
HowWell Do LLMs Generate Code for Different Application
Domains? Benchmark and Evaluation
DEWU ZHENG, Sun Yat-sen University, China

YANLIN WANG, Sun Yat-sen University, China

ENSHENG SHI, Xi’an Jiaotong University, China

HONGYU ZHANG, Chongqing University, China

ZIBIN ZHENG, Sun Yat-sen University, China

Recently, large language models have demonstrated exceptional performance in code generation. An increasing

number of AI-driven programming assistants powered by these models have been integrated into various real-

world software development environments, significantly boosting developer productivity. However, existing

code generation benchmarks primarily focus on general-purpose scenarios, leaving the code generation

performance of LLMs for specific application domains largely unknown. In this paper, we introduce a new

benchmark, MultiCodeBench, to fill this gap. MultiCodeBench comprises 2,400 programming tasks, covering

12 popular software development domains and 15 programming languages. Specifically, we perform in-depth

research to identify these 12 application domains. Given that each domain may involve multiple technical

frameworks, and that different frameworks present distinct challenges in the coding process, we categorize

the commonly used frameworks and platforms within each domain. We then sample programming problems

from GitHub repositories related to these subdomains. To ensure the quality of the tasks and mitigate data

leakage issues, we invite annotators with relevant domain experience to rewrite the docstrings for each task

in MultiCodeBench. Additionally, we build a static analysis-based dependency parsing tool to extract the

dependencies in the ground truth for each task, enabling deeper performance analysis. Through extensive

experiments on MultiCodeBench with eleven representative mainstream LLMs, we reveal the code generation

performance of the LLMs across different application domains, providing practical insights for developers in

downstream fields when selecting LLMs. Furthermore, we analyze the reasons behind the models’ failures

in completing software application development tasks, offering guidance for model developers to enhance

domain-specific code generation capabilities. Our replication package, including the benchmark and the

evaluation results, is available at https://github.com/DeepSoftwareAnalytics/MultiCodeBench.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in code generation tasks

and are being rapidly applied in real-world development scenarios [20, 21, 30, 33, 51, 60, 64, 77, 78].

Developers only need to describe their intent in natural language (NL), then LLMs can efficiently

generate accurate code [17, 37, 57, 62, 63]. Furthermore, to further enhance the performances of
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LLMs in code-related domains, researchers have developed specialized code LLMs [1, 10, 45, 47,

56, 65], including the CodeLLaMa series [53], the DeepSeekCoder series [80], and the Starcoder

series [39, 44], among others. With the rapid increase in the number of LLMs, researchers proposed

numerous benchmarks to evaluate their performance in code generation [5, 9, 13, 22, 29, 66, 73].

HumanEval [13], AiXBench [29], MultiPL-E [9], and MBPP [5] effectively assess the fundamental

programming abilities of these LLMs. ClassEval [18, 22, 38, 43, 58, 69, 72] evaluates the LLMs’

ability to generate class-level code snippets, while benchmarks like RepoEval [72], CoderEval [69],

CrossCodeEval [18], and EvoCodeBench [38] reflect their capability in generating functions with

complex dependencies within real-world projects. These benchmarks provide valuable insights into

LLMs’ code generation performance, offering significant guidance for both research and practical

applications of LLMs.

However, most existing code generation benchmarks primarily focus on assessing the general-

purpose code generation capabilities of LLMs, leaving their performance in specific software

application domains largely unexplored [27, 42, 59, 70, 71]. Different application domains may

involve distinct programming languages, specific requirements, numerous third-party libraries,

and diverse development platforms [16, 54], all of which impose unique demands on LLMs when

performing code generation tasks in different domains. For instance, system development typically

uses C/C++ [3, 55] and requires LLMs to have sufficient knowledge of memory management

and resource scheduling when generating system-related code. However, web development often

involves programming languages such as HTML, JavaScript, and TypeScript, and demands that the

LLMs possess a deep understanding of user interface design, interaction design, and underlying

communication, along with the ability to apply this knowledge flexibly when generating web-

related code [7, 19]. As LLMs are increasingly deployed in various real-world downstream software

development tasks [20], it becomes both important and urgent to reveal their capabilities in code

generation for specific application domains. Revealing LLMs’ domain-specific code generation

capabilities can provide valuable and practical guidance for both LLM users and developers in the

training and application of LLMs.

MultiCodeBench. In this paper, we introduce MultiCodeBench, a code generation benchmark

that encompasses 12 software application domains and 15 programming languages, aimed at

evaluating the code generation performance of LLMs in specific domains. Table 1 presents a

comparison between existing popular benchmarks and MultiCodeBench. Compared to earlier

benchmarks [5, 13, 36, 59], MultiCodeBench allows for the assessment of the code generation

abilities of LLMs across 12 specific applications domains. To construct MultiCodeBench, we first

conduct a survey of the most-discussed application domains since January 1, 2020, which include

popular areas such as blockchain development, web development, desktop application development,

game development, and so on.

Next, we sample programming problems from high-quality real-world projects related to these

domains and perform extensive manual annotation. The resulting MultiCodeBench comprises 2,400

task instances, with 200 carefully prepared code generation tasks for each domain. These tasks are

designed to assess the code generation performance of current mainstream LLMs across different

domains.

Experimental Evaluation. Based on MultiCodeBench, we explore the code generation capa-

bilities of eleven mainstream LLMs across 12 specific software application domains. Our study

includes both open-source LLMs such as the CodeLLaMa series (CodeLLaMa-7B, CodeLLaMa-

13B, CodeLLaMa-34B) [53], DeepSeekCoder series (DeepSeekCoder-6B, DeepSeekCoder-33B) [80],

StarCoder [39] and StarCoder2 series (StarCoder2-3B, StarCoder2-7B, StarCoder2-15B) [44]) and

closed-source LLMs (GPT-4 and GPT-3.5). The empirical results yield the following findings: 1○We

find that LLMs exhibit varying levels of performance across different domains. For example, LLMs
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Table 1. Comparison between existing popular benchmarks and MultiCodeBench. Num and LOC indicate
the number of task instances included and average number of lines in the original ground truth.

Benchmark Num Tokens LOC Language Domain
HumanEval 164 57.57 9.0 Python Code Exercise

MBPP 974 48.6 6.7 Python Code Exercise

APPS 5,000 140.6 16.5 Python Competitions

DS-1000 1,000 43.3 3.7 Python Data Science

NumpyEval 101 29.9 1.1 Python Public Library

TorchDataEval 50 50.7 1.3 Python Private Library

BioCoder (public set) 460 201 26.2 Python, Java Bioinformatics

CoderEval 460 92.84 14.9 Python, Java General Domain

MultiCodeBench 2400 194.2 16.4

Python, JavaScript,

TypeScript, Solidity, Go,

CSharp, CPP, C, Java,

Rust, Scala, PHP, Lua,

Kotlin, Swift

Block chain, Cloud

service, Data analysis,

Deep learning, Desktop

application, Distributed

system, Enterprise

application, Game, IoT,

Mobile, Robotics, Web

generally perform well in blockchain development and mobile application development but show

weaker performance in domains such as web development and enterprise application development.

2○We observe that a high score on general-purpose benchmarks like HumanEval [13] does not

necessarily imply strong performance across all application domains. For instance, DeepSeekCoder-

33B outperforms GPT-4 in several domains, even though the latter scores higher on general-purpose

benchmarks. 3○We identify several common factors that cause LLMs to fail to generate domain-

specific code. These include lack of relevant domain knowledge, absence of repository context, and

challenges in handling third-party libraries (especially regarding application programming interface

(API), its corresponding parameters and input/output types). These findings provide useful insights

for LLM developers to enhance the model performance in specific domains. 4○We evaluate different

types of context information for improving LLMs’ domain-specific code generation capabilities. The

results offer practical guidance for users seeking to enhance the effectiveness of LLMs in specific

development scenarios.

