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Abstract—This paper presents the use of Retrieval Augmented
Generation (RAG) to improve the feedback generated by Large
Language Models for programming tasks. For this purpose,
corresponding lecture recordings were transcribed and made
available to the Large Language Model GPT-4 as external
knowledge source together with timestamps as metainformation
by using RAG. The purpose of this is to prevent hallucinations
and to enforce the use of the technical terms and phrases from the
lecture. In an exercise platform developed to solve programming
problems for an introductory programming lecture, students can
request feedback on their solutions generated by GPT-4. For this
task GPT-4 receives the students’ code solution, the compiler
output, the result of unit tests and the relevant passages from
the lecture notes available through the use of RAG as additional
context. The feedback generated by GPT-4 should guide students
to solve problems independently and link to the lecture content,
using the time stamps of the transcript as meta-information.
In this way, the corresponding lecture videos can be viewed
immediately at the corresponding positions. For the evaluation,
students worked with the tool in a workshop and decided for each
feedback whether it should be extended by RAG or not. First
results based on a questionnaire and the collected usage data
show that the use of RAG can improve feedback generation and is
preferred by students in some situations. Due to the slower speed
of feedback generation, the benefits are situation dependent.

Index Terms—Programming Education, Feedback, Large Lan-
guage Models, GPT-4, Retrieval Augmented Generation

I. INTRODUCTION

Individual support in teaching and learning contexts with
heterogeneous learning groups is desirable in both school
and university educational settings, but usually cannot be
fully implemented in reality due to the limited availability of
teaching staff.

The topic of individual support by generative AI such
as GPT-4 [1] is particularly promising in computer science
education due to its good programming capabilities [2].
Commercially available applications such as ChatGPT, Bard,
GitHub Copilot and others are not explicitly designed for skill
development or knowledge acquisition, so they directly solve
the given programming tasks instead of guiding the learner to
solve the problem. This would only be possible with specific
prompts. In addition, the external LLM application, such as

ChatGPT, must be provided with the current code or error
messages each time. For this reason, we have developed the
Tutor Kai programming exercise environment with integrated
LLM support.

In order to support the student in exercises in the context of
an associated lecture with teaching material with feedback, it
seems useful if the feedback also refers to the corresponding
content and is verifiably linked. This can be achieved by using
Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG), which can also re-
duce hallucinations because it is based more on real, verifiable
facts [3]. The question then becomes how to design a feedback
system that references and links to lecture information and
how students perceive it.

II. RELATED WORK

Even before LLMs were available, there were a variety of
feedback systems for programming tasks [4]. While checking
for correct syntax and semantics can be easily automated with
unit tests, for example, more specific feedback requires static
code checks, which can be time-consuming to set up for each
task [5].

The new possibilities of large language models are mani-
festing themselves in computer science education in several
areas, such as the generation of teaching materials [6] and
the analysis of student work [7]. The CodeAid system, for
example, provides students with various programming aids
such as Inline Code Exploration, Question from Code, Help
Fix Code, Explain Code, and Help Write Code [8]. There
are also solutions for automated feedback using LLMs [9]
[10] [11] [12], although these do not include specific lecture
information in the generated feedback.

While there are still no publications on knowledge-based
feedback in programming education, videos are already widely
used as a knowledge base for question answering [13] and
chatbots [14]. Asthana et al. describe a system that uses
lecture videos and transcripts as a knowledge base and extracts
metadata from them using large language models, e.g. to
generate questions about concepts. Feedback is also to be
generated on this basis, but has not yet been evaluated [15].
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Prompt (approximate and shortened): 
Generate basic questions about programming 
concepts that the student needs to create the 
correct solution based on the student 
contextinformation. Use the provided function 
to get the answers...

Prompt (approximate and shortened): 
You are a helpful professor and you give 
students short helpful feedback based on the 
student contextinformation. This feedback must 
not reveal the solution, but only point them 
in the right direction and link to appropriate 
sources from the lecture. These are available 
in this JSON format...

