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Abstract—Large Language Models for Code (or code LLMs)
are increasingly gaining popularity and capabilities, offering a
wide array of functionalities such as code completion, code gener-
ation, code summarization, test generation, code translation, and
more. To leverage code LLMs to their full potential, developers
must provide code-specific contextual information to the models.
These are typically derived and distilled using program analysis
tools. However, there exists a significant gap—these static analysis
tools are often language-specific and come with a steep learning
curve, making their effective use challenging. These tools are
tailored to specific program languages, requiring developers to
learn and manage multiple tools to cover various aspects of the
their code base. Moreover, the complexity of configuring and
integrating these tools into the existing development environments
add an additional layer of difficulty. This challenge limits the
potential benefits that could be gained from more widespread
and effective use of static analysis in conjunction with LLMs.

To address this challenge, we present codellm-devkit (here-
after, CLDK), an open-source library that significantly simplifies
the process of performing program analysis at various levels of
granularity for different programming languages to support code
LLM use cases. As a Python library, CLDK offers developers
an intuitive and user-friendly interface, making it incredibly
easy to provide rich program analysis context to code LLMs.
With this library, developers can effortlessly integrate detailed,
code-specific insights that enhance the operational efficiency and
effectiveness of LLMs in coding tasks. CLDK is available as an
open-source library at https://github.com/IBM/codellm-devkit.

I. INTRODUCTION

The advent of Large Language Models (LLMs) has accel-
erated the use of insightful artificial intelligence in software
development workflows. This has enabled a wide array of
capabilities such as code completion [1], [2], generation [3]–
[5], summarization [6]–[8], test generation [9], [10], program
repair [11], [12], refactoring [12], and translation [13]. These
language models have the potential to improve developer pro-
ductivity and code quality significantly by automating routine
tasks and providing intelligent insights.

To fully leverage the capabilities of LLMs for software
engineering (SE) tasks, it is critical to provide them with
rich, code-specific contextual information, which can be de-
rived from program analysis tools that perform static and/or
dynamic analysis on the codebases. These analysis tools can
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Fig. 1: Landscape of LLMs based solutions for enterprise
software systems.

identify code patterns, dependencies, and potential issues that,
when supplied to code LLMs, can enhance their contextual
understanding of large codebases (beyond what was seen in
their pre-training dataset) thereby impacting their overall per-
formance, accuracy, and, as a consequence, their usefulness.

Applying program analysis tools in the context of LLMs,
however, presents several challenges: (1) most existing static
analysis tools are highly specialized for individual program-
ming languages, each with their own expressive capabilities
and idiosyncrasies, and further (2) existing tools like WALA
(for Java), LLVM (for Rust, and other C-family of languages),
and CodeQL each adopt distinct internal representations, ab-
straction levels, and querying mechanisms making it hard
to generalize across language families. As a result, enabling
program analysis across multiple languages within a project
introduces a number of unique challenges that arise not merely
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query = f"""import java
from Class c
select c.getQualifiedName()
"""

with open(f"codeql.ql", "w") as f:
f.write(query)

result = subprocess.run(f'codeql query
run --database={APP_PATH} codeql.ql')↪→

all_qualified_class_names =
[cls.split("|")[1].strip()↪→

for cls in str(result.stdout.strip())
.split('\\n')[2:]]

Fig. 2: CodeQL requires numerous file i/o ,
subprocess calls , and string split/strip to ob-
tain an output.

java_query=Language("java")
.query(

"(((class_declaration) @class))")

pyth_query=Language("python")
.query(

"(((class_definition) @class))")

go_query=Language("go")
.query(

"(((type_definition) @type_def))")

rust_query=Language("rust")
.query("(((impl_item) @impl))")

Fig. 3: Tree sitter has a different grammars
for similar abstractions in several languages

from cldk import CLDK, Languages
from cldk.languages import Languages

cldk = CLDK(language=Languages.Java)
# The user only needs to change the
# language, the APIs defined below will
# remain the same.

analysis = cldk.analysis(Path(...))

# For languages (like go) which don't
# have classes, it's corresponding
# equivalent (struct) will be returned.
classes = analysis.get_classes()

Fig. 4: CLDK standarizes all API calls. The
user only changes the language parameter

due to the diversity of languages, but also because of the dif-
ferences in how these analysis tools model the code structure,
the inherent semantic relationships, and their behavior.