In summary, our work makes the following major contributions:

(1) We introduce MultiCodeBench, a new code generation benchmark that spans 12 specific

application domains and 15 programming languages.

(2) Through extensive experiments, we reveal the code generation performance of mainstream

LLMs in these specific application domains, providing constructive recommendations and

practical insights to LLM users.

(3) Through extensive error analysis, we summarize the reasons behind the studied LLMs’

suboptimal performances in code generation tasks for specific domains, offering directions

for further improving LLMs’ capabilities.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 Large Language Models for Code
With the remarkable success of LLMs in natural language processing tasks [6, 11, 12, 28, 34, 35,

68, 74], LLMs for Code have rapidly emerged [2, 14, 25, 40, 49, 76], including the CodeLLaMa,

StarCoder, and DeepSeekCoder series. Typically, these code LLMs are trained on vast amounts of
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open-source code and applied to various code-related downstream tasks such as code generation,

code completion, code repair, and code summarization [8, 48]. These LLMs can understand code

syntax, semantics, and common programming patterns [23, 61], thereby enhancing development

efficiency and assisting developers in tackling complex programming challenges. Based on these

code LLMs, AI-powered programming assistants such as GitHub Copilot [20] and Cursor
1
have

been developed. GitHub Copilot has been activated by over one million developers, adopted by

more than 20,000 organizations, and has generated more than three billion accepted lines of code.

While integrated development environments (IDEs) powered by these advanced code LLMs are

being used in specific domains to accelerate the software application development process [41, 50],

the actual code generation performance of current LLMs in these development domains remains

unclear. This lack of transparency could lead to inefficiencies, as developers may unknowingly

choose an LLM that is not well-suited to their specific domain, resulting in consistently poor code

generation and lower development productivity. Therefore, it is crucial to assess the performance of

mainstream code LLMs in downstream software application development tasks, helping developers

select the most suitable LLM for their respective domains.

2.2 Code Generation Benchmarks
To evaluate the code generation capabilities of LLMs, researchers have introduced numerous bench-

marks tailored to code generation tasks [4, 5, 9, 13, 15, 22, 29, 75]. HumanEval [13] includes 164

manually constructed programming problems, requiring LLMs to generate Python function based

on NL descriptions. It simulates real-world programming tasks, assessing LLMs’ ability to under-

stand NL descriptions and generate executable code. MBPP [5] contains 974 Python programming

problems, covering a range of common tasks such as list processing, string manipulation, and

mathematical computations.

Although these benchmarks effectively reveal the general-purpose code generation capabilities

of current LLMs, they overlook the fact that these LLMs will ultimately be applied to a wide range

of downstream domains, and performance in general-purpose code generation tasks does not

necessarily translate to performance in domain-specific development scenarios. Most existing

code generation benchmarks primarily assess LLMs’ ability to generate general-purpose functions

without targeting specific domains, which limits their practicality for developers working in

specialized software application domains.

Fortunately, recent efforts have started to shift the focus of code generation benchmarks to-

ward downstream domains [26, 36, 79, 81]. BioCoder [59] specifically assesses LLMs’ ability to

generate code for bioinformatics tasks. BigCodeBench [81] offers tasks involving multiple func-

tion calls, covering 139 libraries and 1,140 tasks across seven fundamental programming domains.

DomainEval [79] evaluates LLMs’ code generation capabilities across multiple domains (e.g., com-

puting, systems, and cryptography). However, despite the advancements made by BigCodeBench

and DomainEval in addressing the need for domain-specific code generation benchmarks, the

domains emphasized in these benchmarks still largely revolve around foundational programming

domains. As a result, developers in downstream development domains may struggle to directly

determine the LLMs’ code generation performance in their respective domains based on these

benchmarks.

Moreover, some studies evaluate LLMs’ ability to generate functions that utilize third-party

libraries in specific domains. Lin et al. [26] evaluate mainstream LLMs’ abilities to generate functions

that invoke domain-specific third-party libraries in game development and web development.

1
https://www.cursor.com/
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However, we think that merely assessing LLMs’ capability to generate function calls to domain-

specific libraries is insufficient to fully capture its code generation capabilities within a particular

domain. When generating code in a specific domain, LLMs should not only be familiar with domain-

specific libraries but also handle complex project dependencies, possess domain-specific knowledge,

and be proficient in the platforms, tools, and logic commonly used in that domain. Therefore,

evaluating code generation performance in a specific domain can not be limited to examining how

well an LLM uses a few specialized libraries. Moreover, Lin et al. [26] only covers two development

domains (web development and game development) and two programming languages (Go and

C++), which is insufficient to reflect the code generation performance of LLMs in a wide range of

software application development domains.

In this paper, to comprehensively assess LLMs’ code generation performance in specific appli-

cation domains, we first summarize the commonly used platforms and frameworks within each

domain, as shown in Table 2. For the mobile application development domain, we divide it into two

subcategories: IOS application and Android application development. We then conduct a survey of

the most popular frameworks in each subcategory, identify high-quality code repositories using

these frameworks, and sample programming problems from them. By thoroughly classifying and

ensuring that MultiCodeBench covers a broader range of popular development domains, we aim to

provide a comprehensive evaluation of the current mainstream LLMs’ code generation performance

in various application domains. Additionally, MultiCodeBench covers 15 programming languages,

including Python, JavaScript, Solidity, and so on. Our goal is to evaluate the code generation

capabilities of LLMs across various domains, covering as many software application development

scenarios as possible.

Table 2. The application domains covered by MultiCodeBench.

Domain Subdomain Programming Languages

Block chain Bitcoin, EOS, Ethereum

JavaScript, TypeScript, CSharp, CPP,

Python, C, Java, Solidity, Go

Web

Django, Vue, Next, Angular, Node,

jQuery, React

TypeScript, JavaScript, Python

Mobile IOS, Android

JavaScript, TypeScript, CSharp, C, Java,

Swift, Kotlin

Data analysis

dask, statsmodels, matplotlib, numpy,

scikit-learn, pandas, seaborn

Python

IoT

Arduino, google iot core, iot, aws iot

core

JavaScript, CPP, C, Python, Java, Go

Robotics gazebo, ROS C, Python, CPP

Distributed system Netflix oos, kafka, ZooKeeper, hdfs CSharp, CPP, Python, Java, Scala

Deep learning Pytorch, Tensorflow Python

Game

Godot Engine, cocos2d-x, Unity3D,

phaser, libgdx, Unreal Engine

JavaScript, Lua, CSharp, CPP, Java,

Kotlin

Cloud service Azure, GCP, AWS

JavaScript, TypeScript, CSharp, Python,

Go

Enterprise application CMS, CRM, ERP, HRMS, SCM

JavaScript, TypeScript, Lua, Python,

Java, Go, PHP

Desktop application GTK, Qt, WinForm, Electron, WPF

JavaScript, TypeScript, CSharp, CPP,

Rust
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Instance_id Owner/Repo

Function declaration

Domain

Docstring

63a08283666f AUTOMATIC1111/stable-diffusion-webui

Deep Learning

This function performs a forward pass 
for a model, incorporating conditioning 
and time step information.\\nIt randomly 
selects time steps, applies learned 
conditioning if applicable, and 
processes the inputs according to the 
model's conditioning 
requirements.\\nFinally, it computes and 
returns the loss for the given inputs 
and conditioning.\\n

Subdomain Pytorch

MultiCodeBench Task Instance Overview

Programming language Python File path builtin/LDSR/sd_hijack_ddpm_v1.py

def forward(self, x, c, *args, **kwargs)

Ground truth 
def forward(self, x, c, *args, **kwargs):

t = torch.randint(0, self.num_timesteps, (x.shape[0],), device=self.device).long()
logging.info(f'Random timestep t generated with shape: {t.shape}')
if self.model.conditioning_key is not None:

assert c is not None
if self.cond_stage_trainable:

c = self.get_learned_conditioning(c)
if self.shorten_cond_schedule: # TODO: drop this option

tc = self.cond_ids[t].to(self.device)
c = self.q_sample(x_start=c, t=tc, noise=torch.randn_like(c.float()))

return self.p_losses(x, c, t, *args, **kwargs)

Local file context

Dependency

import torch
import torch.nn as nn
import numpy as np
import pytorch_lightning as pl
from torch.optim.lr_scheduler import LambdaLR
from einops import rearrange, repeat
from contextlib import contextmanager

...(860 lines omitted)
def shared_step(self, batch, **kwargs):

x, c = self.get_input(batch, self.first_\
stage_key)

loss = self(x, c)
return loss

Import statements
import torch
import pytorch_lightning as pl
...

