, coder, and tester)
responsible for the analysis, coding, and testing phases of software
development. The analyst’s goal is to formulate a high-level plan,
focusing on guiding the coder in writing programs without delving
into implementation details. For a given requirement, the analyst
decomposes it into several easily solvable subtasks to facilitate the
division of functional units and develops an outline of the major
steps for implementation. Subsequently, the coder receives the ana-
lyst’s plan and writes code that meets the specified requirements.

Guiding programming thinking. Programmers typically start
implementing code by first writing high-level solution pseudocode,
which is then refined into a concrete solution. Simultaneously,
when faced with challenging code, most programmers seek similar
solutions and improvements on programming forums like Stack
Overflow. Inspired by this, researchers have also explored incorpo-
rating human programming thinking into Large Language Models.

A large-scale study [16] has been published, asserting that pro-
gramming requires programming thinking, which involves analyz-
ing and implementing the logical requirements of programming
(such as sequences, branches, and loops). Li et.al. [49] discusses
how to unlock programming thinking in LLMs during code gen-
eration and proposes a method called TIP. They decompose code
generation into two steps, gradually guiding LLMs to analyze and
implement the programming logic requirements. Specifically, TIP
first generates a code sketch (i.e., pseudocode) that provides a high-
level resolution process using programming logic but omits imple-
mentation details. Then, TIP transforms the sketch into a program
using a specific programming language.

Another practice of introducing programming thinking into
LLMs is code reuse. Human developers can identify content in
similar code that is relevant to their requirements. This content
can be considered a code sketch, which can be further edited into
the desired code. Inspired by code reuse, Li et.al. [50] proposed a
sketch-based code generation method named SKCODER to mimic
developers’ code reuse behavior. According to natural language
requirements, SKCODER retrieves similar code snippets from pro-
gramming forums like Stack Overflow, extracts relevant parts as a
code sketch, and edits the sketch into the required code.

Domain-specific code generation. In real-world development
scenarios, developers often customizeAPIs or classes in their projects,
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Table 5: The pass@1 metrics of the method to improve LLM code generation

Type Method Dataset Based LLM Before After Improvement rate

Guiding requirement refinement
ClarifyGPT

HumanEval ChatGPT 64.63% 74.39% 15.10%
GPT-4 78.86% 87.80% 11.34%

MBPP ChatGPT 65.57% 74.08% 12.98%
GPT-4 70.96% 78.89% 10.89%

Self-collaboration HumanEval ChatGPT 57.3% 74.4% 29.9%
MBPP ChatGPT 52.2% 68.2% 30.7%

Guiding programming thinking. TIP HumanEval ChatGPT 52.47% 60.64% 15.57%
MBPP ChatGPT 40.00% 46.98% 17.45%

SKCODER
(pre-trained) SKCODER SKCODER 20.0% 27.74% 38.7%

Error feedback Self-Edit HumanEval GPT-3 34.76% 39.63% 14.01%

leading to a demand for code generation in such contexts. For in-
stance, this includes generating code for specific library function
calls or handling exceptions that may arise from specific APIs. Re-
searchers have proposed some code generation methods under
domain-specific settings.

Liu et.al. [56] found that code generation for library functions
(i.e. using specific libraries or functions to generate high-quality
code) is a more practical code generation scenario through empiri-
cal research. Consequently, they proposed a novel library-oriented
code generation technique called CodeGen4Libs, comprising two
phases: import generation and code generation. Specifically, the
import generation phase generates import statements for a given
third-party library based on natural language queries, while the
code generation phase generates concrete code based on the gener-
ated imports and queries. Experiments indicated that their proposed
CodeGen4Libs method showed promising results in generating
high-quality code using specific libraries, thus enhancing the effi-
ciency and effectiveness of software development.

Another practice of domain-specific code generation is to han-
dle exceptions that may be generated by specific APIs. Due to the
lack of robust programming practices, particularly in the domain
of exception handling, generating high-quality and reliable code
remains a challenging task for LLMs. Ren et.al. [71] proposed a new
knowledge-driven prompt chain-based code generation method
named KPC. They initially constructed an API knowledge base
from the Java official documentation, extracting knowledge pat-
terns and conducting knowledge extraction. Subsequently, building
upon ChatGPT, they designed a knowledge-driven prompt chain
(KPC) code generation method to improve the specific exception-
handling ability of code generation. Specifically, their approach in-
volves three steps (generation, check, and rewrite). The generation
phase obtains a code snippet solution from the natural language re-
quirement, likely containing defects such as unhandled exceptions.
In the check phase, they use the pre-generated API knowledge
base to guide the LLM to check potential API exceptions in the
generated code. After obtaining a list of exceptions, LLM addresses
these in the rewrite phase, providing correct code solutions. Exten-
sive experimental results indicate that the KPC-based approach has
significant potential to improve the quality of code generated by
LLMs.

Error feedback.

Based on the experience of human developers in debug code
with error reporting information, researchers fed back the errors in
the code generated by LLM to LLM, so that LLM found the defects
in the generated code, and modified the defect code to generate the
correct code.

Yan et al. [103] found that ChatGPT may repair wrong programs
by further providing ChatGPT with information about test failures
when investigating ChatGPT’s zero-shot ability to solve competitive
programming problems.

Inspired by code debugging in the human programming process,
Zhang et.al. [112] proposes a generation and editing method called
Self-Edit, which uses the execution results of code generated by
LLM to improve the code quality of competitive programming tasks.
Specifically, they first use the programming problem requirements
given by competitive programming websites as input-guided LLM
generation solutions, then execute the generated code on the sample
test cases provided in the problem, and wrap the execution results
into supplementary comments. Use this comment to guide LLM
to correct errors in the generated code. Dong et.al. [14] obtain the
code written by the coders also played by LLM through the testers
played by LLM, and then record test reports including functions,
readability, and maintainability. The coder repaired and improved
the code after receiving test feedback.

2.3 Code Summarization
A code summary is a concise description of the source code written
in natural language, which contribute to enhancing developers’ un-
derstanding of code [102] and improving developer productivity. In
reality, developers often neglect to incorporate an ample amount of
comments in their code, primarily due to demanding workloads[25].
This has prompted researchers to explore methods for automati-
cally generating comments in code, a process recognized as code
summarization.

2.3.1 Datasets. Tomore accurately assess the performance of large-
scale language models in code summarization tasks, researchers
have collected various datasets. These datasets typically contain a
substantial amount of source code along with their corresponding
document summaries’ first sentences (which often summarize the
functionality of the source code). The design of these datasets aims
to reflect real-world programming scenarios and provide sufficient
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Table 6: Code summarization datasets

DATASET Language Description
TL-CodeSum Java A Java code summarization datasets contain 87k pairs which collected from github projects from 2015 to 2016.
CodeSearchNet Ruby, Go, Js, Python, PHP, Java A multillingual dataset contain more than 2M paris
Funcom Java A dataset contain more 2.1M Java methods.

information to train and test the models’ capabilities. In the follow-
ing sections, we will introduce several datasets widely used in code
summarization tasks.

TL-CodeSum (TLC)[28] is a dataset contained 87k code-summary
pairs which is collected from open-source projects that were de-
veloped from 2015 to 2016 with at least 20 stars. To decrease noise
introduced to the learning process, they only take the first sentence
of the Javadoc comments since it typically describe the functionali-
ties of Java methods.

CodeSearchNet (CSN)[29] is large-scale datasets with over
2M code-summary pairs in 6 programming languages. (Go, Java,
Python, Ruby, JavaScript, PHP). CSN also has a filtered version
proposed by CodeXGLUE. They filtered out code that couldn’t be
parsed into abstract syntax trees, documents with a length less
than 3 and greater than 256, samples containing special charac-
ters (such as <img>), and non-English content. This filtered CSN
dataset is now one of the most commonly used datasets for code
summarization tasks.

Funcom (FCM)[46] dataset is collected from 51 million Java
methods and processed to form 2.1 million code-summary samples.
The samples are divided into training, testing, and validation sets
based on projects, with a ratio of 9:0.5:0.5, respectively.

2.3.2 Evaluation Metrics. There are many metrics used to assess
the effectiveness and quality of generated code summaries. These
metrics play a crucial role in objectively measuring how well an
automatic code summarization model performs.