Student 
Code 

Solution

Task 
Desription

Unit-Tests, 
Compiler 
Output,


...

Generated 
Feedback

Transcription Model

Embedding Model

Chunking 
Strategy

Video

Lecture

Id Transcript Embeddings Metadata

Storage & 
Similarity 
Search

Function 
Calling

Top K 
Chunks for 
X Concepts

Large Language Model: 1. Run

Large Language Model: 2. Run

Vector Database

Student ContextinformationGenerationIndexing & Retrieval

Fig. 1. System Design for Enhanced Programming Feedback using Retrieval Augmented Generation

III. DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

For lectures, the question arises as to which knowledge
elements are suitable as a basis. For example, there are texts
such as lecture slides, books, and worksheets combined with
illustrations. However, the oral explanations of the teacher,
which put the content into context, seem to be particularly
suitable, since they are available in video form as a lecture
recording. By linking the lecture recording to the correspond-
ing timestamp, students are able to perceive the associated
visual elements.

A. Indexing

The lecture recordings were first transcribed into .SRT (Sub-
Rip Text) format using the OpenAI speech recognition model
Whisper [16]. This format not only provides the transcribed
text, but also includes timestamps for each segment, allowing
subsequent linking to specific points in the video. The texts
assigned to a segment in the transcript can vary greatly in
length, making them unsuitable for further processing. There-
fore, a simple chunking strategy has been implemented, which
reduces the text assigned to a segment to a uniform size of 512
characters with an overlap of 64 characters to the previous text.
The associated timestamp is updated accordingly. A vector
representation of the text is stored in a vector database using an
embedding model, together with the original text and the start
of the associated timestamp, as well as the name of the original
video file. A Postgres database with the pgvector extension and
text-embedding-ada-002 from OpenAI is used for Tutor Kai.

B. Retrieval

In naive RAG, the question is put into a vector representa-
tion as a query with the same embedding model for Question
Answering, so that similarity scores between the query vector
and the vectorized chunks within the indexed corpus can be
computed [17]. The most similar chunks (top K) are then made
available to the LLM for answer generation. However, in order
to generate feedback on the solutions to programming tasks,
there is no specific question or other text that would be suitable
as a query for retrieval in the application. Therefore, a system

(Fig. 1) was implemented that first creates a suitable query for
retrieval.

C. Generation

To implement the logic described, a prompt chain was
implemented:

1) First Run: Similarly to the ReAct logic [18], the first
run identifies X missing concepts for a correct solution based
on the available student context information such as task
description, student code solution, unit tests and compiler out.
For each concept (e.g. recursion), the LLM formulates a simple
question (e.g. ”How does recursion work in Python?”), which
is then used as a query in the described retrieval.

For Tutor Kai, this is implemented with GPT-4 (1106-
preview and temperature = 0) and function calling. A max-
imum of 2 queries are generated for each feedback, for each
of which the top 4 relevant chunks with associated meta
information are retrieved. In total, a maximum of 8 relevant
chunks with a length of 512 characters each are provided
for the second run. In addition, the timestamps and video
file names in the metainformation of the retrieved chunks are
converted into a Markdown footnote format. In this way, a list

Fig. 2. User Interface of Tutor Kai (translated from German)



15 0 15
Count

Q9: The feedback with the lecture videos was too slow to
practise with.

Q8: The links to the lecture videos always worked.

alone.

Q6: The linked lecture videos were helpful for me.

Q7: I was able to identify the necessary concepts better 
through the linked lecture videos than through the feedback

Q5: The feedback should be written more simply.

Q4: The feedback was written in such a way that I could
understand it well

Q3: The feedback should be longer.

Q2: I trust Tutor-Kai's feedback without doubting it.

Q1: Tutor-Kai writes the feedback in such a way that I can 
adopt the solution directly without having to understand the

solution myself.