Standard library API
logging,info

Third-party API
torch.randint
torch.randn_like
float()

Repo-defined API with code
self.get_learned_conditioning
def get_learned_conditioning(self, c):

if self.cond_stage_forward is None:
...(9 lines omitted)

return c

self.q_sample
def q_sample(self, x_start, t, noise=None):

...(3 lines omitted)

self.p_losses
def p_losses(self, x_start, t, noise=None):

...(23 lines omitted)

Fig. 1. An example of a task instance in MultiCodeBench.

3 MULTICODEBENCH
In this section, we present a detailed introduction toMultiCodeBench, a new multi-domain, multi-

language code generation benchmark. The section is organized as follows: Benchmark Overview,

Benchmark Construction Pipeline, and Benchmark Characteristics.

3.1 Benchmark Overview
MultiCodeBench consists of 2,400 task instances, covering 12 popular application domains and

15 programming languages. Each domain includes 200 carefully constructed programming tasks.

Figure 1 provides an example of a task instance inMultiCodeBench. Each task has a unique identifier,

represented by the instance_id. The Domain field indicates the software application development

domain to which the task belongs, while the Subdomain field represents the specific subdomain of

development within that domain. The Owner/Repo field specifies the GitHub project from which

the task instance is sampled, and the Function declaration is included as part of the prompt provided

to the LLM, containing information about the input and output of the target function, which helps

guide the LLM in generating the correct code. The Local file context refers to the code snippet

located above the target function in the local file, where the local file refers to the file containing

the target function. Together with the function declaration, this simulates a real development
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Specific Application Domains Investigation

MultiCodeBench Construction

Technical Media
Posts since  
2020-01-01 Topic Mining & Analysis

12 Popular SE domains

Game

Web

Distributed system

Block chain development

IoT

Cloud service

Data analysis

Deep learningEnterprise app development

Mobile app development

Robot software development

Desktop app development

…

Domain-specific 
high-quality projects

Selected Functions

Cross-validation 
docstring annotation

Dependency Parsing

Fig. 2. MultiCodeBench construction pipeline.

scenario by providing the LLM with necessary context for code generation in IDEs. Furthermore,

we develop an automated dependency parsing tool to extract the dependency-related information

to assist LLMs in generating domain-specific functions. First, we extract all Import statements from
the local file, helping LLMs understand the dependencies between this file and other parts of the

project. Besides, we gather all APIs called within the target function and categorize them into three

groups: Standard library API, Repo-defined API with code, and Third-party API. For repo-defined
APIs, we also extract the corresponding function implementation code to further assist the LLM in

understanding the project context. These three types of information directly indicate the APIs that

the target function needs to call, which can significantly help LLMs generate the target function.

3.2 Benchmark Construction Pipeline
As shown in Figure 2, the construction process of MultiCodeBench consists of two main stages: the

investigation of specific software application domains and the construction of the MultiCodeBench

benchmark dataset.

3.2.1 Investigation of Specific Application Domains. Due to the vast number of software application

domains, it is challenging to cover them all. Therefore, we focus on specific domains that are

frequently discussed online as the subjects for MultiCodeBench. We conduct an investigation

by analyzing domains with high exposure and frequent discussions since January 1, 2020, on

relevant technical websites. Specifically, we collect all posts from active technology news sites

(Ars Technica,
2
TechCrunch,

3
Hacker News

4
), developer communities (Dev,

5
Stack Overflow

6
), and

blogs (GitHub Blog,
7
Medium

8
) from January 1, 2020 onward. After aggregating all the content,

we apply the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) [32] algorithm to identify the underlying topics of

the collected posts. LDA is a topic modeling algorithm that can be used to extract the keywords

that represent the underlying topics in NL texts. Stack Overflow, on the other hand, has a well-

established tag management mechanism where each post is associated with several tags. These

tags serve as keywords that effectively reflect the post’s topic. Therefore, for Stack Overflow, we

only collect and aggregate the tags from all corresponding posts. Finally, we rank the keywords

based on their frequency of occurrence and analyze the domains corresponding to the top 200

2
https://arstechnica.com/information-technology/

3
https://techcrunch.com/category/artificial-intelligence/

4
https://news.ycombinator.com/

5
https://dev.to/

6
https://stackoverflow.com/

7
https://github.blog/

8
https://medium.com/
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keywords. This process allows us to identify 12 application domains that are currently of high

interest, such as blockchain, data analysis, deep learning, and others. All the specific domains

studied in MultiCodeBench are presented in Table 1.

Moreover, we investigate the common technical frameworks and development platforms for each

studied domain tomore comprehensively evaluate the domain-specific code generation performance

of LLMs. As software systems grow in scale and complexity, a single application domain is often

divided into several specialized subdomains. For instance, web development can be split into front-

end and back-end development and there are also different technical frameworks in front-end

development. Different subdomains within the same domain may rely on different technology

stacks, tools, or development platforms, posing distinct challenges to developers. Therefore, to

comprehensively reflect the code generation capabilities of LLMs in a specific application domain,

we first conduct an investigation into the common subdomains within the 12 identified specific

domains. We research the typical technology frameworks and development platforms used in each

subdomain. Table 2 shows detailed taxonomy on MultiCodeBench. By starting with this detailed

categorization, MultiCodeBench is designed to offer a thorough evaluation of current LLMs’ code

generation performance across various application domains. This approach also enables deeper

analysis of the LLMs’ strengths and weaknesses, providing practical recommendations and guidance

to both users and developers of these LLMs.

3.2.2 Construction of the MultiCodeBench Benchmark. The construction of the MultiCodeBench

benchmark involves four main steps, namely, selecting high-quality open-source repositories for

specific domains, sampling programming problems from the these repositories, manually annotating

docstrings through cross-validation, and dependency analysis.

Domain-specific high-quality projects selection. Based on the taxonomy in Table 2, we

start by searching for real open-source projects on GitHub that are built upon specific technology

frameworks or development platforms corresponding to each subdomain. We rank these projects

based on their star count, selecting a set of high-quality projects for each domain. The advantage

of sampling problems from these high-quality projects is that they generally adhere to good

maintenance practices and coding standards, making the selected problems more representative of

real-world scenarios.

Sampling programming problems from the selected repositories.We do not randomly

select functions from the selected projects as programming problems. Instead, we conduct careful

manual reviews to ensure that the chosen programming problems are highly domain-specific rather

than general-purpose functions. For example, in web development projects, general algorithms and

data structure implementations are not considered. Instead, we select functions that are closely

related to business logic, including but not limited to core application functionality and functions

that invoke domain-specific APIs. Ultimately, we carefully select 2,400 programming problems for

MultiCodeBench, with 200 for each domain.