BLEU (Bilingual evaluation understudy)[69] is themost common
assessment indicator. It measures the quality by comparing the n-
gram overlap between the generated text and reference text. The
more overlap there is, the higher the BLEU score, indicating better
performance. The formula for BLEU is as follows:

𝐵𝐿𝐸𝑈 = 𝐵𝑃 ∗ 𝑒𝑥𝑝 (
∑︁𝑁

𝑛=1
1
𝑁
𝑙𝑜𝑔 𝑝𝑛)

where 𝐵𝑃 is the brevity penalty to account for shorter translations.
𝑁 is the maximum n-gram order considered (typically 4). 𝑝𝑛 is
the precision for n-grams, and it is calculated as the number of
matching n-grams in the candidate translation divided by the total
number of n-grams in the candidate translation.

ROUGE (Recall Oriented Understudy for Gisting Evaluation)
[54] is a set of metrics that evolved from recall. ROUGE evaluates
the quality of the generated text by comparing it to reference text
in terms of overlapping n-grams and other measures. The most
commonly used ROUGE metrics include ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2 and
ROUGE-L and they are computed as:

𝑅𝑂𝑈𝐺𝐸 − 𝑁 =

∑𝑚
𝑖=1𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ (𝑛𝑖 )∑𝑚

𝑖=1𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 (𝑛𝑖 )
where𝑚 is the total number of distinct n-grams in the reference.
𝑛𝑖 represents the 𝑖-th distinct n-gram. 𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ (𝑛𝑖 ) is the count

of the 𝑖-th n-gram in the overlapping set of n-grams between the
candidate and reference.𝐶𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑒 𝑓 𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑒 (𝑛𝑖 ) is the count of the 𝑖-th
n-gram in the reference.

𝑅𝑙𝑐𝑠 =
𝐿𝐶𝑆 (𝑅,𝐻 )

𝑚
, 𝑃𝑙𝑐𝑠 =

𝐿𝐶𝑆 (𝑅,𝐻 )
𝑛

𝐹𝑙𝑐𝑠 =
(1 + 𝛽2)𝑅𝑙𝑐𝑠𝑃𝑙𝑐𝑠
𝑅𝑙𝑐𝑠 + 𝛽2𝑃𝑙𝑐𝑠

where𝑅 and𝐻 are the reference and hypothesis respectively.𝐿𝐶𝑆 (𝑅,𝐻 )
is the length of the longest common subsequence (LCS) between 𝑅

and 𝐻 .𝑚 is the length of the reference and 𝑛 is the length of the
hypothesis. 𝐹𝑙𝑐𝑠 represents the ROUGE-L 𝐹1 score. 𝛽 is a weight
that adjusts the balance between precision and recall. ROUGE-L
measures the longest common subsequence of words between the
system and reference summaries.

METEOR (Metric for Evaluation of Translation with Explicit
ORdering)[4] is a metric considering precision, recall, and the F-
measure. It incorporates features such as penalizing stemming dif-
ferences, recognizing synonymy, and aligningword order to provide
a more comprehensive assessment. METEOR’s design aims to offer
a nuanced evaluation, addressing issues like word variations and
order discrepancies in translations. It is computed as:

𝐹 =
(𝛼2 + 1)𝑃
𝑅 + 𝛼𝑃

𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑦 = 𝛾 ( #𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘𝑠
#𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚𝑠_𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑

)𝜃

𝑀𝐸𝑇𝐸𝑂𝑅 = (1 − 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑦) ∗ 𝐹
where 𝐹 calculates the F-measure, which is the harmonic mean of
precision and recall, with the parameter 𝛼 adjusting the balance
between the two. 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑦 represents the penalty term in the context
of the METEOR metric. #𝑐ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑘 refers to a sequence of contiguous
words in a sentence. #𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚𝑠𝑚𝑎𝑡𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑑 represents the number of
unigrams that are matched between the candidate and reference
translations.

2.3.3 Method. For code summarization tasks, researchers have
proposed a variety of methods.

Prompt-based methods[21, 36, 82, 83]: Sun et.al. [83] pro-
vides an in-depth analysis of the capabilities of ChatGPT in auto-
matic code summarization. The study focuses on evaluating Chat-
GPT’s performance using the Python dataset from CSN and com-
pares it with several state-of-the-art (SOTA) models. The paper
explores how to choose the appropriate prompts to guide Chat-
GPT in generating concise summaries. They found that the optimal
prompt is: Please generate a short comment in one sentence for the
following function: <code>. The results show that ChatGPT’s per-
formance in code summarization, in terms of metrics like BLEU
and ROUGE-L, is notably lower than SOTA models. The study also
addresses the potential of LLMs in this domain and underscores
several challenges and opportunities in utilizing large language
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models for code summarization. These include designing more ef-
ficient prompt, pruning and templating comments generated by
ChatGPT, constructing a high-quality dataset, and designing new
evaluation metrics.

Gao et.al. [21] conduct a research on examineing the effective-
ness of in-context learning (ICL) demonstrations in LLMs for code
intelligence tasks, focusing on three aspects: selection, order, and
number of demonstration examples. The study conducts extensive
experiments on three code intelligence tasks: code summarization,
bug fixing, and program synthesis. It finds that selecting demon-
strations that showcase both similarity and diversity is crucial for
ICL in code intelligence tasks. These factors not only boost overall
performance but also contribute to more consistent predictions.
The sequence in which demonstration examples are presented sig-
nificantly influences ICL outcomes. Typically, arranging similar
samples towards the end of a prompt yields superior results. More-
over, increasing the quantity of demonstration examples can benefit
ICL, as long as these examples are not truncated due to the input
length constraints of LLMs. This consideration is particularly im-
portant given that code tends to be lengthier than natural language.

Fine-tuning-based methods[20, 77, 81, 90]: Shi et.al. [77]
presents SoTaNa, an open-source software development assistant
that enhances LLMs for software engineering tasks. SoTaNa uses
ChatGPT to generate high-quality, instruction-based data for soft-
ware engineering andwas trained by parameter-efficient fine-tuning
methods on LLaMA. They conduct extensive experiments to demon-
strate the capabilities of SoTaNa in effectively answering Stack
Overflow questions, code summarization, and code generation.

While models like ChatGPT demonstrate powerful capabilities in
code-related tasks, their status as closed-source models accessible
only through APIs is unacceptable for organizations concerned
about data privacy. Su et.al. [81] focusing on the challenges of using
large models like GPT-3.5 due to data custody and closed nature,
offering an alternative through knowledge distillation. The study
presents three main contributions: comparing GPT-3.5’s summaries
with human-written references, studying the distillation process
across various model sizes and data volumes, and evaluating the
distilled model against GPT-3.5 with human experts. The results
show that the distilled model, while smaller, can closely mimic
GPT-3.5 in code summarization tasks. The paper also discusses the
balance betweenmodel size, cost, and performance, highlighting the
potential of smaller models in reproducing large model capabilities,
especially in maintaining data custody.

Simultaneously, many large models specifically designed for
code-related tasks have been proposed[6, 19, 22, 23, 66, 91], and
they have achieved excellent performance in code summarization
tasks.

Feng et al. proposed CodeBERT[19] which is the first large NL-
PL pre-trained programming languages model. It learns general-
purpose representations that support downstream NL-PL applica-
tions such as natural language code search, code documentation
generation, et. They pre-trained the model on a large NL-PL corpus
by using Masked Language Modeling (MLM) and Replaced Token
Detection (RTD). The experimental results show that CodeBERT
perform well in code summarization.

Wang et.al. present codeT5[91], which is a variant of the T5
model, specifically tailored for handling source code. They intro-
duces identifier-aware pre-training tasks, enabling it to distinguish

and recover masked code tokens, particularly identifiers. The model
supports both code understanding and generation tasks, includ-
ing defect detection, clone detection, and code summarization. It
outperforms prior methods on various tasks, demonstrating its
capability in capturing semantic information from code. The re-
search underscores the significance of considering token types in
code and exploiting code comments for improved natural language-
programming language alignment.

Guo et.al. present UniXcoder[22], which is a unified cross-modal
pre-trained model for programming language. The model leverages
multi modal contents, i.e. code comment and AST, to support code-
related understanding, generation tasks and auto-regressive tasks.
Experimental results show that UniXcoder provides significant
improvement on code summarization task.

