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ABSTRACT
Automated Program Repair (APR) aims to automatically fix bugs
in the source code. Recently, as advances in Deep Learning (DL)
field, there is a rise of Neural Program Repair (NPR) studies, which
formulate APR as a translation task from buggy code to correct
code and adopt neural networks based on encoder-decoder archi-
tecture. Compared with other APR techniques, NPR approaches
have a great advantage in applicability because they do not need
any specification (i.e., a test suite). Although NPR has been a hot
research direction, there isn’t any overview on this field yet. In or-
der to help interested readers understand architectures, challenges
and corresponding solutions of existing NPR systems, we conduct
a literature review on latest studies in this paper. We begin with
introducing the background knowledge on this field. Next, to be
understandable, we decompose the NPR procedure into a series of
modules and explicate various design choices on each module. Fur-
thermore, we identify several challenges and discuss the effect of
existing solutions. Finally, we conclude and provide some promising
directions for future research.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Since debugging is a costly but crucial activity to ensure software
quality [4], Automated Program Repair (APR) [29], which aims to
automatically fix bugs without human intervention, has become an
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Figure 1: An example of NPR. The buggy statement is high-
lighted in red dotted box and the repaired statement in
green.

important research topic in both software engineering and artificial
intelligence community. In the last decade, the most of the popular
APR approaches are test-suite-based ones[7, 14, 17, 26, 27, 32, 45,
47, 48, 50], where test cases of the buggy program are adopted as
specifications to guide the repair process. During the bug-fixing,
candidate patches are continuously generated to be applied on
the buggy program until the patched program meets the expected
behaviour described by the specification. However, in practice,
the applicability of test-suite-based APR systems is very limited,
because test suites are difficult to obtain and their quality is often
far from satisfactory for being a repair specification [49].

Recently, researchers start paying more attention on Neural
Program Repair (NPR) approaches [3, 6, 8, 11, 12, 15, 22, 25, 28, 40–
42, 53] since they have shown great potential on automatically
fixing bugs without test suites. The NPR approach formulates APR
task as a translation from buggy code to correct code. Generally,
the core component of a NPR system consists of an encoder and a
decoder [2], both of which contain several layers of neural networks
that can receive sequential inputs. Take Figure 1 as an example:
when repairing, the encoder first embeds the source buggy pro-
gram into a semantic context vector, which is called Encoding. The
decoder then performs a multi-step generation of fix scheme. At
each step, it takes context vector and previously generated tokens
as inputs and calculates the probability distribution over a target
vocabulary. This phase is called Decoding. Besides, a complete NPR
procedure generally include two other modules: Preprocessing and
Patch Ranking. The former module prepares inputs that are accept-
able by neural encoders and the latter ranks candidates produced
by the decoder.
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Compared with test-suite-based APR approaches, the NPR ap-
proaches can be applied to a wider range of scenarios from devel-
opment to production cycle since they only need aligned bug-fix
program pairs for training. Such resource can be easily obtained
from code repositories like GitHub. However, their performances
are still far from being applied in real-world scenarios. The obstacles
to design an effective NPR system comes from manifold processing
steps and to model the complex APR task. For example, on design
choices of the Context Extraction (a sub-phase of the Preprocessing
module), a wider context may contain more repair ingredients on
APR aspect but result in a longer input which is harder to be learned
by neural networks, therefore requires corresponding changes on
Encoder Architecture or Decoder Architecture. To make best prac-
tice among various design choices requires developers to have an
in-depth understanding of both the Deep Learning and the APR do-
main, which hinders the follow-up researches of the NPR direction.
But first of all, there is no NPR-specific review to conclude design
space and discuss threatening challenges. Regarding the related
surveys, they either only focus on test-based approaches [24] or
provide a general view on a limited scope of NPR approaches just
from the perspective of techniques [5].

In this work, to help understand important design points on NPR
systems, we give a seminal overview of latest studies. Specifically,
we introduce the preliminary knowledge about this field in Sec-
tion 2, including task formulation, datasets and evaluation metrics.
Next, in Section 3, we give an in-detail exploration on NPR’s design
space, decomposing the overall procedure of NPR systems into a
series of modules, explicating design choices in each module and
analyzing the performance. We believe that this way is particularly
helpful for readers to understand and can ease the design of new
NPR approaches.Then, we figure out typical challenges and discuss
the effect of existing solutions to these challenges in Section 4. Fur-
thermore, we conclude and discuss some future research directions
in Section 5.