Manually annotating docstrings through cross-validation. Since the quality of docstrings

in the selected projects can vary and using existing docstrings directly may lead to data leakage

issues, we manually rewrite the docstrings for every programming problem in MultiCodeBench. We

invite professional software developers to rewrite the requirement descriptions for each instance

in MultiCodeBench. Specifically, we invite 24 developers, two per domain, each with over five

years of experience in their respective domains. Then we conduct a cross-validation annotation

precess: one annotator is responsible for writing the requirement description for each task instance,

while another annotator conducts a manual review to determine whether the rewritten docstring

matches the corresponding ground truth. In cases of disagreement, both annotators should reach a

final resolution through discussion. This ensures that the docstrings in MultiCodeBench accurately
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reflect the programming requirements and prevent data leakage by ensuring that LLMs do not

directly associate the problems with previously seen training data.

Dependency analysis. To further assess LLMs’ performance in domain-specific code generation,

we develop an automated static analysis tool to extract dependencies for the ground truth. This

includes the import statements in the local file, as well as standard library APIs, repository-defined

APIs, and third-party library APIs used in the ground truth. Since LLMs may not be familiar

with repository-defined APIs, we also include the corresponding implementation code for each

repository-defined API to help the LLMs better understand the dependencies relevant to the target

function.

3.3 Benchmark Characteristics
Multi-domain multi-language benchmark. MultiCodeBench spans 12 specific application

domains, aiming at shifting the focus of LLM evaluation in code generation toward real-world

application scenarios. Our benchmark includes 2,400 programming tasks, with 200 carefully con-

structed tasks for each domain. To comprehensively evaluate the code generation capability of LLMs

within specific domains, we first explore the subdomains within each specific application domain,

aiming to cover as many development branches as possible. Furthermore, MultiCodeBench also

supports 15 different programming languages, allowing for the assessment of LLMs’ performance

across various programming tasks. Previous benchmarks that focus on general-purpose tasks only

provide pass rates, limiting their ability to offer deeper insights for future research. In contrast,

MultiCodeBench not only offers practical advice for LLM users, helping them choose the most

suitable LLM in their respective domains, but also enables LLM developers to identify specific

weaknesses, thereby facilitating targeted performance improvements. We advocate for a shift in

LLMs’ evaluation towards real-world scenarios, providing more direct feedback to researchers and

practitioners.

Human annotation.We enlist experienced developers in each domain to rewrite the docstrings

for every task instance in MultiCodeBench, and ensure the quality of the manual annotations

through cross-validation. During the benchmark construction process, we observe that the quality

of docstrings in real-world projects varies significantly, with many failing to clearly and accurately

convey the target function’s purpose. Therefore, we deem it necessary to rewrite a high-quality

docstring for each programming task. To ensure the quality of the docstring annotations, we require

annotators to have relevant industry experience in the corresponding domain. Additionally, human

annotation process helps mitigate the risk of data leakage by providing fresh annotations, offering

a more accurate reflection of the LLMs’ code generation abilities in specific domains.

Rich dependency information. Each task in MultiCodeBench is accompanied by rich relevant

dependency information, which facilitates deeper analysis of LLMs’ performance. We extract

various dependencies related to the target function, including import statements from the local

file and API dependencies of the target function. The APIs that the target function relies on are

categorized into three types: standard library APIs, project-defined APIs, and third-party library

APIs. This categorization allows for more detailed analysis of LLMs, such as investigating the

reasons behind LLMs’ failures, assessing the LLMs’ familiarity with these three types of APIs, and

evaluating how well the LLMs handles domain-specific third-party libraries. This deeper insight

aids in understanding the LLMs’ strengths and weaknesses in handling complex, real-world tasks.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
4.1 ResearchQuestions
Our experiments are designed to answer the following research questions (RQs):
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Table 3. Performance comparison of LLMs on HumanEval.

Type Model Pass@1 on HumanEval

Closed-source

GPT-4 83.5 (1)

GPT-3.5 76.8 (2)

Open-source

CodeLLaMa-7B 39.6 (8)

CodeLLaMa-13B 42.7 (7)

CodeLLaMa-34B 52.4 (3)

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 45.1 (5)

DeepSeekCoder-33B 50.6 (4)

StarCoder 34.8 (9)

StarCoder2-3B 31.1 (11)

StarCoder2-7B 34.8 (9)

StarCoder2-15B 45.1 (5)

Python

C

C#

Lua

def net_to_prefix(net: 
Union[ipaddress.IPv4Network,ipaddress.IPv6Network]) -> 
list[bool]:

""" The function converts an IPv4 or IPv6 network 
into a prefix represented as a list of bits.\nIt
first calculates the number of bits and the 
network range from the network address.\nFor IPv4 
networks, it remaps them to the IPv4-mapped IPv6 
range by adjusting the number of bits and the 
network range.\nIt then strips unused bottom bits 
and returns the prefix as a list of boolean
values representing each bit in the network range.
"""

/*
* The function sc_adb_disconnect(struct sc_intr *intr, 
const char *ip_port, unsigned flags) initiates an ADB 
disconnect command for the specified IP and port using 
sc_adb_execute. It then checks if the process executed 
successfully with process_check_success_intr and returns 
the result as a boolean.\n
*/
bool sc_adb_disconnect(struct sc_intr *intr, const char 
*ip_port, unsigned flags) {

/// <summary>
/// The function filterByLimit filters an array based on 
a specified limit, sorting key, and direction.\nIt sets 
default values for the key as “timestamp” and fromStart
as false.\nDepending on the fromStart flag and the 
array‘s order, it slices the array accordingly:\n- If 
fromStart is true and the limit exceeds the array length, 
it adjusts the limit to the array length.\n- It slices 
the array from the start or end based on the ascending 
order and fromStart flag.
/// </summary>
public virtual object filterByLimit(object array, object 
limit = null, object key = null, object fromStart = null) 
{

--[[
This function, playAudioWhenRotate, plays an 
audio clip based on the currently selected hero 
in the ChooseRoleScene.\nIt retrieves the hero 
by tag, gets the hero's race type, and then 
plays a specific audio clip depending on whether 
the hero is a Knight, Archer, or Mage.
]]
function ChooseRoleScene:playAudioWhenRotate() 

Fig. 3. Prompt examples.

• RQ1: How well do current mainstream LLMs perform in code generation for specific
domains? We assess the domain-specific code generation performance of eleven mainstream

LLMs on MultiCodeBench. For each task in MultiCodeBench, we provide the LLMs with a

docstring and a function declaration to generate the target code. Figure 3 presents examples

of prompts used in the experiments. To better showcase LLMs’ code generation performance,

we combine the docstring and function declaration in accordance with the characteristics of

the task’s corresponding programming language.

• RQ2: What are the reasons that LLMs fail to correctly generate domain-specific
code? We conduct an error analysis on the tasks that the LLMs fail to complete accurately,

and summarize the causes of failure.

• RQ3: Can different types of context information improve the LLMs’ code generation
performance in specific domains?We explore whether providing additional dependency

information related to the target function (such as import statements, local file context,

standard library APIs, third-party library APIs, project-defined APIs with corresponding

implementation code) could help improve LLMs’ performance in domain-specific code gener-

ation.
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Table 4. Performance of LLMs on Various Domains. Abbreviations: BC: Blockchain, CS: Cloud Service, DA:
Data Analysis, DL: Deep Learning, DApp: Desktop Application, DSys: Distributed System, EApp: Enterprise
Application, Game: Game Development, IoT: Internet of Things,Mob: Mobile Application, Rob: Robotics,
Web: Web Development.