2.4 Test Generation
As software systems become more complex, manually writing test
cases becomes more tedious and error-prone. In order to cope with
this challenge, automatic test case generation technology based on
large language models (LLM) has emerged in recent years. LLM
automatically derives a series of test cases with high coverage
through an in-depth understanding of the structure and logic of
the software system. We have summarized multiple datasets and
metrics used to evaluate the performance of LLMs in test generation
tasks. Next, we will provide details in three subsections: datasets,
metrics, and methods.

2.4.1 Datasets. In the field of test generation, there are the follow-
ing widely used benchmark datasets:

METHODS2TEST [84] contains 780,944 test cases (method
within a test class with the @Test annotation) mapped to their
corresponding focal methods (the methods under test), extracted
from 9,410 unique Java repositories (91,385 original repositories
analyzed). METHODS2TEST splits the dataset in training (80%),
validaiton (10%), and test (10%) sets. The split is performed to avoid
data leakage at repository-level. Duplicate pairs with same code
representation have been removed.

CodeContests [52] includes problems, solutions and test cases
which are written in C++, Python and Java. CodeContests are
scraped from the Codeforces platform along with existing pub-
lic competitive programming datasets. CodeContests have 13,610
methods and each method has about 10 test cases. To avoid data
leakage, CodeContests performed a strict temporal split: all pre-
training and fine-tuning training data appeared online before any
validation problems, and all validation problems before test ones.

Defects4J version 2.0 [37] is a manually curated dataset of
real-world bugs from 17 Java projects. Defects4J is a collection of
reproducible bugs and a supporting infrastructure with the goal
of advancing software engineering research. Each Defects4J bug
is paired to a corresponding bug report, which makes the dataset
ideal for evaluating the performance of bug-reproduced by test
generation model.

Atlas-dataset [95] is collected from over 9k projects to extract
2,502,623 examples of developer-written assert statements being
used within test methods. Atlas-dataset is a corpus of test case
prefixes, corresponding method units, and assertions. This data can
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Table 7: The datasets used to evaluate the performance of test generation model.

Datasets Languages Intention

METHODS2TEST [84] Java
A supervised dataset consisting of Test Cases

and their corresponding Focal Methods
for test generation task

CodeContests [52] C++, Python and Java To evaluate the model’s ability to
generate test in multi-programming languages

Defects4J version 2.0 [37] Java To evaluate the performance of
bug-reproduced by test generation model.

Atlas-dataset [95] Java

To give the generation model the ability to
generate assert statements
that closely resemble those

created by developer and evaluate the model.

be used to give the generation model the ability to generate assert
statements that closely resemble those created by developers.

2.4.2 Evaluation Criteria. The choice of evaluation metrics used
for test case generation depends on the specific test objectives,
system requirements, and project characteristics. A comprehensive
assessment method often involves the comprehensive consideration
of multiple indicators. Common evaluation indicators include the
following:

Code Coverage. Code coverage measures the extent to which
test cases cover the code under test and indicates how many dif-
ferent program paths or statements the generated test oracle or
assertions cover. Higher coverage generally indicates more com-
prehensive testing. It includes metrics such as statement coverage,
branch coverage, and condition coverage. Higher code coverage
indicates that the test cases cover a significant portion of the code.
However, high coverage doesn’t guarantee test effectiveness or
completeness.

Path Coverage. Path coverage evaluates whether test cases
cover all possible execution paths within a software program. High
path coverage enhances the thoroughness of test cases, but it may
not cover all complex paths.

Fault Detection Rate. Fault detection rate measures the success
of test cases in identifying defects or issues within the software
system. A high fault detection rate suggests that the test cases
are effective in detecting potential problems, though it doesn’t
guarantee to find all issues.

Retesting Rate. Retesting rate indicates whether running the
same test cases multiple times produces consistent results. A low
retesting rate implies good repeatability of test cases and stable test
results.

Test Case Execution Time. Test case execution time is the time
taken for a test suite to complete execution. Assessment: Shorter
test case execution times may indicate efficient testing, but it’s
crucial to balance speed with the quality of test cases.

Accuracy. A measure of how well the generated test oracle or
assertions match the actual expected results. High accuracy means
that the generated content is more consistent with the actual desired
results.

2.4.3 Method: Comprehensive Test Case Generation. Methods for
pre-training and fine-tuning training based on LLM. Tufano

et al. [84] proposed ATHENATEST (based on the BART transformer
architecture), which aims to generate unit test cases by learning real-
world focal-methods and test cases written by developers. They for-
mulate unit test case generation as a sequence-to-sequence learning
task, employing a two-step training process that includes denoising
pre-training on a large unsupervised Java corpus and supervised
fine-tuning of the downstream task of generating unit tests. Li et
al. [52] proposed a large-scale code pre-training language model
AlphaCode (encoder-decoder architecture based on transformer),
which was pre-trained on a large-scale code corpus collected by
GitHub. In the test case generation task, they fine-tune AlphaCode
on the corresponding dataset.

Chen et al. [8] proposed a large-scale pre-trained language model
CODET (based on the CodeX framework). CODET can not only
generate the corresponding solution code based on natural language
(i.e. the context of the original problem) but also input the original
problem context and instruction into CodeX for generating test
cases. Finally, CODET filters the generated solution codes based on
the designed scoring rules and generated test cases.

Methods based on LLM and prompt engineering.
Patrick et al. [5] used a large-scale code pre-training language

model CodeX and few-shot learning for generating test cases. Their
method is mainly divided into three steps: (1)instance extraction (i.e.
some examples of test case generation are added to the prompt (i.e.
few-shot learning)). (2) enter the designed prompt into the Codex.
(3) post-process generated test cases, such as de-duplication and
discarding test cases that do not pass compilation.

Siddiq et al. [79] explored the ability of three LLMs: CodeGen,
Codex and GPT-3.5 to generate test cases. They introduced the
tested function and some natural language description information
into the designed prompt, and then input the prompt into LLM for
generating test cases. Yu et al. [109] explored the application of
LLM in the field of mobile application test script generation. They
manually obtained comprehensive information of the entire testing
process, including but not limited to basic configuration data (AUT
package name, test device name, etc.), the details of the operation
process (identifier of the target element, description of the operation,
etc.), and introduce this information into the prompt. Finally, they
input the prompt into ChatGPT to generate the corresponding test
case program.

Methods based on LLM, prompt engineering and strategy.
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Schäfer et al. [75] proposed TESTPILOT, an adaptive JavaScript
test generation tool based onOpenAI’s gpt3.5-turbo LLM,which can
automatically generate unit tests for methods in a given project’s
API. TESTPILOT embeds contextual information about the function
under test into the prompt, specifically its signature, additional doc-
umentation comments (if any), any usage examples in the project
documentation, and the function’s source code. Additionally, if
a generated test fails, TESTPILOT will adaptively create a new
prompt embedding the test and failure messages to guide the model
in fixing the problematic test.

Lahiri et al. [44] proposed an interactive test case generation
framework ITDCG (interactive test driven code generation), which
is based on CodeX LLM. ITDCG completes the function body of
the given prefix in the file, the natural language description, and
the function header/signature containing the method name, param-
eters and returns according to the user’s request, and introduces
this information into prompt. Then they input the prompt to LLM
for generating a set of candidate codes and tests. ITDCG selects a
test and queries the user, asking whether a test is consistent with
the user’s intent, and then uses the user response to prune, sort,
and modify suggestions for existing code sets and test set sugges-
tions. Once the interaction is terminated, ITDCG will output a
user-approved set of tests and a ranked list of code suggestions
consistent with user responses.

Lemieux et al. [47] proposed the CODAMOSA framework, which
comprehensively utilizes CodeX LLMand the retrieval-basedmethod
MOSA to generate test cases. Specifically, CODAMOSA starts by
running the SBST algorithm MOSA. When it reaches coverage
stagnation, it requires a test case for an uncovered function in the
test module. At this time, the designed prompt is directly input to
CodeX to generate a test case.