Feedback questionnaire

very strongly disagree
strongly disagree
disagree
neutral
agree
strongly agree
very strongly agree

Fig. 3. Questionnaire result: Feedback (Questions translated from German)

of sources is automatically created in the final feedback by a
markdown parser.

2) Second Run: In the second run, the final feedback
is generated based on the retrieved chunks and the student
context information (Fig. 2: A, B, D) using GPT-4 (1106-
preview and temperature = 0). The prompt used includes the
following elements:

1) Role description: The LLM is put in the role of a helpful
professor.

2) Definition of rules: Outputting the solution and formulat-
ing the code is prohibited. Feedback should be no more
than six sentences in no more than three paragraphs.

3) Description of the JSON format of the retrieved chunks
with associated meta information.

4) Few Shot Examples on how to cite the retrieved chunks
in the final feedback (using the provided markdown
footnote link).

5) Student context information (task description, program-
ming language, student code solution, compiler output,
unit test result).

6) Retrieved lecture chunks in the described JSON format.
Using a markdown parser, linked lecture chunks appear as
footnotes in feedback (Fig. 2: C). Based on the filename and
timestamp, the videos can now be opened in a modal at the
linked timestamp (Fig. 2: E).

IV. EVALUATION

As part of a voluntary exam preparation workshop, 15
students participated and used Tutor Kai for two to four hours
in person and more online over the following three weeks.
In addition to the familiar tasks from the previous semester,
10 new tasks were provided. Each time, students could choose
between feedback with lecture information and feedback with-
out lecture information. The feedback with lecture information

was generated as described. The feedback without lecture
information does not use a prompt chain or retrieval, but only
the 2nd run (Fig. 1) without the lecture information (same
prompt without elements 3, 4 and 6).

After the workshop, the opinions of the students (n = 15)
about Tutor Kai and the generated feedback were surveyed
using a questionnaire. It should be noted that not all students
provided responses to every question posed. During and after
the workshops, there were 2192 code submissions for which
a total of 574 feedbacks were generated. Of these, 478 were
feedback without lecture information and 96 were feedback
with lecture information generated by the described system.

A. General Evaluation

An important goal of Tutor Kai is that the students do not
receive knowledge of correct result in the feedback, but solve
the problem independently, which is ensured by the prompt.
This goal is achieved from the students’ point of view (Fig. 3:
Q1). Overall, the students are satisfied with both the simplicity
and the length of the feedback and were able to understand it
well (Fig. 3: Q3, Q4, Q5).

B. Comparing Feedback Types

In the 96 feedbacks with lecture information, 160 videoseg-
ments were linked (average = 1.67). These are spread across
57 different videosegments, with 3 specific segments being
linked more than 10 times (maximum = 16).

Lecture information feedback is slower (time to the first
streamed token) because the LLM response stream cannot
begin until Run 1 (Fig. 1) is fully completed. The time to
the first streamed token depends on the use of the OpenAI
API, the length of the task description and the solution of the
student’s code. Therefore, it cannot be accurately predicted. In
our tests, feedback with lecture content took about 18 seconds



Q19: I needed to learn a lot of things before I could get going with Tutor-Kai.

Q18: I felt very confident usingTutor-Kai.

Q17: I found Tutor-Kai very cumbersome to use.

Q16: I would imagine that most people would learn to use Tutor-Kai very quickly.

Q15: I thought there was too much inconsistency in Tutor-Kai.

Q14: I found the various functions in Tutor-Kai were well integrated.

Q13: I think that I would need the support of a technical person to be able to use Tutor-Kai.

Q12: I thought Tutor-Kai was easy to use.

Q11: I found Tutor-Kai unnecessarily complex.

Q10: I think that I would like to use Tutor-Kai frequently.

System Usability Scale

15 0 15
Count

Q22: I was concerned about the potential privacy risks that may be associated with the use of Tutor-
Kai.

Q21: I'm worried about becoming too dependent on a technology like Tutor-Kai.

Q20: I am sceptical about the reliability/accuracy of the information provided by Tutor-Kai.