LLMs BC CS DA DL DApp DSys EApp Game IoT Mob Rob Web

GPT-4 46.83 39.10 39.02 36.47 43.15 40.58 36.40 41.13 39.46 46.33 42.26 34.45

GPT-3.5 32.19 32.46 29.02 29.72 23.49 20.74 19.26 19.02 22.42 27.09 25.07 17.27

CodeLLaMa-7B 43.24 39.28 33.34 33.34 40.52 38.47 35.76 35.50 38.20 42.78 40.32 34.58

CodeLLaMa-13B 47.91 41.47 36.04 35.69 42.80 40.11 37.05 35.66 40.64 44.39 42.84 35.33

CodeLLaMa-34B 48.90 42.57 37.80 38.25 43.31 42.14 37.80 35.38 41.09 46.07 43.56 36.80

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 49.04 41.60 36.03 35.66 43.79 40.51 37.22 34.13 40.69 42.03 44.13 34.93

DeepSeekCoder-33B 52.75 44.32 39.65 39.89 46.29 42.27 39.64 39.71 43.45 44.33 48.54 38.88

StarCoder-15.5B 40.17 39.02 34.10 37.19 37.37 35.32 32.84 35.91 37.17 30.45 35.97 30.41

StarCoder2-3B 40.21 37.60 31.97 33.92 35.16 32.38 30.87 34.01 35.31 31.91 36.74 29.09

StarCoder2-7B 41.20 39.57 34.10 35.22 38.03 33.49 33.32 36.43 37.10 34.70 37.81 30.60

StarCoder2-15B 41.67 41.92 37.06 37.67 39.33 36.71 34.87 36.00 39.79 34.53 40.82 33.83

4.2 Model Selection and Settings
We select the mainstream LLMs commonly used in recent code-related studies, including both open-

source and closed-source LLMs. For open-source LLMs, we choose the StarCoder series (including

StarCoder, StarCoder2-3B, StarCoder2-7B, and StarCoder2-15B), the CodeLLaMa series (including

CodeLLaMa-7B, CodeLLaMa-13B, and CodeLLaMa-34B), and the DeepSeekCoder series (including

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B and DeepSeekCoder-33B). For closed-source LLMs, we select the widely-used

GPT-4 (GPT-4-0125-preview) and GPT-3.5 (GPT-3.5-turbo-turbo-0125). Table 3 provides detailed

information about the studied LLMs, including type, model, and performance on HumanEval, with

performance data on HumanEval derived from EvoEval [66]. The values in brackets in the “Pass@1

on HumanEval” column represent the performance ranking of each LLM relative to all the studied

LLMs. For all studied LLMs, we set the temperature to 0.4 and top-p to 0.95. Note that, to mitigate

issues stemming from the randomness of model generation, the experimental results presented

in this paper are obtained by conducting three repeated experiments and averaging the results.

The experiments are conducted on a server running Ubuntu 18.04.6 LTS with 128 Intel(R) Xeon(R)

Platinum 8336C @ 2.30GHz CPUs and 8 NVIDIA A800 80GB PCIe GPUs.

4.3 Evaluation Metric
We use the CodeBLEU [52] metric to evaluate the code generation performance of the studied LLMs

on MultiCodeBench, rather than the commonly used pass@k metric in recent code generation

works [38, 69]. This choice is motivated by the complexity of the tasks in MultiCodeBench, which

spans 12 application domains, 15 programming languages. Projects in each development domain

tend to be highly complex, with intricate dependencies and specific platform requirements, often

relying on numerous third-party libraries. Deploying, debugging, and running these projects

could demand vast time and effort. Furthermore, the tests within these projects may not fully

cover all functionalities of the target functions. Additionally, with 2,400 task instances, execution-

based evaluation would result in prohibitively long evaluation times, making MultiCodeBench less

practical for future use. Given these factors, using execution-based metrics on MultiCodeBench

would be excessively burdensome. Thus, we adopt the CodeBLEU metric, which is commonly used

for code generation tasks [24, 26].
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(a) DeepSeekCoder-6.7B vs StarCoder2-15B
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(b) StarCoder vs StarCoder2-7B
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Fig. 4. Comparison of code generation performance in different domains for LLMswith similar performance on
HumanEval. Abbreviations: BC: Blockchain, CS: Cloud Service,DA: Data Analysis,DL: Deep Learning,DApp:
Desktop Application, DSys: Distributed System, EApp: Enterprise Application, Game: Game Development,
IoT: Internet of Things,Mob: Mobile Application, Rob: Robotics,Web: Web Development.

5 EVALUATION RESULTS
5.1 RQ1: HowWell Do Current Mainstream LLMs Perform in code Generation for

Specific Domains?
5.1.1 Overall Performance. Table 4 presents the code generation performance of eleven mainstream

LLMs on MultiCodeBench. Experimental results show that, overall, all studied LLMs perform poorly

on MultiCodeBench. The most surprising result is that, closed-source LLMs such as GPT-4 and GPT-

3.5 exhibit relatively suboptimal performance in domain-specific application development tasks ,

with performance even falling below that of the open-source DeepSeekCoder-33B. DeepSeekCoder-

33B demonstrates superior code generation performance across most domains, while CodeLLaMa-

34B only surpasses DeepSeekCoder-33B in the domain of mobile application development. However,

as shown in Table 3, DeepSeekCoder-33B only rank 4th in the HumanEval Pass@1 metric among

the eleven studied LLMs, suggesting that general-purpose benchmarks may not accurately reflect

the LLMs’ true capabilities in downstream software engineering tasks.

Moreover, as illustrated in Figure 4 (a) and (b), LLMs with similar performance on HumanEval can

exhibit varying levels of performance in different application domains. For example, as presented

in Table 3, DeepSeekCoder-6.7B and StarCoder2-15B perform similarly in terms of code generation

capability on HumanEval, yet their performance diverges significantly in downstream software

engineering code generation tasks. DeepSeekCoder-6.7B excels in desktop application development,

blockchain development, and mobile application development, while StarCoder2-15B outperforms

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B in game development and deep learning. Therefore, we think researchers

should shift their focus from general-purpose benchmarks to more specific downstream domains,

which will provide deeper insights into LLM performance and offer more practical, actionable

guidance for users of these LLMs. Similarly, as depicted in Figure 4 (b), StarCoder and StarCoder2-

7B also show considerable code generation performance on HumanEval. However, the domains

in which these two LLMs excel are also different. Instead of simply reporting a single pass@k
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score [13], MultiCodeBench allows detailed analysis analyze for LLMs’ code generation capabilities

across different software application development domain to identify specific domain where LLMs

struggle or excel.

Additionally, from the results in Table 4, we observe that larger parameter scale of LLMs does

not necessarily correlate with better code generation performance. For example, the 15.5B Star-

Coder performs significantly worse than the 7B CodeLLaMa model in several domains, including

blockchain development, cloud services, desktop application development, enterprise application

development, IoT, mobile application development, robotics, and web development.

5.1.2 Performance Comparison Among Subdomains. Table 5 presents a detailed analysis of the

studied LLMs’ code generation performance across different development subdomains within

the 12 specific domains. In general, all LLMs exhibit varying performance across different subdo-

mains. For example, in the data analysis (DA) domain, all LLMs demonstrate poor performance in

code generation based on the statistical library statsmodels, significantly lower than their perfor-

mance in other subdomains of the same domain. Besides, in the blockchain development domain,

DeepSeekCoder-33B demonstrates a stronger proficiency in developing Ethereum-based blockchain

projects compared to those based on the original Bitcoin chain, with a performance increase of

21.8%. Furthermore, we observe that an LLM may exhibit suboptimal overall performance in a

particular domain, yet demonstrate better code generation capabilities in a specific subdomain

within that domain. For example, in web development, CodeLLaMa-13B achieves a performance

level comparable to that of DeepSeekCoder-33B on React-based programming tasks, despite its

smaller parameter size and overall weaker performance in web development tasks. These results

highlight the importance of evaluating LLMs’ code generation capabilities in specific subdomains,

as performance can vary considerably between subdomains within the same domain. Such findings

offer practical insights and guidance for downstream developers in selecting AI programming

assistants best suited to their specialized development needs.

RQ1 Summary: Mainstream LLMs often perform poorly in domain-specific code generation

tasks. Strong performance on HumanEval does not guarantee success in these tasks, and LLMs

with similar performance on HumanEval can perform significantly different in domain-specific

code generation. Furthermore, larger parameter scales do not necessarily lead to better code

generation performance in specific domains.

