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ABSTRACT
Providing timely and personalized feedback to large numbers of
students is a long-standing challenge in programming courses. Re-
lying on human teaching assistants (TAs) has been extensively
studied, revealing a number of potential shortcomings. These in-
clude inequitable access for students with low confidence when
needing support, as well as situations where TAs provide direct
solutions without helping students to develop their own problem-
solving skills. With the advent of powerful large language models
(LLMs), digital teaching assistants configured for programming
contexts have emerged as an appealing and scalable way to provide
instant, equitable, round-the-clock support. Although digital TAs
can provide a variety of help for programming tasks, from high-level
problem solving advice to direct solution generation, the effective-
ness of such tools depends on their ability to promote meaningful
learning experiences. If students find the guardrails implemented
in digital TAs too constraining, or if other expectations are not met,
they may seek assistance in ways that do not help them learn. Thus,
it is essential to identify the features that students believe make
digital teaching assistants valuable. We deployed an LLM-powered
digital assistant in an introductory programming course and col-
lected student feedback (𝑛 = 813) on the characteristics of the tool
they perceived to be most important. Our results highlight that stu-
dents value such tools for their ability to provide instant, engaging
support, particularly during peak times such as before assessment
deadlines. They also expressed a strong preference for features that
enable them to retain autonomy in their learning journey, such as
scaffolding that helps to guide them through problem-solving steps
rather than simply being shown direct solutions.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Social and professional topics → Computing education; •
Computing methodologies→ Artificial intelligence.
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1 INTRODUCTION
High-quality and timely feedback is essential in educational set-
tings, particularly for students in large undergraduate programming
courses who often have a wide variety of prior experience. Human
teaching assistants (TAs) have helped address this need, but scal-
ing their support to match classes that are growing in size and
diversity remains a significant challenge. Prior literature on student
interactions with TAs has revealed mismatches between student
expectations and educational objectives. In particular, students
grappling with impending deadlines tend to prioritize assignment
completion over long-term learning and conceptual mastery [18].
In practice, TAs frequently reveal solutions during help sessions
instead of guiding students through the debugging process, further
entrenching problem-solving dependencies rather than fostering
independence and resilience [15]. Another limitation of human
TAs is their availability and accessibility. Providing immediate help
in programming courses is difficult, with scheduled office hours
being underutilized [34] and in-person support failing to reach all
students equally, as some may hesitate to seek assistance while
others monopolize it [33].

The scalability and performance of large language models (LLMs)
has prompted considerable interest in their use for powering digital
teaching assistants, offering much higher availability and faster
response times than human TAs. However, a critical consideration
for instructors is the ability of digital TAs to support healthy learn-
ing interactions. There are concerns that students may become
overly dependent on these tools for solutions. This calls for built-in
“guardrails” to prevent such misuse [6]. However, if the constraints
imposed by such guardrails are overly prohibitive, or a digital TA
lacks some other desired characteristics, then students may instead
turn to publicly available unconstrained LLMs which may not be
as pedagogically useful. Presently, very little is known about the
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specific characteristics that students value in digital TAs, and how
these might differ from their expectations of human tutors, despite
the fact that such tools are likely to become ubiquitous.

To address this gap, we deployed a digital TA in a large un-
dergraduate introductory programming course, in order to assess
students’ perceptions and preferences. As part of a structured lab
activity, students observed LLM-generated responses to their own
queries for debugging and code writing assistance on sample prob-
lems. After the lab, students were also optionally able to use the
digital TA to seek assistance for their own project work. Students
evaluated the quality of the feedback produced by the digital TA to
their queries, and also reflected on the characteristics that they felt
were most important in a digital TA. This research focuses on two
central questions regarding digital TA deployment:
RQ1: How do students perceive the effectiveness of a digital TA’s

responses concerning debugging and code writing tasks in
terms of correctness and helpfulness?