2 DATASET AND METRICS
In this section, we first give a formulation of the NPR task and then
introduce available popular datasets and evaluation metrics.

Task. APR task aims to automatically generate patches for the
given buggy program. A complete repair process usually consists of
three steps: Fault Localization, Patch Generation and Patch Validation.
First, the fault statement of the buggy program will be located by
fault localization techniques [46]. Secondly, a bunch of candidate
patches are generated by different patch generation models. To get
the correct patches that are acceptable by developers, candidates
should be validated by certain protocols. The NPR approach mainly
does the work of patch generation. For NPR systems, inputs should
be fault-localized programs (method-level or line-level) within a
single file. Their outputs are potential patches corresponding to the
bug.

Datasets. We list widely adopted datasets in NPR research in
Table 1. Basically, each data instance of all these datasets contains
an aligned bug-fix pair that generated from submissions of pro-
gramming competition websites or commits of Open-Source (OS)
projects. Defects4j [19] contains real-world bugs built on top of OS
programs’ version control system.. To make bugs reproducible, it

Datasets Language Source Size TS

Defects4j Java OS Projects 835 !

QuixBugs Java, python Competition 80 !
BFP(small) Java OS Projects 58,350
BFP(medium) Java OS Projects 65,454
CodRep Java OS Projects 58,069
Restricted Test JavaScript OS Projects 243,054

Table 1: Popular datasets for NPR approaches. "TS" denotes
whether the dataset provides corresponding test suites.

provides faulty and fixed program versions with corresponding test
suites. QuixBugs [23] consists of 40 programs translated to both
Python and Java, each with a bug on a single line. Owing to the test
suites, these two also serve as the most popular evaluation datasets
for all APR approaches. However, their sizes are relatively too small
to train a learning-based NPR approach, i.e., totally 835 instances
in Defects4j (the latest-version) and 80 in QuixBugs (40 of Java and
40 of Python). Therefore, to make it possible to train and evaluate
NPR systems, several larger datasets [3, 9, 41] are constructed as
are shown in Table 1. Specifically, BFP [41] provide two datasets for
small methods (less than 50 tokens) and mediummethods (50 to 100
tokens) extracted from commits between March 2011 and October
2017 on GitHub, and CodRep [9] integrates bugs mined by several
previous studies [21, 30, 35, 51, 52]. Similarly, the JavaScript bug-fix
dataset Restricted Text [3] is constructed from 5.5 million GitHub
commits. In consideration of cost on collecting test suites, the larger
datasets only provide human-written patches for validation.

EvaluationMetrics.TheNPR approach usually predicts patches
with the top confidence score to form the candidate set. If a candi-
date can pass all the given test case, it is regarded as a plausible
patch. Such patches may not be accepted by developers for some
reasons (i.e., introduce other faults) so further manual check is
performed to ensure that they are correct. In this way, perfor-
mances of NPR approaches can be measured as the number of
correct\plausible patches. And when a corresponding test suite
is missing, candidates that are exactly samewith the human-written
patches can be regarded as correct. Under this situation, the evalua-
tion metric is top-K accuracy where K is the size of the candidate
set for each bug.

3 NPR SYSTEMS
In this section, we review the existing NPR systems from the per-
spective of their design choices. First, we introduce the overall
procedure of NPR systems in Section 3.1. Then, design choices on
each module of the procedure are explicated in Section 3.2 to 3.5.
Finally, we give a summary of included studies to retrieve the SOTA
systems and point out the limitation.

3.1 Overall Procedure
Generally, NPR systems follow the processing progress illustrated in
Figure 2. An end-to-end repair procedure consists of the following
phases:
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Figure 2: The overall procedure and corresponding design space of the NPR. The left part of the figure describes the processing
pipeline and the right part categorized design choices of each module.