Deng et al. [12] proposed TitanFuzz for testing bugs in deep
learning libraries (i.e. TensorFlow and Pytorch), which is a method
based on CodeX LLM. TitanFuzz first uses the designed prompt to
generate the initial seed program to LLM for fuzz testing. Then,
multiple mutation operators and LLM are introduced in the prompt
to automatically mutate the seed program and generate a new test
program. Next, they designed an adaptation function to prioritize
seed ormutation test programs based on data dependency depth and
the number of unique library APIs. Finally, they perform differential
testing on different backends on the generated test program to
detect bugs.

Kang et al. [38] proposed the LIBRO framework, which is the
first automatic reproduction work for general defects. LIBRO builds
a prompt based on the defect report, and the information used
includes the title and description information of the defect report.
In addition, LIBRO also adds test case instances to the prompt
(i.e. few-shot learning) to guide CodeX LLM to generate test cases.
LIBRO improves the query effect of large models through weighted
random sampling and generates multiple test cases as alternative
test cases. Finally, LIBRO uses a heuristic strategy to select and
sort several test cases generated by large models, thereby giving
priority to recommending higher-quality generated results.

2.4.4 Method: Test Oracle and Assert Statements Generation in Test
Case . Methods for fine-tuning training based on LLM. White
et al. [98] proposed a method REASSERT to automatically generate

JUnit test assertions based on the pre-trained model Reformer. RE-
ASSERT first collects test and tested method pairs from the target
project via test-to-code traceability links. For each test and tested
method pair, we extract assertion statements from the test method
and concatenate them to generate a string of assertion statements
associated with the method under test. The method and assertion
strings under test are then processed into sequences of input and
output tokens, called method sequences and assertion sequences re-
spectively. These sequences are used to train the pre-trained model
Reformer (a transformer-based model). The resulting sequence of
assertions is processed into syntactically correct code that can be
inserted directly into the method’s test case.

Dinella et al. [13] proposed TOGA (based on CodeBERT pre-
trained model), which uses the context of focus methods to infer
exceptions and assertion testing oracles. TOGAmainly contains two
key modules: the Exceptional Oracle Classifier and the Assertion
Oracle Ranker. The Exceptional Oracle Classifier is based on the
CodeBERT pre-trained model framework. The model is trained
by fine-tuning on the corresponding data, and finally it is decided
whether an exception should be thrown based on the developer
intent passed through the unit context. The Assertion Oracle Ranker
is also based on the CodeBERT pre-trainedmodel framework, which
treats oracle reasoning as ranking a small set of possible common
oracles. The model was fine-tuned on the ranking of the set of
candidate assertions given a test prefix and unit context. Each
assertion in the set is sorted and the highest-ranked candidate
is selected as the assertion oracle. Finally, TOGA generates the
corresponding test using the given test prefix and the inferred
assertion oracle.

Methods for pre-training and fine-tuning training based
on LLM. Tufano et al. [85] proposed a method to generate accurate
and useful assertion statements based on the BART transformer
model to support developers in writing unit test cases. This method
uses two pre-training stages: (1) pre-training: semi-supervised pre-
training on a large corpus of English text and code pre-training on
the Java source code dataset. (2) fine-tuning on the test cases and the
labeled dataset. Mastropaolo et al. [60] explored the performance
of pre-training and fine-tuning for supporting code-related tasks
based on T5 LLM. They pre-trained on the CodeSearchNet dataset,
where an abstract version of each mined Java method was created
using the src2abs tool. For the assertion statement generation task
of test cases, they used the open source dataset [95] for fine-tuning
training.

Methods based on LLM, prompt engineering. Zhang et al.
[113] proposed the ALGO framework, using oracles generated by
LLM to synthesize algorithm programs to guide generation and
verify their correctness. The ALGO framework mainly contains
two components: Coder and Verifier. Verfier is based on ChatGPT.
Coder is based on Codex, CodeT, ChatGPT, PG-TD. Coder gets the
problem description as a prompt, optionally gets the verification
results of the previous generation, and generates a program that
solves the problem. Verifier generates a reference oracle, and its
output is used to verify that the candidate program generated by
Coder. ALGO creates a Verifier once per question and uses it to
guide any Coder allowing ALGO to be model agnostic. Nashid et
al. [63] proposed the CEDAR framework based on CodeX LLM and
few-shot learning, which is applied to two different programming
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languages including static typing and dynamic typing, and two
different tasks (i.e. assertion generation of test cases and program
fixes). The main goal of CEDAR is to design an efficient prompt
that can help with LLM for different code-related tasks. Particularly,
the example of few-shot learning in the prompt is embedded based
on the st-codesearch-distilroberta-base pre-trained model and uses
the BM-25 algorithm to retrieve. Finally, the designed prompt is
input into LLM for assertion generation of test cases and program
repair tasks.

2.5 Patch Generation
Patches are used to fix bugs remaining in the program, and auto-
mated patch generation can be understood as automatic program
repair (APR). In this section, we will introduce the research on APR
from two aspects: datasets and main methods.

2.5.1 Dataset. In the field of APR, there are four widely used bench-
marks: Defects4J [37], QuixBugs[55], BugAID[24] andManyBugs[45],
as shown in Table 8.

Defects4J includes two versions, namely Defects4J-v1.2 and
Defects4J-v2.0. Among them, Defects4J-v1.2 comes from the bug
collection of real-world open-source projects, containing 395 known
and replicable bugs, each containing a buggy version and a fixed
version. It also provides the corresponding test suite that triggers
the bug for patch verification. And Defects4J-v2.0 provides 420
additional real-world bugs from 17 Java projects.

QuixBugs is a multilingual bug-fixing dataset with Python and
Java program projects. Each language contains 40 small classic
algorithms, each algorithm has only one bug in one line. In addition,
QuixBug also provides a test suite for triggering bugs.

BugAID is a novel semi-automatic technique for discovering
the most prevalent and detectable bug patterns. The authors build
a javascript dataset which contains 219 bug fixing change types to
evaluate BugAID.

ManyBugs is a dataset used to study automatic program re-
pair, containing 185 defects extracted from 9 large open source
C language projects. Each defect has at least one corresponding
patch and test case written by the original developer. In total, the
MANYBUGS benchmark programs include 5.9 million lines of code
and over 10,000 test cases.

Figure 8: An example of QuixBugs benchmark

In order to more intuitively display the datasets used in the APR
field, figure 8 shows a bug and repair example of bitcount.py from
QuixBugs.

2.5.2 Evaluation Criteria.

2.5.3 APR technology with LLM. APR aims to help developers
improve the reliability of software by automatically generating

program patches to repair bugs in software to reduce manual par-
ticipation in the manual debugging process.

Numerous APR technologies have emerged, categorized into tra-
ditional and learning-based methods. Traditional methods, includ-
ing heuristic rule-based, template matching-based, and constraint-
based methods, often use predefined fix templates for bug repair.
However, they struggle with bugs outside the defined template. As
code volume grows, traditional methods fall short. The rise of deep
learning has advanced APR technology. Learning-based methods
use deep learning models to generate patches for buggy software,
typically using software programs as input. They build a neural
network, optimize parameters using a training set, and evaluate
the models on a test set. With their ability to learn different bug-to-
patch patterns from large code corpora, learning-based methods
often outperform traditional APR techniques.

Recently, large language models (LLM) have received increasing
attention due to their powerful programming language processing
capabilities in various software engineering (SE) tasks. These LLMs
are usually trained using pre-training and fine-tuning mechanisms,
that is, pre-training through self-supervised training methods on
large-scale unlabeled corpora to obtain general knowledge, and
finally fine-tuning through supervised training on limited labeled
corpora to favor specific downstream tasks. In the field of APR,
relevant researchers have tried to directly use LLM to generate cor-
rect patches and achieved excellent results. For example, Sobania
et al.[80] evaluated ChatGPT’s error repair capabilities and found
that ChatGPT was able to fix 31 out of 40 errors on the QuixBugs
benchmark. Xia et al.[101] used ChatGPT in a conversational man-
ner to fix 114 and 48 bugs on the Defect 4J-v1.2 and Defect 4J-v2.0
benchmarks [37], as well as all 40 bugs on the QuixBugs benchmark
[55], significantly outperforming the state-of-the-art APR technol-
ogy. This chapter focuses on the technology of using LLM for patch
generation in the APR field.