RQ2: What attributes of a digital programming assistant do stu-
dents consider most essential for supporting their learning
in introductory programming courses?

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 LLMs in Computing Education
LLMs have been extensively studied in the context of computing
education [25]. There is a growing body of work focusing on the
capabilities of LLMs for solving programming exercises [5, 7, 9, 30],
as well as answering [29] and generating programming-related
MCQs [35]. Other studied tasks include bug detection [19], test
suite authoring [4], automatic generation of programming exer-
cises [28], code explanations [16, 20], and worked examples [12],
and the ways that students interact with code-generating LLMs
when programming [13, 26]. When employed as digital TAs, it is
not clear if LLMs are as effective as human tutors [22, 29]. For exam-
ple, a study in the context of mathematics education by Pardos and
Bhandari found that significant learning gains were only observed
for students who were provided human-created hints, and not for
those who were given LLM-generated hints [24]. There remains
much ongoing discussion and work exploring the quality and com-
pleteness of feedback generated by LLMs in computing education
contexts [2, 8].

2.2 Student and TA interactions in CS
Prior work has shown that student and TA interactions are chal-
lenging for both students and tutors. Krause-Levy et al. examined
interactions between students and undergraduate TAs during help-
seeking sessions focused on debugging assignments in introductory
computing courses [15]. They found that the TAs often gave stu-
dents the solution without teaching them the underlying concepts
of the process of debugging. This behavior results in students leav-
ing tutoring sessions with resolved issues but potentially without
a deeper understanding of how to independently tackle similar
problems in the future.

Human TAs face challenges providing effective help for stu-
dents because of a need to triage and prioritize multiple student
requests, engage students effectively, and balance teaching with
time constraints [21, 27]. In addition, TAs must deal with their own

understanding of the material, unprepared students, and diagnosing
student knowledge to provide appropriate assistance [27].

Most directly related to this work is that of Lim et al. [18] who
explored student expectations of human TAs. The main findings
from interviews with students in a CS2 course indicate that stu-
dent expectations and desires can be misaligned with their learn-
ing goals, particularly under the pressure of imminent assignment
deadlines. While students acknowledge the importance of under-
standing and learning from tutors, many prefer direct answers or
solutions as deadlines approach to prioritize completing assign-
ments over deeper learning. Additionally, students do not always
value the importance of identifying their own bugs and may expect
tutors to do it for them, potentially creating a reliance on tutors
and compromising long-term learning.

3 METHODS
3.1 Course context and LLM
Our data was collected from a large introductory programming
course taught at the University of Auckland, a large public research
university in New Zealand, in 2023. A total of 889 students were
enrolled in the course which spans a 12-week teaching term. Every
week, students complete a set of laboratory tasks each contributing
2% towards their final grade in the course.

For the purposes of the current study, we provided students ac-
cess to an LLM-powered digital assistant designed for programming
courses called CodeHelp [17]. CodeHelp is open source1 and is one
of several applications in a publicly available framework that can
be used for building web applications that use LLMs for educational
purposes. Although CodeHelp is open source, an OpenAI API key
must be provided so that it can make requests to one of OpenAI’s
LLMs. For this study we chose to use GPT-4, which was the most
capable model at the time but also the most expensive. The total
cost for running the study over 13 days (9–21 October 2023) was
US$510.

CodeHelp is designed to answer free-form student inquiries
while maintaining a key safeguard: it does not generate solution
code, irrespective of the query’s phrasing. This is achieved with a
series of distinct prompts which include explicit instructions not
to generate code, and which separately verify that code is absent
in any responses received from the LLM. This design is intended
to allow students to receive step-by-step guidance in a mixture of
natural language and pseudocode, as well as explanations of ideas to
develop conceptual understanding, but require that they construct
syntactically correct code on their own. CodeHelp also uses prompts
to generate responses that are “positive and encouraging”, much
like a human tutor would be expected to. Examples of this tone can
be seen in the last line of the outputs shown in Figures 2 and 5.