(1) Preprocessing. First of all, buggy programs are processed
into sequential or structural forms that are acceptable by Neural
Networks (NN) during the Preprocessing phase. This phase has four
sub-phases. In the Context Extraction sub-phase, context surround-
ing the buggy fragment will be extracted to build a contextual input.
Next, text-form codes need to be divided into lists of tokens through
the Code Tokenization sub-phase. There is an option for an Code
Abstraction sub-phase to simplify the input by renaming natural
elements in the source code. Additional features such like the Ab-
stract Syntax Tree (AST) will be constructed during the Feature
Construction sub-phase.

(2) Input Representing. Next, processed inputs are fed into the
encoder which consists of several neural layers. The embedding
layers of the encoder first represent the input as vectors, with tokens
occurring in similar contexts having a similar vector representation.
The next layers perform vector-based computation to produce a
final contextual vector that contain rich semantics of the buggy

program. In a sense, the encoder represents the knowledge of the
programming language.

(3) Output Searching. Then, the decoder module performs a
multi-step fix generation, which is called decoding. The decoder
has a structure similar to the encoder. At each step, it takes the
contextual vector produced by the encoder along with previously
generated tokens as inputs and outputs the probability distribution
over the target vocabulary. The fix can be code text or edit oper-
ations on the buggy program. This phase produced all potential
patch candidates within the search space.

(4) Patch Ranking. Finally, a rank strategy is necessary to re-
duce the patch candidates set to a reasonable size, considering the
efficiency of subsequent patch validation.

Each phase of the NPR procedure can be regarded as an inde-
pendent function module and has positional design points. The
following part will explicate various design choices of existing NPR
systems on each module.
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3.2 Preprocessing
3.2.1 Context Extraction. For NPR task, the unprocessed input is
a buggy file with fault location ( usually at line level). Since a no-
context line-to-line repair will gain a low performance [8], most
approaches will input the buggy line along with its surrounding
context. It is important to decide the context scope. A wider con-
text may contains more repair ingredients but also introduces noise
that degrades the performance of repair models. The commonly
used approaches to extract context can be categorised as Text-based
or AST-based.

A text-based extraction only considers context that is location-
relevant to the buggy statement. The simplest way is to take a
single buggy line which contains the buggy statement as context
[12]. Another case extracts the error context consisting of the buggy
line and the tow neighboring lines [3].

The more common approach to extract context is AST-based.
Most studies select the nearest MethodDeclaration-type ancestor
of the buggy node as a root of contextual AST [11, 22, 25, 40, 41,
53]. There are also some approaches [6, 28] trying to make the
model learn to fix bugs within a more narrow context – the least
common ancestor of the buggy node and the fix node. For a widest
consideration, SequenceR [8] builds a class-level context with a
length limit of 1,000 tokens. It keeps all the instance variables
and initializers in the buggy class along with the signature of the
constructor and non-buggy methods even if they are not called in
the buggy method.

3.2.2 Code Tokenization. Neural models can only receive sequen-
tial or structural formed input, so the textual source code needs to
be divided into a list of tokens first, which is called tokenization. For
NPR task, the Tokenize Type can be Standard ways that are pop-
ular in other field or being Code-aware for maintaining semantics
of the program.

For most natural languages, a tokenization way that fits human
intuition is word-piece. However, for tasks that use a large vocab-
ulary, a word-piece tokenization will decrease the performance
since neural models are pool at dealing with unseen words that
are Out-Of-Vocabulary (OOV) [31]. Thus, modern models usually
adopts a Byte-Pair-Encoding [37] tokenization, encoding rare and
unknown words as subword units to mitigate the OOV problem.
Tracing back to NPR task, BPE-based tokenization are also used in
some NPR systems [12, 18, 28] for the reason that programming
languages use a more irregular vocabulary.

Programming need to follow predefined lexical rules. Before
execution, they need to be decomposed into individual units by
the lexical parser. Similarly, a code-aware tokenization that most
approaches [3, 6, 8, 11, 22, 40, 41, 53] take is to fed source codes
into a language-specific lexer. Besides, some common naming rule
will be considered during tokenization to reduce the number of
uncommon tokens. For instance, CoCoNut [25] separates variable
andmethod names with a special "CaMel" token, using camel letters,
underscores, and numbers to split long identifier.

3.2.3 Code Abstraction. The purpose of code abstraction is to sharp
the size of the vocabulary that NPRmodels use. Themodel generates
sequential tokens by computing probability distributions over a
predefined token vocabulary. When dealing with a large vocabulary

composed of many possible output tokens, it may become inefficient
or imprecise. Code abstraction aims to simplify the input program
by renaming natural elements like identifiers and literals and there
are different choices among the renaming scope.