5.2 RQ2: What are the Reasons that LLMs Fail to Correctly Generate Domain-specific
Code?

Given that GPT-3.5 unexpectedly demonstrates poor domain-specific code generation performance,

we conduct an error analysis of its generation results in Table 4 by reviewing each function

generated by the model and compare it with the ground truth to identify why the model fails to

produce the correct functions. After a thorough manual error analysis process, we identify five key

reasons that contribute to the LLM’s inability to generate the domain-specific function correctly.

• Reason 1: The LLM does not sufficiently understand the requirements in the docstring.

• Reason 2: The LLM lacks the repository context.

• Reason 3: The LLM is unfamiliar with third-party libraries and APIs related to specific domain.

• Reason 4: The LLM does not fully understand domain-specific algorithms, processing flows, or

methods.

• Reason 5: The LLM has insufficient capabilities in some programming or language features.
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Table 5. CodeBLEU scores for various domains across different LLMs.

Subdomain

CodeLLaMa DeepSeekCoder

StarCoder

StarCoder2

7B 13B 34B 6.7B 33B 3B 7B 1.5B

Blockchain

Bitcoin 40.62 44.41 45.09 45.61 48.14 39.97 39.07 39.19 41.31

Ethereum 45.87 52.42 53.82 54.08 58.66 40.01 41.75 43.37 40.62

EOS 46.20 46.80 48.47 45.57 51.78 42.14 39.97 42.67 48.18

Cloud Service

AWS 36.14 39.41 41.73 40.27 43.25 36.70 36.80 38.35 40.98

GCP 42.49 42.47 43.14 43.02 45.57 42.06 38.24 41.58 43.47

azure 40.50 43.11 42.84 42.05 44.32 39.20 38.13 39.52 41.78

Data Analysis

scikit-learn 33.24 35.44 36.73 36.39 40.01 34.63 32.85 34.34 36.92

statsmodels 16.52 22.67 24.50 25.83 32.06 29.79 23.29 20.54 34.12

pandas 34.66 37.24 38.06 36.12 40.81 35.46 33.70 35.86 38.86

seaborn 37.39 38.36 38.76 37.68 38.83 33.52 34.24 33.59 34.56

numpy 31.50 35.27 37.79 34.97 37.50 33.07 28.64 34.77 37.64

matplotlib 33.91 35.44 36.77 33.77 36.67 29.72 30.47 30.13 33.69

dask 38.13 43.18 49.83 42.74 50.88 40.53 38.03 36.75 40.44

Deep Learning

Pytorch 31.40 34.05 35.90 34.51 38.71 34.45 31.43 33.09 35.15

tensorflow 39.21 40.68 45.08 39.12 43.44 45.27 41.32 41.71 45.27

Desktop Application

Electron 36.21 37.85 39.18 39.68 41.01 32.79 31.53 33.16 34.72

Qt 45.96 48.16 49.01 48.49 52.23 40.90 42.04 44.50 45.65

WinForm 38.09 42.03 40.37 42.79 43.67 35.78 29.96 35.64 34.98

WPF 43.68 43.89 45.08 46.02 49.82 40.14 33.27 39.31 41.16

GTK 41.72 44.75 45.59 44.20 49.13 42.08 39.02 39.58 43.14

Distributed System

ZooKeeper 37.93 41.06 42.16 41.59 41.97 35.56 31.97 33.03 36.74

hdfs 39.09 38.94 39.89 39.35 40.53 34.16 32.46 33.10 35.49

kafka 38.99 39.84 43.85 38.91 42.81 33.84 31.28 31.94 36.08

Netflix_oos 38.69 39.05 41.47 43.26 44.89 40.36 36.84 39.64 40.48

Enterprise Application

ERP 32.95 33.49 34.66 35.07 36.75 31.79 29.53 31.52 33.31

CRM 37.57 39.45 40.22 40.19 41.95 31.15 31.15 33.76 34.07

CMS 32.17 36.59 34.80 35.51 38.51 32.48 28.97 31.58 33.21

SCM 41.00 42.36 43.24 40.87 43.41 36.65 33.67 37.06 39.64

HRMS 31.91 30.64 31.79 29.20 35.72 31.86 30.07 30.99 32.52

Game Development

Unity3D 36.58 38.40 40.56 38.68 42.24 34.37 28.82 34.85 31.19

Unreal_Engine 34.13 29.90 26.80 24.89 35.24 42.36 40.38 40.84 42.46

Godot_Engine 38.90 36.64 42.97 36.43 41.14 33.89 34.52 36.16 40.02

cocos2d-x 38.72 39.75 40.65 42.63 44.43 36.02 38.56 38.74 38.31

libgdx 31.92 34.87 32.80 32.62 36.60 29.08 26.44 28.53 28.34

phaser 34.11 39.60 38.01 36.58 41.89 29.25 32.50 33.48 35.63

Internet of Things

Arduino 37.96 40.03 40.25 39.72 41.22 35.85 34.56 36.11 39.22

google_iot_core 35.27 35.66 38.48 36.42 37.68 33.15 28.69 30.27 33.53

aws_iot_core 30.81 31.23 35.73 35.47 35.76 28.45 33.64 32.60 35.20

iot 38.96 42.05 42.11 42.15 45.97 38.80 36.95 38.97 41.26

Mobile Application

IOS 43.77 45.02 47.33 41.35 44.19 27.63 33.18 36.47 32.89

android 41.76 43.77 44.80 42.74 44.49 33.24 30.67 32.91 36.17

Robotics

ROS 40.96 44.21 44.67 45.42 50.09 36.22 37.00 38.78 41.74

gazebo 39.13 40.20 41.43 41.70 45.54 35.49 36.25 35.91 39.08

Web Development

React 33.31 34.37 34.55 33.50 36.99 29.12 26.34 29.19 31.03

Angular 36.99 37.32 40.22 37.13 42.19 31.75 32.77 33.98 36.96

Vue 40.75 38.52 40.10 38.27 41.44 31.51 30.16 31.84 39.47

Next 32.63 36.07 39.29 38.77 40.31 30.82 30.32 31.60 32.17

Node 30.05 32.62 35.38 29.33 40.34 29.41 24.14 21.84 32.58

Django 33.95 33.66 36.22 32.36 38.61 33.88 30.53 32.68 34.06

jQuery 30.05 29.21 30.85 31.42 29.96 26.73 28.93 27.33 29.84

We also statistically analyze the occurrence frequency of these reasons to more intuitively demon-

strate the impact of different factors on the LLMs’ domain-specific code generation performance.

The frequencies of occurrence for the five reasons are as follows:
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GPT-3.5

Ground truth

Task

def _check_account_type_unique_current_year_earning(self):

accounts_by_company = {}

for account in self.accounts:

if account.type == "Current Year Earnings":
if account.company in accounts_by_company:
accounts_by_company[account.company].append(account)
else:
accounts_by_company[account.company] = [account]

for company, accounts in accounts_by_company.items():
if len(accounts) > 1:
raise ValidationError(f"Multiple 'Current Year 

Earnings' accounts found for company {company}")

def _check_account_type_unique_current_year_earning(self):
"""The function 
_check_account_type_unique_current_year_earning ensures 
that there is only one account with the "Current Year 
Earnings" type for each company. It retrieves accounts of 
this type grouped by company and raises a ValidationError
if more than one such account exists for any company."""