3.2 Lab tasks
To ensure that all students had a comparable experience with Code-
Help, we prepared three tasks that were included on the lab (Week
11). These tasks consisted of one code writing and two debugging
problems. For each task students were provided some sample code
and were asked to construct an appropriate query for CodeHelp.

1https://github.com/liffiton/Gen-Ed

https://github.com/liffiton/Gen-Ed
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Figure 1: Task 1 – writing code for the IsPrime() function

Each task was followed by two evaluation questions where students
rated the correctness and helpfulness of the feedback produced by
CodeHelp. Figures 1, 3 and 4 show the three tasks.
Code writing assistance: Task 1 involved code writing, and re-
quired students to provide the code fragment (for the incomplete
IsPrime function in Figure 1) to CodeHelp and construct a query
asking it to complete the code. Submissions for Task 1 tended to be
relatively short, as exemplified by the following queries:

• Could you please write me a function that determines whether
an integer is a prime number or not?

• Can you write the code for this function?
One example response to the query “Can you write the code for

this function?”, when the code from Figure 1 was included verbatim,
is shown in Figure 2.

Sure, I can help you understand how to write a function to check if a number is prime
in C. A prime number is a natural number greater than 1 that has no positive divisors
other than 1 and itself. The first few prime numbers are 2, 3, 5, 7, 11, and so on. To
check if a number is prime, you can follow these steps:
1. If the number is less than 2, it’s not prime. So, you can return 0.
<Steps 2 and 3 not shown for space reasons>
4. If the number is not divisible by any number in the above step, then the number is
prime. You can return 1.
Remember to use a loop for step 3. The reason we only need to check divisibility up
to the square root of the number is because a larger factor of the number would be a
multiple of a smaller factor that has already been checked.
I hope this helps! Let me know if you have any other questions.

Figure 2: Example response from CodeHelp to Task 1.

Debugging assistance: The other two tasks were debugging tasks,
where students were asked to query CodeHelp to identify an error
in buggy code. Examples of queries for Tasks 2 and 3 included:

• I want to use this code to determine if there is a repeated value
in the input array, but there seems to be a bug

• it contains a bug
An example response to the query “it contains a bug”, when the

code for Task 2 (see Figure 3) was included verbatim, is the output
shown in Figure 5.
Evaluations of correctness and helpfulness: After each of these
tasks, students were asked to evaluate the quality of the response
that was generated by CodeHelp, with respect to correctness and
helpfulness. Specifically, students responded to the following two
Likert-scale items for each of the three programming tasks:

Figure 3: Task 2 – debugging the IsRepeated() function

Figure 4: Task 3 – debugging the SurroundingSum() function

The issue with your function lies in the nested for loop. You’re comparing each element
in the array with itself and all the subsequent elements. This means that each element
will always find itself as a duplicate because you’re starting the inner loop from ‘i‘
instead of ‘i + 1‘.
In your current implementation, when ‘i‘ and ‘j‘ are the same, ‘values[i]‘ is equal to
‘values[j]‘, and your function will return ‘1‘ indicating that a duplicate is found, even
if there are no duplicates in the array.
To fix this, you should start the inner loop from ‘i + 1‘ instead of ‘i‘. This way, you’re
comparing each element with all the elements that come after it, not including itself.
Remember, when dealingwith nested loops, especially in cases where you’re comparing
elements in an array, it’s important to carefully consider where each loop starts and
ends to avoid comparing an element with itself.
Keep going, you’re doing great!

Figure 5: Example response from CodeHelp to Task 2.

(1) The response from CodeHelp is correct (i.e. it does not in-
clude any false or inaccurate content)

(2) The response from CodeHelp is helpful (i.e. is a useful re-
sponse for a student asking this question)
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3.3 Reflections on desirable characteristics
After evaluating the feedback generated by CodeHelp to the three
programming tasks, students were asked to think about and de-
scribe the characteristics they felt were important for a digital
TA used in programming courses. Specifically, they were asked to
answer the following: Now that you have observed feedback from
CodeHelp in response to requests for writing and debugging code, an-
swer the following reflection question: What do you think are the most
important characteristics for an automated programming assistant
(like CodeHelp) if it is to be suitable for use in a programming course?