The first approach [41] adopts a ID-replace strategy. At the be-
ginning, the source code is divided into a stream of tokens by a
lexer. Then the strategy substitutes each identifier/literal within
the tokenized stream with a unique ordinal ID. Some frequently ap-
peared identifiers and literals like "add" or "replace" will be retained,
since they represent common concepts. This abstraction way can
significantly reduce the size of the vocabulary, but introduces some
obvious drawbacks, i.e., the abstract patch that contains a ID not
appeared in the source can’t be concretized. A more modest option
is to abstract literals only [18, 25], considering that most uncom-
mon words in the vocabulary are brought by strings. DLFix [22]
implemented a rename abstraction in order to increase the chance
for model to learn fix in similar scenarios. They keep the type of
a variable in the new name along with the invoked method. At
present, abstract literals and infrequent identifiers in the source
code is the best practice. But it is far from perfect because such
abstraction will decrease the applicability of models on real-world
scenarios.

3.2.4 Feature Construction. Programs written in high-level pro-
gramming languages have richer information than natural language
texts. For example, a syntactically correct program can be parsed
into an Abstract Syntax Tree (AST) that reflects structural syntactic
information. Models may get additional repair ingredients or learn
to use grammar rules from such features.

Most features are constructed from an AST. Since a tree-structure
AST is not suitable for normal neural models that require sequential
inputs, an extra process for representing AST is needed. A com-
mon solution is to use the sequential traverse results of AST. In
this way, some approaches [6, 40] try to represent the AST with
a sequence of Context-Free-Grammar (CFG) rules [20]. A CFG is
a tuple 𝐺 = (𝑁,

∑
, 𝑃, 𝑆), where 𝑁 is a set of non-terminals,

∑
is

a set of terminals, 𝑃 is a set of production rules and S is the start
symbol. The AST that belongs to the language defined by 𝐺 can
be parsed by applying the appropriate derivation rules from the
start symbol 𝑆 . Each CFG rule is regarded as a token of the vocabu-
lary. For a non-traverse representation, DLFix [22] generates four
ASTs for each bug-fix pair: a tree for buggy method, a tree for fix
method, a buggy sub-tree for buggy nodes and a fix sub-tree for fix
nodes. The authors adopt a DL-based code summarization model
[44] to represent a sub-tree into a single vector. Besides, authors
of Recoder [53] treat the AST as a directional graph and embed it
with an adjacent matrix.

A latest novel idea of feature construction is to get the results of
program analysis tools. TFix [3] uses the bug report produced by
a static bug detector as an additional feature, which describes the
location and the type of the bug.

3.3 Input Representing
The purpose of Input Representing is to make the model understand
the semantics of buggy programs with a encoder module, which
is also called Encoding. To this aim, the input will be mapped into
a special semantic vector space by the encoder module which is
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composed of multi-layer neural networks. In this phase, to design a
proper encoder architecture is the most important. Architectures
of encoders that existing NPR approaches use can be categorized
as Standard, Struture-aware.

Standard encoders refer to those popular in the Natural Lan-
guage Processing (NLP) field. Under this category, classic neural
networks like Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) architecture [16]
and Transformer [43] are most commonly used [6, 8, 12, 41]. An-
other popular choice is to reuse models that have already trained
on a large corpus of codes, which is called pre-train [10]. Given
the effectiveness of language models in the NLP domain, CURE
[18] proposes to add a GPT [33] module pre-trained on software
code to an Neural Machine Translation (NMT) architecture. TFix
[3] leverages T5 , a Transformer-based [43] model pre-trained on
NLP tasks and fine-tune it for the task of generating code fixes. And
the CodeBERT [13] model, a bimodal pre-trained language model
for both natural and programming languages, is also used to adapt
the APR task [28].

Structure-aware encoders are used to capture the AST-based fea-
tures. For a original tree-structure AST, DLFix [22] encodes it with
a Tree-LSTM [39] and Hoppity [11] adopts a Gated Graph Neural
Network (GGNN) [1], treating the AST as a graph. For traverse
results of ASTs, Tang [40] designs a Cross-Attention mechanism to
make full use of token information and syntax information interac-
tively. Recoder [53] uses a special encoder called Code Reader that
combines traverse results and AST-based graph through three sub
neural layers.