GPT-3.5

Ground truth

Task
--[[
This function sets up a file watcher for a specified 
path. If a watcher already exists, 
it returns the existing watcher. Otherwise, it creates 
a new file system event watcher 
using Neovim's loop, starts watching the specified 
path with the given handler, and 
returns the watcher instance.
]]
function Watcher:watch_file(path, handler)

function Watcher:watch_file(path, handler)
if self.watcher then
return self.watcher

end
self.watcher = vim.loop.new_fs_event()
vim.loop.fs_event_start(self.watcher, path, {
watch_entry = false,
stat = false,
recursive = false,
}, handler)
return self

end

function Watcher:watch_file(path, handler)
if self.watchers[path] then
return self.watchers[path]

else
local watcher = create_watcher(path, handler)
self.watchers[path] = watcher
return watcher

end
end

(a) Missued repository-defined API calls

def _check_account_type_unique_current_year_earning(self):

result = self._read_group(

domain=[('account_type', '=', 'equity_unaffected')],
groupby=['company_id’],
aggregates=['id:recordset’],
having=[('__count', '>', 1)],

)
for _company, account_unaffected_earnings in result:
raise ValidationError(_('You cannot have more than one  
account with "Current Year Earnings" as type. (accounts: 
%s)', [a.code for a in account_unaffected_earnings]))

(b) Missing third-party API calls

Fig. 5. Case studies

• Reason 1: Frequency of occurrence = 0.50

• Reason 2: Frequency of occurrence = 0.97

• Reason 3: Frequency of occurrence = 0.77

• Reason 4: Frequency of occurrence = 0.66

• Reason 5: Frequency of occurrence = 0.01

The statistical results presented above indicate that LLMs struggle to generate the correct function

primarily due to a lack of repository context and insufficient understanding of domain-specific

characteristics, which includes difficulties in effectively utilizing third-party libraries specific to the

domain and unfamiliarity with unique algorithms and processes/methods within the domain.

Firstly, the most significant reason behind the LLMs’ inability to generate target code correctly is

a lack of repository context. Real-world projects are often intricate and have complex dependencies,

developers must understand the inter-dependencies between programs to better write code. This

also applies to LLMs, as many functions defined in the project may not have been encountered

during their training, leading to a lack of awareness of these dependency functions. Consequently,

LLMs may perform poorly in real project development due to a lack of understanding of the relevant

project context. Figure 5 (a) presents a case where GPT-3.5 misuses an API due to a lack of repository

context. The implementation of the ground truth requires querying a database defined within the

project, which has corresponding database access interfaces “ self.read_group”. However, since the
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LLM is unaware of these defined interfaces, it fails to complete the code generation task correctly

and resorts to accessing an undefined “self.accounts” interface.

It is well known that different development domains may have various third-party libraries,

that accelerate software development by providing APIs. However, due to the large number of

these libraries and the multiple parameter constraints associated with different APIs, even if the

LLM has encountered data related to these APIs during training, it can still struggle to use them

flexibly [26, 79]. Figure 5 (b) presents a case in which the LLM fails to call third-party APIs. The

implementation of the ground truth requires calling two APIs provided by a third-party library to

create a new file system event watcher and utilize it to monitor file system events at a specific path.

However, GPT-3.5 fails to invoke these APIs, resulting in failure.

Additionally, unfamiliarity with domain-specific algorithms and processing methods is another

significant reason for the LLMs’ failures. We believe that to achieve proficiency in domain-specific

algorithms and processes, LLMs should be trained on a large amount of domain-specific data, which

allows them to effectively learn and derive domain-specific processing workflows from the data.

In real development, it is unrealistic to expect programmers to provide detailed explanations of

foundational knowledge in their development domain every time they use the LLM to generate

code, as this would waste a significant amount of their time and effort.

RQ2 Summary: We identify five common reasons behind the LLMs’ failure in domain-specific

code generation tasks. Key reasons include LLMs’ limited project understanding, unfamiliarity

with domain-specific third-party APIs, and lack of knowledge of unique algorithms and processing

methods, all of which hinder LLM performance in real development scenarios.

5.3 RQ3: Can Different Types of Context Information Improve the LLM’s Code
Generation Performance in Specific Domains?

Table 6 shows the code generation performance of LLMs enhanced by various contexts. We consider

the combination of docstring and function declaration as a basic prompt, which provides only

a description of the target function along with a simple introduction to the input and output

types of parameters. This is far from sufficient for the challenging task of domain-specific code

generation. According to the error analysis results in the Section 5.2, LLMs fails in specific domain

code generation tasks primarily due to a lack of project background knowledge and a lack of domain-

related knowledge. Therefore, in this experiment, we attempt to integrate more information into the

basic prompt to explore whether the LLM can enhance its code generation performance with the

assistance of additional context. Our aim is to provide empirical recommendations for developers

to better utilize LLMs in real-world development scenarios. The additional information we provide

for the LLMs is as follows:

(1) Import statements.We provide the import statements from the file containing the ground

truth as auxiliary information to explore whether this information can effectively help the LLMs

improve code generation performance. CodeGen4Libs [42] has found that generating import

statements first can significantly enhance the LLM’s ability to call APIs, as import statements

help the LLMs understand the potential dependencies of the target function.

(2) Local file context. Local file context refers to all code snippets in the file containing the ground

truth that precede the ground truth itself. Experiments in ComplexCodeEval [24] have shown

that local file context can effectively improve the LLMs’ code generation performance.

(3) Dependency context. Dependency context includes the project-specific APIs called by the

ground truth and their corresponding function code. This information helps the LLM clarify the
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Table 6. Performance of LLMs on Various Domains with Multiple Contexts. Abbreviations: BC: Blockchain,
CS: Cloud Service, DA: Data Analysis, DL: Deep Learning, DApp: Desktop Application, DSys: Distributed
System, EApp: Enterprise Application, Game: Game Development, IoT: Internet of Things, Mob: Mobile
Application, Rob: Robotics, Web: Web Development.

LLMs BC CS DA DL DApp DSys EApp Game IoT Mob Rob Web

Import Statement Context

CodeLLaMa-7B 4.40 1.28 0.72 2.16 0.97 2.27 3.42 3.07 0.85 0.75 1.55 3.33

CodeLLaMa-13B 3.06 1.38 0.56 2.02 0.05 3.69 2.75 4.10 0.85 1.19 1.81 3.82

CodeLLaMa-34B 3.41 1.26 -0.57 1.62 1.34 3.52 3.24 6.32 1.20 1.94 3.09 5.13

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 2.39 1.41 0.08 1.91 0.35 3.40 3.53 6.84 0.54 0.38 0.84 4.27

DeepSeekCoder-33B 2.99 2.15 0.21 2.37 1.55 4.35 4.21 6.34 0.56 1.89 1.55 4.18

StarCoder 5.97 1.31 0.64 2.59 0.28 2.83 2.16 0.26 1.10 7.40 3.21 0.31

StarCoder2-3B 1.85 -0.09 0.87 0.68 1.16 2.54 2.35 2.11 0.18 2.64 0.31 -6.15

StarCoder2-7B 3.36 -0.87 1.13 0.38 -0.80 2.84 1.19 1.46 0.50 2.12 1.05 -4.05

Local File Context

CodeLLaMa-7B -2.13 -1.99 -1.93 -2.50 0.27 -0.99 1.40 5.83 -5.98 0.45 -3.53 5.42

CodeLLaMa-13B -3.48 -2.29 -1.32 -4.03 -0.31 -0.99 2.35 7.74 -5.88 0.92 -5.19 7.43

CodeLLaMa-34B -4.69 -2.57 -1.03 -4.20 -0.11 -1.37 2.09 7.72 -5.77 1.19 -4.31 10.35

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 8.29 6.76 3.85 4.78 10.17 8.73 8.14 15.77 12.78 5.83 5.70 8.67

DeepSeekCoder-33B 7.68 8.65 5.24 9.00 10.48 11.52 8.79 14.39 13.82 7.05 7.88 11.72