The deadline for completing the lab tasks and for submitting
the reflection was midnight on the evening of October 16th. After
this date, students were invited to use CodeHelp optionally during
the week following the lab when they were working on their end-
of-course projects (worth 12% of their final grade). Students were
permitted to use CodeHelp to ask any questions related to the final
project, which was due at midnight on the evening of October 21st.

3.4 Data analysis
We report student interactions with CodeHelp in two ways. First,
we perform a quantitative analysis of the frequency with which
students interact with the tool over the duration of the study (9–21
October) and we summarize student ratings of the correctness and
accuracy of the responses generated by CodeHelp.

Second, our qualitative analysis of the open-response reflection
data follows the guidelines for reflexive thematic analysis outlined
by Braun and Clarke [3]. In this study, three of the authors inde-
pendently coded a sample of responses with succinct labels, and
subsequently met to discuss the codes and to develop higher-level
themes2. When presenting the results, we report the most common
themes and illustrate these with examples of student responses.

4 RESULTS
4.1 Interactions with the tool
Figure 6 illustrates when, over the two week period of the study
(9–21 October), students submitted queries to CodeHelp. A total
of 6,051 queries were made by 813 students. The intense period of
activity, leading up to midnight on October 16th, corresponds to
the deadline for the lab activity. Notably, there was considerable
usage of CodeHelp after October 16th, when student interactions
with the tool were ungraded.

Figure 7 shows the percentage of all active students using Code-
Help each day (left-hand axis), along with the total number of
queries to CodeHelp (right-hand axis). After the lab deadline (16
October), the percentage of students using CodeHelp remained
fairly stable (although was trending downwards), but the number
of daily queries increased as the project deadline drew nearer. Given
that this corresponds to voluntary use of CodeHelp, it suggests stu-
dents saw value in the tool for supporting their coursework.

Figure 8 summarizes student responses to the Likert-scale items
regarding the correctness and helpfulness of CodeHelp’s responses
to the three questions on the lab. A large majority of the students
either “Strongly agree” or “Agree” that the responses generated by
CodeHelp were both correct and helpful.

2https://www.thematicanalysis.net/doing-reflexive-ta/
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4.2 Desired characteristics
Our qualitative analysis of student responses on the important char-
acteristics for a digital TA revealed three key themes: Scaffolding
(i.e., how student learning should be supported); Appropriateness
(i.e., the nature and content of explanations and feedback); andUser
Experience (i.e., the values that students express when considering
their learning experience). Each theme highlights a crucial aspect
of the educational support system students would expect from an
AI Teaching Assistant.

4.2.1 Scaffolding. Students reported wanting to understand the
content and felt that explanations that focused on process (how)
and foundational knowledge (why) were key features. They did not
want to be directly provided with the solutions to the problems,

https://www.thematicanalysis.net/doing-reflexive-ta/
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Figure 8: Student feedback on the correctness and helpfulness of responses from CodeHelp to the three lab questions.

but rather, they wanted to be taught how to obtain the solutions
themselves (agency) to develop deep understanding. The student
reflections included, among others, the following:

“One key idea is that it shouldn’t supply code.”

“Therefore the assistant must make sure to be helpful without
directly writing code or debugging code for the user by giving
ideas and explaining logic and asking relevant questions to help
the user understand.”

Students also described the importance of support for focusing on
relevant code sections:

“Like suggesting changing a small portion . . . as people can focus
on one section of the code.”

Some students emphasized the benefits of having support in problem-
solving guidance:

“. . . useful for understanding code or a complex algorithm as they
break the problem down into simpler steps to understand.”