Specifically, CoCoNut [25] represent the buggy line and the
context separately as a second encoder, independently of the chosen
context. They believe this way can help the model learn useful
relations from the context (such as potential donor code, variables
in scope, etc.) without adding noise to the relations learned from
the buggy line.

3.4 Output Searching
3.4.1 Output Type. The output space is defined by the vocabulary
that consists of tokens. During the Output Searching phase, the
decoder will make a probable search through the output space and
calculates probability distributions over the target vocabulary. To
model the generation of patches, the output type can be either
AST-based or Text-based.

For textual generation, the most common way is to treat fixing as
a token-to-token translation [8, 18, 25, 28, 41]. At each iteration, a
textual code tokenwill be outputted. Such design allows the decoder
generate the patch code directly. Specifically, Edits [12] outputs edit
operations such as insert and delete on the buggy program instead
of code tokens, stemming from human’s edit operations on fixing
error text.

For AST-based generation, the model will first build an AST as
the backstone of the potential fix. At each step of generation, the
output can be a new node to expand the AST [22], or a modification
of the buggy node [11, 53]. Another option is to generate CFG
rules of the AST [6, 40] first and then convert them to concrete
programs. The AST-based way can ensure the syntactic correctness
of generated codes to some extent.

3.4.2 Decoder Architecture. The purpose of decoding is to esti-
mate the probability distribution of potential fix schemes. This is a
multi-step process. At each step, the decoder outputs a conditional
probability distribution over vocabulary, considering previously
generated tokens and the context vector generated by the encoder.
The decoder architecture represents the activity of generating
patches. They can be categorized into Standard or Structure-aware.

Similar to standard encoders, standard decoders can also be
pristine or pretrained. Standard architectures like LSTM [16] and
Transformer [43] are also popular choices for NPR systems [6, 8,
25, 41].The only change is that some pre-training models can only
be used to initialize the encoder [28].

Some structure-aware decoders are tree-based since they model
the decoding phase as a modification of the AST rather than gen-
erating textual codes. To this aim, DLFix [22] adopts a Tree-LSTM
[39] to generate a new node to replace the buggy node. And Recoder
[53] developed a syntactic edit decoder based on TreeGen [38] to
produce edit operations on the AST of buggy program.

The APR task is different from translation in that only part of
the words need to be changed. Considering this difference, some
approaches [6, 8, 12] add a copy mechanism [36] to make the de-
coder task-aware. It allows a direct copy of tokens from the source
program during decoding.

3.5 Patch Ranking
The number of potential patches that the decoder produced will
be 𝑆𝑙𝑣 where 𝑆𝑣 is the size of vocabulary and 𝑙 is the max length of
output. It is unrealistic to validate every candidate since they need
be manually checked eventually. Therefore, A rank strategy is
necessary in considering that too many candidates will significantly
decrease the inference efficiency of the model and burden the effort
on patch validation.

Beam Search is a general search strategy in the DL domain, and it
is also used as a patch ranking strategy by a lot of APR approaches
[6, 8, 22, 40, 41]. For each iteration during the generation, the beam
search algorithm checks the 𝑡 most likely tokens (𝑡 corresponds to
the beam size) and ranks them by the total likelihood score of the
next 𝑠 prediction steps (𝑠 correspond to the search depth). In the
end, the top 𝑡 most likely sequences ordered by the likelihood are
kept. To filter candidates that are of low quality, Cure [18] adopts
a code-aware beam search strategy, performing a Valid-Identifier-
Check. The strategy first uses static analysis to get valid identifiers
in the source program. Then during search, the probability of the
generated identifier which is not valid in the source will be set
to −𝑖𝑛𝑓 . DLFix [22] uses a more complex patch ranking strategy.
They first derive the possible candidates with a set of program
analysis filters and then adopt a DL-based classification to re-rank
candidates.