The implementation of APR techniques using LLM can be mainly
divided into three categories: pre-training model methods, LLM-
based fine-tuning methods, and prompt engineering methods.

LLM-based pre-training methods aim to train the final model
directly based on the APR training corpus. This type of method
is more feasible because the model structure, training methods,
training corpus, etc. can be modified and innovated. The more
representative ones include the following work:

Zhu et al. [118] propose Recorder, a syntax-guided editing de-
coder model with placeholder generation. Its model structure is
based on TreeGen, which is a syntax-guided code generation model.
The Recorder uses the treeGen structure to easily extend non-
terminal nodes in the AST to ensure the grammatical correctness
of the generated program. Additionally, the Recorder’s decoder
component generates a sequence of edits rather than generating
new code statements, and can copy sub-trees from code containing
errors, so small edits can be represented efficiently.

Mashhadi et al. [100] proposes AlphaRepair, which is the first
cloze-style APR method that directly predicts what the correct
patch code is based on the contextual information of the bug code
(i.e. cloze or text-filling tasks). This method can be built on various
pre-trained code models. The author implemented AlphaRepair
based on the CodeBERT model. The evaluation results show that
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Table 8: The datasets used to evaluate the performance of LLM patch generation.

Datasets Type Languages Intention

Defects4J [37] Single programming language Java A Java patch generation dataset from
the bug collection of real-world open-source projects

QuixBugs [55] multi-programming language Python and Java A multilingual bug-fixing dataset with
Python and Java program projects

BugAID [24] Single programming language Javascript A Javascript dataset which contains
219 bug fixing change types.

ManyBugs [45] Single programming language C
A dataset used to study automatic program repair,

containing 185 defects extracted from
9 large open source C language projects.

AlphaRepair can already outperform the state-of-the-art APR tech-
nology on the Defects4J benchmark without any historical bug
repair.

Ye et al. [108] proposed an automatic patch generation method
called RewardRepair. That is because most of the previous APR
methods only use the character and token information of the pro-
gram to optimize network parameters without considering the
specific information of the program, which results in the patches
generated by the model being of low quality (i.e. not compilable).
Therefore, when RewardRepair uses the loss function to optimize
the neural network parameters, program compilation and test exe-
cution information are taken into account, so that the model can
generate more high-quality patches (that is, compiled patches).

LLM-based fine-tuning methodsmainly use the LLM that has
been pre-trained on the code corpus to fine-tune the specialized
APR corpus, so as to obtain a model that performs well in the APR
field and further improves the upper limit of the model in the APR
field.

Jiang et al. [34] combines a GPT model pre-trained using a pro-
gramming language with a translation model (Context-aware neu-
ral machine translation (CoNuT)) for patch generation. The pre-
trained GPT model mainly learns the paradigm of a large number
of correct patches in the pre-training stage, while CoNuT further
enhances the learning of correct patches in the fine-tuning stage.
This paper also designs a directional search strategy based on Code-
aware. By focusing on patches that are compilable and similar to
the original length, the search space is narrowed, the compilabil-
ity rate of the generated patches is improved, and ultimately the
high-quality patches are sorted more efficiently. Mashhadi et al.
[59] propose an APR method based on CodeBERT. CodeBERT is a
transformer-based neural architecture pre-trained on a large corpus
of source code. The authors fine-tune CodeBERT on ManyStuBs4J
small and large datasets to automatically generate patches. Jiang et
al. [33] proposes to use APR training data to fine-tune CLM (code
language model, including codeT5, Incode, codeGEN and other
models). Through experiments, they concluded that fine-tuning
can bring 31%–1267% improvement to CLM and enable them to
fix 46%–164% more errors than existing DL-based APR technology.
Yuan et al. [110] propose an APR framework based on the T5 model
with continuous learning capabilities across multiple programming
languages, namely the Continuous Repair Cross-Programming Lan-
guageModel (CIRCLE). CIRCLE uses the prompt function to narrow
the gap between natural language processing (NLP) pre-training

tasks and APR tasks, and then obtains the final model by fine-tuning
continuous APR corpus on difficult samples. It achieves state-of-
the-art performance on the Defects4J benchmark.

prompt engineering method relies on fine-tuned prompt
words to improve the LLMmodel’s ability to patch and repair buggy
code. However, since the base LLM model is not further trained, the
code processing capability of the base LLM determines the upper
limit of the model’s ability to perform patch generation.

Xia et al. [101] propose ChatRepair, a fully automated conversation-
driven APR approach that interweaves patch generation with in-
stant feedback to perform APR conversationally on chatGPT. Cha-
tRepair first provides LLM with relevant test failure information
and then learns from the failures and successes of earlier patch
attempts for the same bug for more powerful automated program
repair capabilities. For early patches that do not pass all tests, the
incorrect patch is combined with its corresponding test failure infor-
mation to build a new prompt for LLM to generate the next patch.
In this way, LLM can avoid making the same mistakes and can
further draw on its earlier experience of successfully fixing bugs to
generate more reasonable patches. Kolak et al. [42] use Codex as
the base model and explores the performance of LLMs of different
sizes in patch generation. The results show a significant correlation
between model size and test passing accuracy and patch quality
rankings. Prenner et al. [70] investigate whether Codex can locate
and generate patches, and explore the impact of different prompts
on model performance. The final conclusion is that although Codex
is not trained with APR, Codex achieves competitive results com-
pared with the state-of-the-art techniques. Fan et al. [17] use Codex,
a large language model, as the base model to systematically study
whether APR technology can repair the error solutions generated
by the language model in the LeetCode competition. The goal of
this paper is to study whether APR technology can improve the
reliability of code generated by LLMs. This research shows that
APR technology has the potential to fix automatically generated
code bugs. Based on prompt engineering technology, Xia et al. [99]
explore the ability of 9 latest and most advanced LLMs (ranging
in size from 125M to 20B) to generate patches under 3 different
repair settings designed: 1) Generate the entire patch of the bug,
2) Given the context of the wrong line of bug code, hollow out
the bug line code and let the model fill it in, 3) Directly output
the single-line repair result. Sobania et al. [80] use the method of
continuous prompts to evaluate ChatGPT’s ability to fix bugs on the
standard benchmark——QuixBugs. The results show that the bug
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repair performance of ChatGPT is competitive with common deep
learning methods CoCoNut and Codex, and is significantly better
than the reported results of standard program repair methods.

Zhang et al. [114] proposes GAMMA, an APR technology that
combines LLM and repair templates. GAMMA converts the patch
generation task into a cloze prediction task and does not require
training on repair-defect data pairs. Specifically, GAMMA first uses
existing template-based APR technology to extract corresponding
repair templates, then converts these repair templates into cloze
styles. Finally, based on prompt engineering technology, an existing
LLM (ChatGPT) is used to directly predict the correct code fragment
in the repair template.

2.6 Code Optimization
Software optimization refers to improving a program to use fewer
resources, such as time, memory, CPU, and energy while retain-
ing its original functionality. There are many methods to achieve
software optimization, including algorithm optimization, compiler
optimization, and code syntax structure optimization, among others.
Generally, this task is performed by developers or code compilers.
Developers optimize at the source code level, while compilers opti-
mize at the machine language level. Source code-level optimization
is invaluable for developers.

The purpose of code optimization is to improve the time or space
complexity of a programwithout changing its original functionality.
The goal is to enhance execution efficiency, thereby making better
use of time and hardware resources. For example, Chen et al. [11]
proposed a Supersonic optimization method for C/C++ source code.
They used common LLVM as baselines and found that Supersonic
improved the program’s runtime by 26.0%, while GPT-3.5-Turbo
only achieved 12.0%, and GPT-4 achieved 4.0%.

With the development of large models, automatic code optimiza-
tion techniques have become feasible in recent years. Large models
are initially trained on extensive text datasets to obtain universal
language representations. This learned representation can be fur-
ther refined through supervised fine-tuning for various downstream
tasks. The input is the original version of the code snippet, such as
functions or classes, and the output is LLVM-optimized code. LLM
must ensure that the generated code is correct while improving
efficiency in terms of time or space. Considering these complex
requirements, code optimization is an extremely challenging task,
as the code generated by current Large Language Models (LLMs)
may not even be syntactically correct, let alone show efficiency
improvements.