“This may be done by asking the student questions instead of
giving answers, such that the questions provided give the student
a clue as to what to do.”

Several students talked about the value of multiple exemplars which
is a good pedagogical practice:

“. . . beneficial to have an assistant that presents a few different
ways of solving an issue, to make students reflect more, but also
to make sure there is a solution that could be implemented with
varying levels of coding experience.”

“The ability to provide explanations on how to write code that
fulfills the specifications in various forms so that the user can
expand their coding repertoire. ”

Finally, they also talked about breaking up explanations in ways
that may reduce cognitive effort:

“For writing of code I think the AI should break it down into simple
steps for the student to focus on and write rather than writing the
code for the student, as this will help the student learn.”

“The tool must also provide good explanations instead of just
solutions and should be able to break down unfamiliar concepts
in simple terms.”

4.2.2 Appropriateness. The second theme that emerged is the need
for the presented concepts and explanations as well as language
expressions to be appropriate for the level of the audience.

“. . . [an] important characteristic would be understandability. If
the feedback provided was not written in a well-structuredmanner,
this would require a lot of effort for us to slowly understand and
read. . . ”

“. . . It should be detailed enough that the person asking will be able
to understand the information provided and how to fix a certain
issue . . . ”

“Not everyone will be at the same level of programming as others.
Hence, the explanations should be customised for everyone so that
users of different levels of coding experience can find this assistant
useful.”

Many students clearly preferred explanations in plain language,
avoiding complex jargon:

“conciseness is important. . . The information provided [by the
model] should be specific to the problem provided and not infor-
mation based on general topics.”

“I think the most important characteristic is providing help in a
way that is easier to understand. This means organising hints in
a bulleted list, using simple language. . . ”

Further, the content should be constrained to the topics that have
been covered in the course, and which are appropriate for beginners.

“and for more complex problems, providing snippets of code that
beginners may not be familiar with yet.”

“. . . showing solutions using only methods taught in class. . . . Chat-
GPT for example fails at this often. . . [it] may suggest far more
complex solutions that a beginner cannot yet understand.”

4.2.3 User Experience. The final theme encompasses the values
that students describe as important for their experience when using
the tool for learning. They emphasise the importance of agency:

“broad cues as help could be more effective in letting students ‘find’
their own solutions from these cues.”

“help the student figure out their own way of solving the problem.”

“It should also be interactive, allowing students to try things for
themselves whilst providing feedback and error analysis.”

Students wanted rapid responses with support always available:
“ Sometimes you can’t always get help or assistance from someone
who is experienced in coding and can help you, so to have a 24/7
assistance that can achieve the same level as a tutor/teacher is
really helpful.”
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“helps explain codes without the help of a tutor, helps the student
to get help all the time everywhere.”

Most importantly, the responses from the tool must be correct.
Trustworthiness and precision in the feedback are crucial for stu-
dents to be confident in using such tools for educational purposes:

“I think the accuracy is very important. Having an automated
programming assistant that is very accurate is essential.”

In summary, the thematic analysis indicates that students seek
to enhance their learning by ensuring they understand the content
and develop their critical thinking and problem-solving skills. They
want an educational aid rather than a solution provider. They desire
a tool that helps them understand their coding errors and guides
them to correct those mistakes, all communicated in clear and
concise language and with accurate feedback that they can trust.

5 DISCUSSION
The use of AI Teaching Assistants (TAs) is likely to increase, espe-
cially given their cost effectiveness relative to human TAs. In this
study, we used the most expensive model from OpenAI at the time
(GPT-4). The total cost for handling 6,051 queries spread across all
hours of the day over 2 weeks was US$510, roughly equivalent to
a little over 30 hours of human TA time (assuming a typical rate
of US$15 per hour). Such tools may not entirely replace human
TAs, and we do not advocate for that, but they may be a useful
way to augment human TA support, especially by answering com-
mon queries outside of regular working hours—a time when our
prototype experienced substantial student usage. Usage spiked dra-
matically leading up to the deadline, with 20% of all queries being
submitted on the 16th October, and many of those in the hours im-
mediately before the lab deadline. Future research could investigate
the impact of always available support on student procrastination,
given previous findings linking automatic grading to increased
procrastination [1].