3.6 The State-Of-The-Art
To summary, we provide a table view of NPR systems that achieve
remarkable performance. These systems with their design choices
on each module are summarized in Table ??. Besides, We list their
performances on five datasets for comparison. Performances on
Defects4j [19] and QuixBugs [23] are represented by the number of
correct/plausible patches. The other three datasets (BFP(small)
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Table 2: A summary of performances of advanced NPR systems and their design choices on each module. Only NPR systems
that are evaluated on datasets which have been used at least twice are included. The best performance for each dataset is in
bold. Accuracy at @top-50,@top-5,@top-1 on CodRep, Restricted Text and BFP(small).

[41], CodRep [9], [3]) only provide human-written patches for vali-
dation so the evaluation metric is the accuracy.

Among all NPR approaches, Recoder [53] designs the most com-
plex encoder that receives the code text, AST and Tree Path as
inputs together. It generated 71 correct patches on the 395 bugs of
Defects4j. Its performance is significantly higher than other NPR
systems as well as lots of test-suite-based approaches according to
their original report. On the java part of QuixBugs, the best NPR
system Cure [18] produced 26 correct patches and 35 plausible
patches among 40 bugs. It enhanced the model of CoCoNut [25]
with GPT [33] that pre-trained on a large code corpus. On CodRep,
SequenceR [8] achieves a double higher accuracy with class-level
context and additional copy mechanism compared with the base-
line in the top-50 candidates. TFix [3] that uses a pretrained T5
model [34] reported they achieve a fix rate of 46.30% within top-5
candidates on the Restricted Text dataset compared with CoCoNut
[25] and SequenceR [8]. The small version of BFP only contains
bug-fix pairs that are less than 50 tokens. On this dataset, Tang
[40] perform better with grammar-based generation than vanilla
sequence-to-sequence model [41]. It has shown a top-1 accuracy of
11.47%.

4 CHALLENGES AND SOLUTIONS
In this section, we will identify the challenges on designing an
effective NPR systems and discuss existing solutions. We begin
with an overview on typical challenges on each module of the NPR

procedure in Section 4.1. Then we provide concrete discussion on
corresponding solutions and sum up with general conclusions in
Section 4.2 to 4.4.

4.1 Overview
Although some researchers [18, 25, 53] have report that they can
achieve State-Of-The-Art (SOTA) results compared to test-suite-
base APR, there is still great room for improvement. The obsta-
cles come from differences between natural and programming lan-
guages, as well as that between the program repair and the transla-
tion task. These differences bring in challenges on different parts
of approaches. We identify the main challenges as follows:

Out-Of-Vocabulary (OOV). In reality, programming languages
use an open vocabulary, but DNN models use a fix one. When
dealing with tokens that are out of the predefined vocabulary, their
predictions will become imprecise. Since natural elements in the
source code such as identifiers and literals are named subjectively
by programmers, the OOV problem will be more troublesome when
adopting Neural models on the APR task.

Limited use of code-related information. Programs written
in high-level languages provide richer information than natural
languages. For example, an Abstract-Syntax-Tree (AST) contains
much more structural information compared with textual codes.
Such code-related features can be used to help the model to be
aware of more domain knowledge of the programming language.
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Module Challenge Solution

Preprocessing

Limit use of code-
related information

Extract context arrounding the buggy code. The context can be
neighbor lines [3], buggy method [11, 18, 22, 25, 40, 41] or a
buggy class [8].
Construct features from AST [6, 11, 22, 40, 53] , or using a Static
Analyzer [3].

the OOV problem
Simlify Identifiers [41, 53] or Literals [18, 25, 41].
Split infrequent words into frequent sub units with BPE [3, 12,
18, 28] or Camel-aware tokenization [18, 25].

Input Representing Limit use of code-
related information

Utilizing tree-based encoders for AST-based inputs [22, 40, 53],
GNN for Graph-based inputs [11].

Output Searching Large search space Using Copy Mechanism [6, 8, 53]
Patch Ranking Large search space Perform a code-aware filter [18] or a DL-based classifier [22]

Table 3: Challenges and existing solutions for each module of the NPR system

However, ordinary models in NLP field can not deal with these
code-related information properly.

Large searching space. Generally, a NPR model generates 𝑉 𝑙
𝑠

candidate patches for each bugwhere𝑉𝑠 is the size of the vocabulary
(usually at tens of thousands level) and 𝑙 is the length of the output.
Obviously, such a huge search space will lead to a decrease on the
model performance and a sharp increase on the time for subsequent
patch validation.