Concerns

strongly disagree
disagree
neutral
agree
strongly agree

Fig. 4. Questionnaire result: System Usability and Concerns (Questions translated from German)

to stream the first token to the student, while feedback without
lecture content took about 1 to 2 seconds.

Students found the additional linking of lecture segments
in the feedback helpful and it helped them find the necessary
concepts to solve the problem (Fig. 3: Q6, Q7). However, some
students found the generated feedback with lecture information
too slow (Fig. 3: Q9). This perception is consistent with
the additional responses collected in open-ended questions in
the questionnaire about why they preferred which type of
feedback. In this questionnaire, students mainly referred to
the mentioned speed and several times described an approach
where feedback without lecture content is generated first,
which would be sufficient for ”easy” cases, and feedback with
lecture information is used for ”more difficult” problems. In
the open-ended questions it was mentioned multiple times that
the feedback with lecture information helped to remember the
lecture.

C. Concerns

There are concerns that students will become too dependent
on LLM-based support systems for programming [7]. In order
to obtain preliminary results, three questions (Q20-Q22) from
the TAME-ChatGPT [19] were included in the questionnaire.
For the most part, students do not share this concern (Fig. 4:
Q21). A possible reason for this is that, unlike ChatGPT and
similar applications, Tutor Kai does not provide knowledge of
the correct result.

The survey also showed that many students did not question
the feedback even though they knew it was generated by
generative AI (Fig. 3: Q2 and Fig. 4: Q20). When using such
systems, a warning should therefore be displayed at all times.

D. System Usability Scale

The system used was also evaluated for system usability
using the System Usability Scale (Fig. 4) [20]. The final
usability score was 74.8. Since the user interface consists of
only a few clear elements, it should be straightforward to use.
It should be noted that students rated their overall experience
with Tutor Kai beyond the feedback, which also depends on
the tasks to be completed. For example, Q19 (Fig. 4) may
have been rated negatively by the students because they feel
that they still have a lot to learn in order to complete the tasks
successfully.

V. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

Due to the sample size of n=15, only trends are observ-
able. Further research is required to validate these findings.
Knowledge and skill acquisition were not the subject of this
evaluation. To investigate the extent to which the linked videos
were used, future studies should record how long each video
was watched per feedback.

There is great potential for indexing and retrieval im-
provements for future work. For example, specially created
short explanatory videos could be better suited than lecture
recordings. Additional lecture content could also be linked.
The current chunking strategy, which is simply based on
the number of characters, could be improved by semantic
chunking strategies or the use of a knowledge graph [21].
When generating the necessary concepts in the first run, this
could be done several times and the most frequently selected
ones could be used by majority voting. Solutions such as
the feedback validation [12] will significantly improve the
results in the future or enable completely new applications.



In this context, Nori et al. have shown that more advanced
prompting techniques can lead to higher performance gains
than the development of an improved foundation model [22].

VI. CONCLUSION

This work investigates how to design a feedback system
for programming tasks that refers to lecture content such as
videos and can provide concrete content from this information.
A two-run prompt chain is used, in which a query for retrieval
augmented generation is generated in a first run with GPT-4.
In a second run with GPT-4, the retrieved chunks from the
transcribed lecture video are used together with a markdown
footnote link containing the timestamp and name of the video.
Together with the student’s context information, the final
feedback is generated, linking the corresponding lecture videos
at the respective timestamp.

The system has been evaluated with 15 students. Most of
them stated in a questionnaire that they found the feedback
with linked lecture information helpful and that it helped
them to find relevant concepts more quickly. The feedback
without lecture information was preferred by students for
quick feedback on what they considered a ”simple” problem.
The feedback with lecture information takes multiple times
longer before the first token is streamed, because the query
generation has to be completed first. This is another reason
why feedback without lecture information was used about four
times more often. The speed to the first character is therefore
a trade-off. The students were also satisfied with the length
and simplicity of the feedback.
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