2.6.1 dataset. There are relevant open-source datasets concerning
code optimization, including monolingual datasets (typically for
C/C++ due to their high performance, commonly used for low-level
algorithm implementations) and multilingual datasets.

In the CodeScope dataset, Yan et al. [104] selected thirty pro-
gramming tasks for each of four popular programming languages:
Python 3, C#, C, and C++. To ensure diversity in algorithmic and
source code syntax solutions for each task, they evaluated the per-
formance of different solutions across various test cases. They chose
problem samples with more than 10 correct submissions and over
20 test cases.

Supersonic is a dataset [11] used data from Codeforces, initially
from the CodeNet dataset, and AIZU and AtCoder data originally

from CodeNet to construct their target dataset. To ensure relevance
in the dataset, they collected submissions from the same author
at different times, where each iteration improved the runtime or
memory usage compared to the previous one.

Given a problem, programmers often write an initial solution
and iteratively improve it. Alexander et al. [58] constructed a Per-
formance Improvement Edits (PIE) dataset based on the CodeNet
dataset. They tracked the content submitted by individual pro-
grammers over time, filtering for edit sequences corresponding to
performance improvements. Finally, they obtained 77,967 pairs for
the training set from 1,474 problems, 2,544 pairs for the validation
set from 77 problems, and 982 pairs for the test set from 41 problems.
For each pair in the test set, they also recorded the fastest human
submission execution time for that problem.

2.6.2 Evaluation Criteria. OptimizationPercentage (%OPT): The
percentage of optimized programs in the test set. The programs are
optimized if there are improvements in the runtime and memory
usage.

Performance Improvement (PI): The average improvement in
runtime or memory usage of the best-optimized program predicted.

The single-sample optimization percentage, OPT@K, is
based on the assumption that a code sample has the potential for
efficiency improvement if the execution efficiency of any optimized
code sample exceeds that of the original sample in K optimization
attempts. Since the code optimized by LLM may not necessarily
compile successfully, the setting of the K value also affects the
actual output.

2.7 Code Translation
The task of code translation involves converting source code from
one programming language to another to enhance software porta-
bility and maintainability. Manual code translation is highly labor-
intensive and expensive. For example, the Commonwealth Bank of
Australia spent approximately five years and 750 million dollars to
migrate COBOL to Java. With the continuous development of deep
learning, efforts have been made towards automatic code transla-
tion tasks, requiring models to recognize the features, APIs, and
specifications of different programming languages, and assisting
programmers in code translation tasks. The input includes source
code in a specific language and the target programming language,
and the output is code that implements the same functionality in
the target programming language. Code translation is a challenging
task, even the most sophisticated tools, such as Copilot, have faced
criticism due to their robustness, as minor syntax differences can
lead to changes in program behavior [86].

2.7.1 dataset. The dataset for code translation comprises imple-
mentations of the same functionality in various programming lan-
guages.

Lu et al. [57] introduced CodeTrans, consisting of code snippets
between Java and C#. Following Nguyen et al. [64] and Chen et al.
[10], they gathered data from four open-source projects: Lucene,
POI, JGit, and Antlr. These projects were originally developed in
Java and later ported to C#.

Khan et al. introduced XCODEEVAL [39], containing around 25
million document-level code examples from approximately 7,500
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Table 9: The datasets used to evaluate the performance of LLM code optimization.

Type Datasets Languages Intention

Single programming language PIE [9] C++ To learning performance-improve code
edits in C++

multiprogramming language Supersonic[11] C/C++
To generate source code level optimizations

while retaining significant similarity
with the original program

CodeScope [104] 43 programming
languages

To bridge the gap between existing benchmarks
and the expectations of multi-language

programming environments

Table 10: The datasets used to evaluate the performance of LLM code translation.

Type Datasets Languages Intention

One-to-one code translation CodeTrans [57] Java/C# To foster machine learning research
for program understanding and generation

AVATAR [107] Java/Python To assess the effectiveness of CoTR

One-to-many code translation

XCODEEVAL [39] 11 programming
languages

To address the challenge of balancing the distributions
of text-code samples over multiple attributes

in validation/test sets

G-TransEval [35] 5 programming
languages

A benchmark dataset to foster machine learning research
for program understanding and generation

CodeTransOcean [106] 24 programming
languages

To advance research on code translation and meet
diverse requirements of real-world applications

XLCoST [106] 7 programming
languages

Facilitate the development and validation of
new methods for cross-lingual code intelligenc

unique problems, covering 11 programming languageswith execution-
level parallelism. XCODEEVAL includes seven tasks involving code
comprehension, generation, translation, and retrieval. It also pro-
vides the multi-language code execution engine ExecEval, support-
ing the execution of unit tests for 11 languages.

Jiao et al. [35] proposed a classification, dividing code translation
tasks into four main types based on their complexity and knowledge
dependency: Token-level (Type 1), Syntax-level (Type 2), Library-
level (Type 3), and Algorithm-level (Type 4). Due to challenges
faced by existing methods in Type 3 and Type 4, they manually
collected translation pairs for these types and constructed a new
benchmark, G-TransEval, including unit test cases.

Yan et al. [106] introduced the CodeTransOcean dataset, con-
sisting of three novel multilingual datasets: MultilingualTrans for
translation between popular programming languages, NicheTrans
for translation between less common and popular languages, and
LLMTrans for evaluating the executability of code translated by
Large Language Models (LLM). CodeTransOcean also includes the
cross-framework dataset DLTrans for translating between different
deep-learning frameworks.

Zhu et al. [117] presented XLCoST, whose data was collected
from GeeksForGeeks, a website containing thousands of data struc-
tures and algorithm problems. Each problem in XLCoST includes
solutions in seven different programming languages: C++, Java,
Python, C#, JavaScript, PHP, and C.
2.7.2 Evaluation Criteria. Error Rate: As shown in Table 11, this
metric includes translation, language, spurious, code, and documen-
tation omission errors. SLOC represents the total number of lines

of code. The minimum value for error rate is 0, but it may exceed 1,
as each source code line may have multiple errors [96].

Error Rate =
𝑁𝑇𝐸 + 𝑁𝐿𝐸 + 𝑁𝑆𝐸 + 𝑁𝐶𝑂𝐸 + 𝑁𝐷𝑂𝐸

SLOC
(5)

The proportion of correctly translated methods (PCM), is
measured based on the number of errors to assess the quality of code
translation. Simply put, PCM represents the proportion of methods
in the program output that pass unit tests without modification.

PCM =
𝑁𝑚𝑒𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑑𝑠 − 𝑁𝐶𝐸

𝑁𝑚𝑒𝑡ℎ𝑜𝑑𝑠

(6)

2.7.3 Method. Pan et al. [67] introduced SteloCoder, a pure de-
coder model based on StarCoder [51]. SteloCoder modifies the
StarCoder model architecture using the Mixture-of-Experts (MoE)
technique to achieve code translation from multiple programming
languages to Python. SteloCoder can perform code conversion from
languages such as C++, C#, JavaScript, Java, or PHP to Python with-
out specifying the input programming language.

The study by Yang et al. [107] identified the current limitations
of pre-trained models, including large language models, in the task
of code translation. CoTR was proposed to enhance the robustness
of pre-trained models in code translation tasks.

Pan et al. [68] conducted a groundbreaking study that classi-
fied errors introduced by Large Language Models (LLMs) during
the code translation process. They identified 14 common error
categories present in unsuccessful translations. The researchers
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Table 11: Taxonomy of code translation errors [96]

Error Description
Translation Error (TE) Errors in translating code statements, including mistakes in assignment state-

ments, conditional statements, loop conditions, array lookups, spaces, or other
logical statements.

Language Error (LE) included Java code snippets within Python or failed to appropriately translate
Java language idioms into Pythonic expressions.

Spurious Error (SE) Participant introduced functionality that was not part of the original Java
program, such as by defining new methods.

Code Omission Error (COE) neglected to translate a method or code statements within a method, providing
a trivial implementation (e.g., using pass, return None, print(’not implemented’),
etc.).

Documentation Omission Error (DOE) failed to provide translation for a function’s documentation (e.g., Javadoc com-
ment).