A summary of these challenges and corresponding solutions are
described in Table 3. We categorized them into four aforementioned
phases of the overall NPR procedure. These phases encounter dif-
ferent challenges and require different design choices to mitigate
them. First, in the preprocessing phase, textual codes need to be
divided into a list of tokens. These all tokens form a fixed vocabu-
lary which defines the input space. This step is challenging since
source codes may contain more OOV words which cause the model
making wrong predictions. Then in the input representing phase,
additional features constructed previously pose the challenge on
designing specific neural encoders to better capture their semantics.
Next in the output searching phase, the decoder module search for
potential fixes during the vocabulary-defined output space. It is
challenging to select correct candidates from tens of thousands of
choices. Finally, the generated candidate patches need to be ranked
and filtered in consideration of cost on validation. Thus, there is a
need of efficient patch ranking strategy to largely decrease the size
of candidate set but meanwhile keep the hit rate of correct patch.
In the following part, we will illustrate how prior studies deal with
these challenges and sum up with general conclusions and lessons.

4.2 Solutions to OOV
The first challenge is the OOV problem. when dealing with OOV
words, the NPR model will gain a poor performance [8]. For the
fact that programming languages use a more irregular vocabulary,
the OOV problem will be even more serious when using Neural
models to solve the APR task. In order to alleviate the OOV problem,
researchers have taken several measurements reflected by design
choices on the Code Abstraction and the Code Tokenization phase.

The general purpose of existing solutions is to convert uncommon
words into common ones. To this aim, some approaches choose to
rename the natural elements in the source code such as identifiers
[41, 53] and literals [18, 25, 41]. Another way is to divide word-
piece tokens into sub units with BPE [3, 12, 18, 28] or code-aware
tokenization [18, 25] that stems from commonly used naming rules
of programming languages. We look through their solutions on
these two phases and further get general conclusions as follows:

1. Abstraction of codes can improve the performance but
decrease the applibility. Code abstraction is a straightforward
way that works on solving the OOV problem by renaming the
natural elements in the source code to simplify the vocabulary. As
an evidence, with abstract identifiers and literals, the accuracy of
Tufano’s model [41] can be improved by 104% compared to no-
abstraction one on the CodRep [9] dataset. But such abstraction can
also lead to a reduction of the applicability on real-world debugging
scenarios. For example, Codit [6] mentioned that the model trained
with abstract identifiers can’t handle the situation when the fixmust
introduce a new identifier not appeared in the source program. To
our best knowledge, the best practice on code abstraction is to
abstract all literals [25] and uncommon identifiers [53], which can
benefit a large performance improvement with a trivial loss of
applicability.

2. BPE-based tokenization may be not suitable for APR
task. BPE [37] is a commonly used tokenization method in the
NLP field. It can mitigate the OOV problem by splitting sentences
into a series of sub-words. However, it is not suitable for the APR
task for two reasons. Firstly, dividing the program into sub words
will destroy the lexical and syntactic structure within the code text.
Approaches that adopts BPE tokenization [3, 12, 18, 28] can only
incorporate textual features since structural features like AST need
a word-piece tokenization. Secondly, a sentence toked by BPE will
become much longer than one toked at word-level. The gain that
BPE brings by solving OOV is less than the loss on a longer input,
since DNN-based models has a weak ability to handle long inputs.
According to the results of Tufano [41] and SequenceR [8], the
accuracy of the same model on medium inputs (50 to 100 tokens)
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is 30% - 60% lower than that on small inputs (less than 50 tokens).
We noticed that the existing BPE-based methods [3, 18] with good
performance largely benefit from pretrain technologies which are
too heavy and costly for APR task.

4.3 Usage of code-related information
Compared with natural languages, programming languages have
more significant features. Proper use of these additional features can
be beneficial to model’s ability on understanding and fixing buggy
programs. There are two core issues: how to construct features from
source codes and how to represent features, which is reflected by
the design choices on Preprocessing and Input Representing module.
Extra features come from AST of the program [6, 11, 22, 40, 53] or
a static program analyzer [3]. To better model AST-based features,
tree-based [22, 40, 53] or graph-based [11] are used in the Input
Representing phase.