Our qualitative results align with findings from previous re-
search, highlighting a trend where students weigh the convenience
of help resources against perceived learning benefits [10]. Notably,
students preferred shorter responses that facilitated their problem-
solving process in a structured manner rather than receiving so-
lutions directly. This also aligns with students’ responses about
in-person TAs [18], however this same prior work found that stu-
dents sometimes want direct answers when seeking help close to a
deadline. Future work could examine if student opinions change (or
if they would opt for just a solution) when near a deadline. It’s also
possible that students felt more comfortable expressing maladaptive
learning behaviors (just wanting solutions) in the 1-1 interviews
conducted by Lim et al. than in our questionnaire.

Encouragingly, this explicit desire for solutions to remain hidden
suggests that students want to use AI TAs for learning, not to
obtain solutions. This contrasts with the concerns expressed by
academics about use of AI by students to cheat [25, 32, 37]. Prior
work provides evidence that students are most likely to cheat when
they run out of time, when the workload is too high, and when
assignments are too hard [31]. AI TAs may provide a higher level of
individual support to students that may reduce time spent waiting
for feedback, hints, and other teaching support humans provide. A
recent study also highlighted the on-demand nature of help from

AI tools as a primary motivator for student use [10]. AI TAs that
provide immediate and personalized feedback may therefore reduce
academic misconduct as students can get assistance promptly and
overcome some of the pressures that lead to cheating behaviours.

However, it is crucial for instructors to continue to emphasize
the purpose and value of learning activities and assignments. In a
recent interview study, some students claimed they would resort
to using AI tools to complete ‘busy work’, referring to activities
perceived as lacking educational value [37]. So, while clearly the
design of AI TAs is critical, instructors also play a pivotal role in
ensuring ethical use of AI TAs in the learning process.

5.1 Design Recommendations
5.1.1 Scaffold a Learning Process that Preserves Students’ Agency.
Students expressed the desire to independently arrive at a solution
rather than being provided with solutions directly. This preference
aligns with recent research outside of computing education which
demonstrated that users are more likely to engage with AI tools
when they feel a sense of ownership over the process and out-
comes [11, 23, 36]. Exploring the impact of AI Teaching Assistants
on students’ agency in their learning process would be a promising
area for future research. While students want their agency to be
preserved, they still appreciated hints and guidance in the form of
procedural scaffolding. Rather than receiving direct instructions
about how to fix their code, students wanted to have their attention
directed to the area within the code that needed attention or help
with understanding the problem they are trying to solve.

5.1.2 Tailor Scaffolding and Responses to Students’ Expertise. Stu-
dents wanted responses to be aligned with their knowledge and
abilities. Students highlighted issues with current tools like Chat-
GPT, which fail to account for their expertise level, resulting in
confusing and unhelpful programming patterns. However, they
also expressed interest in being exposed to new patterns and exam-
ples that could challenge and expand their abilities. AI Teaching
Assistants should therefore maintain user models that can be used
to guide process and personalize responses. In addition, students
advocated for responses to be clearly and concisely presented, such
as by using bullet points. This aligns with best practice in feedback
design [14]. These findings underscore the importance of providing
well-organized responses that are easily comprehensible.

6 CONCLUSION
In this study, we explored key implications arising from students’
reflections about using AI-assisted learning tools in the domain of
computing education. Our findings underscore two key points. First,
students not only enjoyed using the AI TA but also engaged with it
extensively, especially late at night leading up to the lab deadline.
Second, students desired more than mere answers; seeking agency
in their learning process and emphasizing the need for scaffolding
to guide them through the problem-solving process, and to help
them generate their own solutions.
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