Correctness Error (CE) translation of a method was inaccurate (e.g., did not pass unit tests).

proposed heuristic approaches to provide appropriate context to
LLMs, aiming to improve the efficiency of their code translation.

However, other related works [35, 39, 57, 106, 117] opt for as-
sessing the latest popular LLMs (Large Language Models). For in-
stance, models like ChatGPT, Starcoderbase, CodeLlama, codeT5,
and others are chosen for evaluation, their main contribution is
the introduction of datasets for the code translation task, encom-
passing both one-to-one and one-to-many datasets. Similar to Code
Optimization, code translation remains a challenging task in the
current context.

3 CHALLENGE
Requirement Generation: using Large Language Models (LLMs)
for requirement generation is an innovative field aimed at inte-
grating advanced natural language processing technology into the
domain of requirements engineering. The goal is to enhance au-
tomation, alleviate human workload, and provide more accurate
and professional requirement texts. We have summarized some
challenges faced by this technology, including:

1) Challenges in Data and Annotation: Existing evaluation
datasets are predominantly created in fictional scenarios,
limiting LLMs to generating requirements in simulated set-
tings. Consequently, the understanding capabilities of LLMs
for requirement documents cannot be accurately validated
across different studies and scenarios.

2) Uncertainty in Handling Technical Information: In practical
requirements engineering, LLMs need to process a signif-
icant volume of technical documents and requirements in
the validation stage of large complex systems. However, un-
certainty remains regarding the extent to which LLMs can
accurately handle various levels of technical information.

3) Research on Prompt GuidelineDevelopment: Current prompt
guidelines include domain-specific and general guidelines. A
distinction can be made between those that are more general
and those specific to particular domains. However, leverag-
ing more general guidelines in developing guidelines or ap-
proaches for specific task domains may reduce susceptibility
to fallacies, as the initial prompt guidelines have already laid

the foundation. However, integrating general, non-domain-
specific prompt guidelines into new prompt guidelines for
LLMs tasks in specific domains, such as requirements engi-
neering, remains a precise question.

To overcome these challenges and further advance research on
LLMs in the code generation domain, here are some future research
directions:

1) Explore and Propose New Datasets: Explore more realistic
and diverse datasets for requirement documents better to
simulate the complexity and diversity in natural engineering
environments.

2) Investigate and Enhance LLMs’ Handling of Technical In-
formation: Conduct detailed empirical research to evaluate
the practical capabilities of LLMs in handling technical doc-
uments and requirements within large complex systems. Ad-
ditionally, explore fine-tuning strategies to enhance LLMs’
ability to process technical information in specific domains.

3) In-Depth Research on Prompt Guideline Development: Delve
into the applicability of general guidelines in different do-
mains to determine how they can be better integrated into
domain-specific LLM tasks. Formulate best practices for
prompt guideline development to ensure that new prompt
guidelines can better withstand fallacies when faced with
tasks in different domains.

Code Generation: using pre-trained models or LLMs for code
generation is a field with potential and challenges. Existing tech-
niques can be categorized into (1) guided approaches: using various
techniques and methods to guide the learning and generation pro-
cess of LLMs, improving the accuracy, performance, and quality of
code generation, and (2) error-feedback approaches: providing error
feedback to LLMs to help them discover and improve defects in the
generated code. This includes self-editing and self-collaboration
methods, using execution results and test reports to guide LLMs
in code debugging and improvement. We summarize some chal-
lenges faced by these techniques, including but not limited to (1)
Data and annotation challenges: To train and evaluate the code
generation capability of LLMs, existing evaluation datasets require
manually constructed test cases, which require a large amount of
high-quality data and corresponding annotations. Acquiring and
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annotating such data can be time-consuming and challenging tasks.
(2) Lack of domain knowledge: Although LLMs perform well in
language understanding and generation, they may lack in-depth
knowledge of specific domains, such as the usage of specific APIs
and functions, handling specific exceptions, etc. For domain-specific
code generation tasks, LLMs may require additional training and
guidance to ensure that the generated code complies with domain
best practices and constraints. (2) Assurance of code quality and
generation robustness: The generated code may have quality and
performance issues, such as vulnerable code. Improving the quality
of generated code and ensuring generation robustness are impor-
tant challenges.

To overcome these challenges and further advance research in
LLMs for code generation, here are some feasible future research
directions: (1) Data augmentation and automatic annotation: De-
velop more effective methods to acquire and annotate large-scale
code generation data. This can include rule-based data augmenta-
tion techniques, code transformations, and automatic annotation
methods to alleviate the burden of data acquisition and annotation.
(2) Introduction of domain knowledge: Explore how to incorpo-
rate domain-specific knowledge into the training and generation
process of LLMs to improve code quality and compliance with do-
main requirements. This can include guidance from domain experts,
domain-specific training data, and the construction of knowledge
bases. (3) Quality and performance assurance: Develop techniques
and methods to ensure that the generated code has high quality and
good performance. This can involve the application of code analysis
and verification techniques, as well as automatic correction and
rewriting based on constraints and best practices. These research
directions contribute to overcoming the current challenges in LLM
code generation and further advancing the field.

Code summarization: Code summarization models undergo
training and evaluation using extensive datasets. However, the prac-
tical applicability of these models to assist developers in generating
summaries for their specific projects remains unclear. In essence,
there is a need for code summarization models to exhibit greater
adaptability to the unique characteristics of individual projects
within different domains. This suggests that there is ample room
for exploration and improvement in tailoring code summarization
models to cater to the diverse needs of developers working on
varied projects.

Although we can establish numerous filtering rules, human-
written comments exhibit considerable variability, introducing bias
to code summarization models. Large language models can lever-
age elements such as code structure, function names, and variable
names to infer the likely functionality of the code and generate
concise summaries.[83] Can summaries generated by such large
language models be considered as supplementary information or
even directly utilized as ground truth by humans? There is still
much to explore in this regard.

Test Generation: The current challenges of using large lan-
guage models (LLM) in the field of test generation mainly include
the following aspects:

1) Generation quality: The test cases generated by LLM may
not be accurate enough to cover all functions and boundary
conditions, thus affecting the effectiveness and comprehen-
siveness of the test.

2) Interpretability: The internal working principle of LLM is
very complex, and it is difficult to understand the basis and
logic for generating test cases, which may make it difficult
to judge the effectiveness and accuracy of test cases.

3) Training data: In order for LLM to perform well in the field
of test generation, a large amount of high-quality training
data is required. However, collecting and collating this data
can be time-consuming and costly.

4) Computing resources: Training and running large language
models requires a large amount of computing resources,
which may limit their widespread application in the field of
test generation.

5) Security and reliability: Since LLM may generate test cases
that do not comply with specifications, it is necessary to
ensure that the test cases it generates will not have a negative
impact on the system under test.

In order to overcome these challenges and further promote LLM
research in the field of test generation, feasible research directions
can be explored from the following aspects in the future:

1) Improve generation quality: Research more advanced gener-
ation strategies and algorithms to improve the quality and
coverage of generated test cases. For example, you can try to
incorporate domain knowledge and expert experience into
the model to generate test cases that are more in line with
actual needs.

2) Improve interpretability: Researchmethods to improvemodel
interpretability so that users can better understand and eval-
uate generated test cases. For example, you can try to use
interpretable machine learning methods or provide addi-
tional explanation information for the generated test cases.

3) Improve training data: Research methods to automatically
collect and organize high-quality training data to reduce the
difficulty and cost of data preparation. For example, you can
try to leverage an existing test case library or automatically
extract test cases from open-source projects.

4) Reduce computing resource requirements: Research meth-
ods to reduce model complexity and computing resource
requirements to make the application of LLM in the field of
test generation more universal. For example, you can try to
use knowledge distillation or model compression techniques
to reduce the model size.

5) Improve safety and reliability: Research methods to ensure
the safety and reliability of generated test cases and reduce
risks to the system under test. For example, you can try to
use formal methods to verify whether the generated test
cases comply with the specification, or use fault injection
techniques to evaluate the effectiveness of the test cases.

6) Combine with other testing technologies: Combine LLM
with other testing technologies (such as model checking,
symbolic execution, etc.) to give full play to their respective
advantages and improve the effect of test generation. For
example, LLM can be used to generate more targeted test
cases based on symbolic execution.