1. The introduction of grammar rules is helpful for gener-
ating compilable patches. Patches produced by vanilla encoder-
decoder models may not be syntactically correct because they
are generated purely based on probability. These patches would
definitely be discarded because they can’t even be compiled. Ap-
proaches without grammar constrains [8, 18, 25] generate patches
with a average compilable rate less than 40%. Grammar-aware mod-
els [6, 40] can learn to generate syntactically correct patches by
representing grammar constraints with CFG rules, thus reaching a
higher accuracy in the same-size candidate set. For one case, Codit
[6] exports a improvement with 63% on suggesting correct patches
within 5 candidates, compared with SequenceR [8].

2. Structural models can be more precise at a price of de-
creasing the applicability. There are two ways to represent AST:
using structural models that suitable for tree-structure inputs or
traversing AST to get sequential inputs. Most of the methods that
use the former scheme [11, 22, 53] obtained golden performance
benefiting from structural models’ ability to represent AST. How-
ever, structural models have more restrictions on the form of input
and output, which limits the repair scope of NPR systems. For
example, DLFix [22] that adopts a Tree-LSTM [39] based encoder-
decoder model only works on one statement bugs and the fix and
bug location have to be the same. Similarly, Recoder [53] that uses
a Tree-based decoder can only repair one-hunk bugs. As s compari-
son, the sequential encoder-decoder model can deal with any bug
within the source input.

4.4 Reduction of the search space
Correct patches are sparse in the search space [24]. For NPR, large
search space will have two negative effects. During the Output
Searching phase, it will decrease the performance since correct
patches are sparse in the search space [24]. And during the Patch
Ranking phase, the large search space will result in too much patch
candidates that are time-costly to validation. Therefore, a reduc-
tion strategy is necessary to make an efficient search. We review
included studies’ design choices at these tow phases and sum up
with two conclusions related to the search space.

1.A copy generator is the simplestway to reduce the search
space. The copy mechanism [36] allows the model to select tokens
from the source program as outputs during the decoding phase. In a

sense, it enables the model to learn to keep correct tokens and only
modify the buggy part. The ablation results of SequenceR [8] have
demonstrate the remarkable improvement brought by copy mecha-
nism. In practice, the copy mechanism can be easily integrated into
various neural models [6, 8, 12, 53].

2. The number of candidates is not the more, the better. A
larger candidate set may not include more correct patches. Indeed,
the improvement on accuracy brought by more patch candidates
will largely decline with the increase of the beam size according
to existing studies [6, 12, 22, 41]. Besides, the syntax correctness
of the generated candidates will also decrease [41]. Considering
that more candidates need to spend a lot more time to validate, it is
not advisable to increase the number of candidates just to improve
the accuracy of a little bit. According to ablation results on several
experiments [8, 12, 41], we suggest that a less-than-50 size of the
patch candidate set for each bug is reasonable.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
This paper attempted to provide an elaborate overview on architec-
tures, challenges and corresponding solutions of latest NPR Systems.
To locate important design points, we proposed to explore the de-
sign space of each part of the NPR procedure. Furthermore, we
identified three challenges current NPR approaches encountered
and discussed effect of existing solutions. In addition to better so-
lutions on the challenges mentioned in this paper, we print out
several promising future research directions on NPR:

More rules on generating. From a developer perspective, most
patches produced by NPR models are of low quality. Many NPR
systems even can not ensure the syntax correctness of generated
patches. The reason is that they are generated purely based on
probability. However, in reality, the programming needs to follow
certain rules. Integrating these code related specifications into NPR
models will help to generate more qualified programs.

Explicable NPR models. Since neural networks are black-box,
there is low interpretability on how NPR models produce potential
fixes. It may lead to users’ distrust on the generated patches, re-
sulting in limited applications of NPR models on real-world bug-fix
scenarios. We suggested that besides the performance, efforts on
making the model explainable should be dedicated.

Robustness measurement. Existing NPR researches all focus
on how many correct patches are generated in the experimental
environment, whereas ignoring practical reliability metrics such as
robustness. Due to some properties of neural networks, the NPR
model may produce totally different predictions even in the face of
inputs that are just slightly different. Such behaviors may lead to
errors that require a lot of manpower to trace and review. Therefore,
metrics that describes the robustness of the NPR model should be
developed.
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