StarCoder 9.43 8.39 4.29 6.50 8.07 10.26 7.67 7.23 9.90 11.59 7.70 7.64

StarCoder2-3B 8.45 7.26 5.12 4.46 7.05 10.52 7.42 8.15 12.25 7.82 6.31 4.40

StarCoder2-7B 3.91 5.46 4.01 4.82 7.34 9.57 6.25 7.02 11.19 5.38 3.85 4.81

StarCoder2-15B 9.26 6.40 4.32 5.66 7.32 10.69 8.22 5.33 12.80 10.41 2.41 4.79

API Context

CodeLLaMa-7B 5.90 2.45 1.20 3.54 5.95 1.75 2.89 7.23 3.58 0.05 4.42 3.84

CodeLLaMa-13B 5.45 3.21 1.27 3.34 7.49 2.96 3.15 6.83 4.55 1.16 5.36 4.70

CodeLLaMa-34B 4.89 2.47 0.71 2.64 6.68 1.71 2.36 8.59 4.04 0.44 5.70 3.96

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 5.66 1.69 1.95 2.02 5.57 2.13 2.74 9.27 2.84 -0.78 3.94 4.65

DeepSeekCoder-33B 4.94 2.27 1.67 4.48 6.94 3.16 3.53 8.55 3.81 0.35 5.11 4.38

StarCoder 5.96 2.40 1.58 2.67 3.50 1.52 2.79 4.50 2.91 6.64 4.25 4.29

StarCoder2-3B 4.06 -0.11 1.96 0.45 5.17 0.06 2.15 5.06 2.16 2.16 3.87 3.08

StarCoder2-7B 3.01 0.10 0.22 0.06 3.57 0.51 0.50 3.97 3.00 0.69 3.75 2.87

StarCoder2-15B 7.55 0.96 2.21 2.43 5.75 2.99 3.08 7.53 3.37 5.96 4.44 3.95

Dependency Context

CodeLLaMa-7B 6.34 4.12 5.22 3.52 7.98 6.75 6.02 7.32 5.31 11.76 2.01 6.56

CodeLLaMa-13B 4.81 3.60 4.08 4.59 8.31 7.13 6.72 4.22 3.74 11.22 2.01 7.14

CodeLLaMa-34B 4.29 2.59 2.41 2.98 7.56 7.73 6.35 4.89 3.67 10.81 2.17 6.94

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 4.01 3.48 3.96 3.29 7.11 7.01 7.28 3.49 2.91 10.33 -0.78 7.57

DeepSeekCoder-33B 4.39 3.37 4.58 4.37 7.29 7.57 7.39 1.93 3.01 10.65 0.12 6.61

StarCoder 7.13 4.80 3.13 3.35 5.68 6.60 6.37 1.21 1.73 10.37 1.65 5.57

StarCoder2-3B 1.96 2.70 5.67 2.34 5.71 5.75 6.11 2.31 2.04 10.03 -1.08 3.34

StarCoder2-7B 4.18 2.35 5.74 2.99 5.28 5.44 5.93 2.85 2.60 6.16 -1.04 3.91

StarCoder2-15B 6.11 2.58 5.58 3.67 3.92 6.54 6.75 0.57 1.48 10.50 -0.59 4.80

API + Dependency Context

CodeLLaMa-7B 9.82 4.87 5.73 5.33 12.12 7.80 8.99 9.96 6.15 13.06 6.14 7.68

CodeLLaMa-13B 6.77 5.15 5.64 5.45 13.49 9.43 8.99 10.69 6.63 11.58 6.38 8.37

CodeLLaMa-34B 7.48 5.53 5.48 5.28 12.80 8.58 8.70 11.83 6.82 11.63 7.23 8.73

DeepSeekCoder-6.7B 6.86 5.05 6.67 6.97 11.73 7.74 9.14 11.95 5.14 10.87 4.41 7.87

DeepSeekCoder-33B 6.47 5.69 5.33 7.11 12.37 9.09 10.27 11.86 6.13 11.39 4.70 7.74

StarCoder 7.10 5.18 6.43 6.16 5.75 6.56 6.89 4.06 2.68 7.50 3.22 4.74

StarCoder2-3B 5.23 3.78 7.10 4.34 8.36 5.71 8.53 7.94 3.62 8.63 2.73 3.72

StarCoder2-7B 4.09 2.06 6.63 2.20 6.54 3.80 5.14 5.14 4.25 5.01 2.38 3.67

dependencies between the ground truth and other functions in the project, enabling analysis of

the target function’s requirements.

(4) APIs. APIs include all the APIs called by the ground truth, encompassing standard library APIs,

third-party library APIs, and project-specific APIs.

(5) API + Dependency context. Since the API only includes function names for project-specific

APIs, which may limit the LLM’s understanding of the target function’s dependencies, we

combine both API and Dependency context and provide them to the LLM simultaneously.
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Table 6 presents a comparison of domain-specific code generation performance between the

LLMs using the basic prompt and the LLMs using the basic prompt with additional information. The

values in Table 6 are computed by subtracting the performance of the LLMs using the basic prompt

from that of the LLMs using the basic prompt with additional information. Positive values indicate

the extent to which the performance of LLMs improves when given additional information, while

negative values indicate the extent to which performance decreases under the same conditions.

Experimental results indicate that LLMs’ performance has significant overall improvement with

the additional repository context and domain-specific API information, especially when provided

with the API information required for the target function and project dependency context. In cases

where the local file context is given, we observe a decline in the code generation performance of the

CodeLLaMa series LLMs in some domains. We think this may be due to the relatively long length

of the local file context, while the CodeLLaMa series LLMs may not have been adequately trained

to handle long context. As a result, the extended context could distract the LLMs’ attention, leading

to a slight decrease in performance. Additionally, LLMs show significantly better performance

when provided with the API information required for the target function and project dependency

information. By providing this information, LLMs can better understand the requirements of the

target function, as well as the dependencies between the target function, the project, and third-party

libraries, which allows them to generate the target code more effectively. These experimental results

can provide guidance to developers when using LLMs, suggesting that they could explicitly clarify

the dependencies of the target function to the LLM, which may improve the LLMs’ performance in

real project development.

RQ3 Summary: Rich repository context and domain-specific knowledge can assist LLMs in

analyzing project dependencies and requirements, enhancing their code generation performance

in specific domains. However, excessively long contexts can distract LLMs, which may lead to a

decline in code generation performance.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY
We have identified the following threats to the validity of our study.

Covered domains.MultiCodeBench encompasses 12 specific application domains. However,

due to the vast number of domains, it is indeed challenging to cover all of them at once, which

may somewhat limit the applicability of MultiCodeBench. Additionally, our research on specific

domains from active websites may have overlooked some equally prominent domains. Therefore,

we will continue to expand MultiCodeBench in future work to promote it across more domains.

Evaluated LLMs. Due to limitations in computational resources, we are unable to evaluate

all code-related LLMs, such as WizardCoder [45], PolyCoder [67], and the CodeGen series [49].

Nonetheless, we have made every effort to cover both open-source and closed-source LLMs to

enhance the representativeness of the experimental results.

Evaluation metric.We chose CodeBLEU as the evaluation metric for all experiments. Although

this metric reflects the accuracy of LLMs’ generated results from various aspects, it does not fully

capture whether the generated code can run correctly or pass the corresponding test cases.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we emphasize the need to assess LLMs in specific domains. We introduce Multi-

CodeBench, a code generation benchmark covering 12 specific software application domains and 15

programming languages. We conduct a comprehensive experimental evaluation to explore the code

generation performance of current mainstream LLMs. Additionally, we perform an in-depth analysis

of the reasons for LLMs’ failures in code generation tasks and identify factors contributing to their
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suboptimal performance. We also investigate how to improve LLMs’ code generation capabilities

in specific application domains. The experimental results provide many practical insights, which

we believe can assist developers in selecting more suitable code LLMs and help model developers

further enhance these LLMs’ coding abilities.

8 DATA AVAILABILITY
To facilitate the replication study, we have released our benchmark and the experimental data at

our project homepage: https://github.com/DeepSoftwareAnalytics/MultiCodeBench.
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