Code optimization: LLM faces several challenges in code opti-
mization, and addressing these challenges is the primary difficulty
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in achieving effective code optimization: (1) Increased Complex-
ity: With the continuous development of software systems, the
scale and complexity of the code are increasing. Managing large
codebases and ensuring optimizations do not introduce errors is
a complex task. (2) Uncertainty in Performance Prediction: When
optimizing, accurately predicting the impact of different optimiza-
tion strategies on the final performance is challenging. Sometimes,
certain optimizations may be effective in specific scenarios but may
not work in other cases. (3)Dynamic Nature of Code: Code for some
applications may be dynamically generated or modified at runtime,
adding to the complexity of optimization. Optimizations may need
to consider this dynamic nature.

To address the challenges that LLMs face in code optimization,
the following research directions can be considered: (1) Knowl-
edge Fusion: LLMs can enhance their understanding of code by
fusing knowledge from multiple domains. This may involve incor-
porating insights from static analysis, dynamic execution infor-
mation, and domain-specific expertise. (2) Adaptive Optimization
Strategies: Given that different code segments may exhibit varying
performance on different environments and hardware, LLMs can
integrate adaptive optimization strategies. This allows generated
code to adjust optimizations based on different conditions automat-
ically. (3) Generating Maintainable Code: In addition to optimizing
for performance, LLMs can also focus on generating code that is
more readable and maintainable. This helps alleviate the burden on
developers and reduces the cost of code maintenance.

For code translation, there are the following challenges to con-
sider: (1) The diversity of programming languages presents a com-
plex challenge in accurately translating code, as each language has
its own syntax, semantics, and idiomatic expressions. Accurately
translating between different languages is an intricate task.

(2) Handling domain-specific constructs: Code often includes
domain-specific constructs and libraries that may not have direct
equivalents in the target language. Adjusting such structures dur-
ing the translation process requires an in-depth understanding of
specific domains.

(3) Dealing with dynamic features: Some programming lan-
guages support dynamic features such as reflection, runtime code
generation, and metaprogramming. Accurately translating such
dynamic features poses a complex challenge.

To address the challenges that LLMs face in code translation,
the following research directions can be considered: (1) Addressing
Dynamic Features: Considering the dynamic features of certain pro-
gramming languages, research is needed on how to better support
the translation of dynamic code, including runtime code generation
and reflection. (2) Fine-grained Domain Support: Developing mod-
els to support a broader range of programming languages while
providing more precise translation within specific domains, such
as embedded systems or web development. Integrating domain-
specific knowledge to enhance the model’s understanding of do-
main conventions and best practices can improve translation qual-
ity.

4 RELATEDWORK
Mosel et.al. [88] revealed the ability of the Transformer-based pre-
trained model to understand words and sentences in the context of

software engineering. They compared the BERT Transformer model
trained based on software engineering data with the Transformer
based on general data: their vocabulary, their ability to understand
which words are missing, and their performance in classification
tasks. The results show that it is valuable to use software engi-
neering data for tasks that need to understand the background
of software engineering. At the same time, when the pre-training
model is used for SE tasks, they recommend using a large amount
of SE data for pre-training large NLP models.

Niu et.al. [65] outlines the development and use of pre-trained
codemodels to enable various SE tasks to achieve themost advanced
results, and suggests future research directions. They outlined 20
CodePTMs (code pre-trained models) in the SE community and
compared their similarities and differences, as well as their compar-
ative advantages and disadvantages. Relevant research includes the
design, development, maintenance, testing, and evolution of soft-
ware systems. They classify each task according to two dimensions:
(1) whether the task involves understanding or generation; and (2)
the input type and output type (I-O) of the task. This survey will
stimulate the interest of the following groups (1) NLP researchers,
especially those who focus on text summary and generation, be-
cause many SE tasks (such as code summaries) involve NL (natural
language) generation; (2) applied machine learning researchers,
because the development of these models may have a great impact
on SE. At the same time, the research may also arouse the high
interest of SE technology providers and raise their awareness of
the added value that artificial intelligence technology may have in
enhancing SE tools.

Li et.al. [53] carried out the first comprehensive empirical study
on the over-interpretation of PLM applied in SE tasks. Over-interpretation
is when a model confidently makes a decision without salient fea-
tures, or a model finds some irrelevant relationships between the
final decision and the dataset. The research consists of two parts,
task-oriented and model-oriented. In the task-oriented section, they
studied three SE tasks, code search, code summary, and duplicate
error report detection. In the model-oriented part, they studied
three famous PLMs, generating pre-training (GPT), BERT, and XL-
Net. The experimental results show that the pre-trained language
model is insensitive to the given input, that is, over-interpretation.
They also studied two ways to reduce over-interpretation: whole
word mask strategy and ensembling. These two methods can enrich
model learning to mitigate overinterpretation.

Hou et.al. [27] carried out a systematic literature survey on
LLM4SE, paying special attention to how to use LLM to optimize
the process and results. They collected and analyzed 229 research pa-
pers from 2017 to 2023, focusing on the following four key research
issues: (1) Different LLM categories used in SE tasks, describing
their unique characteristics and uses. ( 2) Analyze the methods used
for data collection, pre-processing, and application (3) investigate
the strategies for optimizing and evaluating LLM performance in SE.
(4) Review the specific SE tasks of LLM’s success so far, indicating
their contribution in this field. From these surveys, they discussed
the most advanced technologies and trends, identified the gaps in
existing research and the key challenges encountered in the field
of using LLM in the field of SE, and proposed several potential
research directions for LLM4SE.
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Zheng et.al. [115] proposed a comprehensive review of the re-
search and products combining LLMs with software engineering
and explored whether LLM can help better perform the current
software engineering tasks. They divided software engineering
tasks into seven types. For each category, they provided application
examples of LLM, exposing its capabilities and limitations to help
researchers better identify and solve potential challenges when
applying LLM to software engineering tasks. They also revealed
some future directions worth discussing: (1) LLM’s current perfor-
mance on some SE tasks is not good enough or unstable; (2) Most
of the current evaluations are based on general large models, such
as ChatGPT, but lack a detailed evaluation of large code-centric
models such as Codex; (3) Is it necessary to customize large models
for specific software engineering tasks?

Zheng et.al. [116] discussed the performance and value of LLM
related to software engineering. They collected and screened 134
works related to code LLM, revealing the relationship between
code LLM and general LLM. In addition, they made a comprehen-
sive analysis of the performance of general LLM and code LLM in
software engineering tasks, and made a detailed analysis of their
performance in different sub-tasks. Their research not only helps
Code LLM developers choose basic models for the development of
more advanced LLM but also provides practitioners with insights
to better understand the key improvement direction of Code LLM.

Shin et.al. [78] investigated the effectiveness of the most ad-
vanced LLM (i.e. GPT-4). They used different prompt methods (such
as basic, context learning, and specific task prompts) to evaluate
GPT-4 on three typical SE tasks (i.e. code generation, code summary,
and code translation) and compare it with the existing 18 fine-tuned

LLMs. They also conducted user studies on 27 participants from
academia and 10 participants from the industry to evaluate the
quality and usefulness of the GPT-4 response and how participants
designed dialogue prompts to guide the model. The results show
that GPT-4 can be better than the baseline in comment generation
and code translation from C# to Java, but not as good as the base-
line in code generation and code translation from Java to C# when
using basic prompts. They also found that task-specific prompts can
significantly improve the performance of GPT-4, and the effect of
context learning is mixed. In addition, participants tend to request
improvements, add more context, or provide specific instructions as
dialogue prompts, which can help GPT-4 produce a better response.
In general, GPT-4 has great potential in software engineering tasks,
but it also requires careful verification and explanation by manual
evaluators.

5 CONCLUSION
This article comprehensively reviews the development stage of gen-
erative tasks in software engineering from the pre-trained model
to LLM. We divide the software engineering generation task into
7 sub-tasks: requirements generation, code generation, code sum-
marization, test generation, patch generation, code optimization,
and code translation. We have collected and screened works and
literature related to these subtasks. It summarizes the development
stage and the existing methods, datasets, and evaluation metrics.
We also summarize the existing challenges of each subtask and
put forward some feasible future research directions for different
subtasks.
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