For developers, this means grappling with different APIs,
data formats, and tooling conventions. The complexity arises
from having to understand the specific design choices un-
derpinning each tool—ranging from abstract syntax trees
to intermediate representations and proprietary query lan-
guages—rather than simply managing tools for multiple lan-
guages. Further, integrating these tools into development envi-
ronments often requires custom configurations and adaptations
that further complicate the process, leading to significant
overhead and limiting their usability.

This work offers codellm-devkit (hereafter, CLDK), an
open-source Python-based library1 designed to simplify the
process of performing program analysis at various levels
of granularity. CLDK provides an intuitive and user-friendly
interface that abstracts the complexities of traditional static
analysis tools. By supporting multiple programming languages
and offering easy integration capabilities, CLDK enables de-
velopers to effortlessly extract rich program analysis context
and supply it to code LLMs. By lowering the barrier to
performing comprehensive program analysis, CLDK aims to
empower developers to harness the full potential of code LLMs
without the overhead of mastering multiple tools or dealing
with complex integrations. We conjecture that CLDK will con-
tribute significantly to the software engineering community by
facilitating more efficient and effective development practices.
Our contributions in this paper are as follows:
◦ Development of CLDK. We introduce CLDK, detailing its
architecture, features, and how it addresses the identified
challenges by providing a unified and simplified approach to
program analysis.
◦ Integration with LLMs. We demonstrate how CLDK can
be seamlessly integrated with code LLMs to enhance various
coding tasks, such as code generation and repair, by providing
enriched contextual information.
◦ Developer Survey. We interviewed 15 researchers and de-
velopers at IBM to understand their code LLM-based use cases

1Available at https://github.com/IBM/codellm-devkit

and challenges that they face while using various program
analysis and prompting tools. We also studied how CLDK can
help ease their code LLM journey.
◦ Evaluation and case studies. We evaluate the effectiveness
of CLDK through real-world case studies and experiments that
showcase its impact on improving the performance of code
LLMs in real-world scenarios and improving research and
developer productivity.

II. MOTIVATION

The construction of CLDK was motivated by a pressing
need to create a unified framework that integrates various tools
required for building LLM-specific code use cases, while pro-
viding an abstraction layer that supports multiple programming
languages. Performing analysis for different programming
languages often requires understanding the intricate details
of various program analysis tools, each of which can have
a steep learning curve. Furthermore, these tools vary in their
level of support for different languages, and extending analysis
to additional languages often demands significant extra effort
from developers.

To highlight these challenges, Figs. 2 and 3 demonstrate
how different program analysis frameworks require vastly
different approaches to accomplish the same task—that of
having to retrieve all the class names from an application.
Using CodeQL CLI [14], the user needs to create a semmle
query and save it to disk, then run it using the subprocess
call, and then clean up the pipe-separated text output to extract
the desired results. This process of performing multiple file
i/o operations and execution of subprocess calls (which may
require previlidge access) can be unscalable and may pose
security threats. Further, performing string splits and strip
can be challenging and error prone. Alternatively, with Tree-
sitter [15] (see Fig. 3), simpler queries can be written, and
the Python library can be used to parse the raw AST to
retrieve class names. However, the developer needs to learn
the grammar for each language, and construct new queries
that leverage the language grammar. This has a steep learning
curve and may not scale in practice.

Figure 4 illustrate how CLDK simplifies this process
considerably—the developer just needs to instantiate a CLDK

https://github.com/IBM/codellm-devkit


TABLE I: Survey participants. Exp: Experience (in years).

ID Designation Division Exp.

E1 Software Engineer Engineer 5

E2 Senior Technical Staff Member Engineer 8

E3 Product Manager M Engineer 10

E4 Senior Technical Staff Member M Engineer 15

E5 Senior Technical Staff Member M Engineer 18

E6 Senior Principal Software Engineer M Engineer 25

E7 Senior Technical Staff Member M Engineer 26

R1 Research Engineer Research 3

R2 Research Engineer Research 9

R3 Senior Technical Staff Member M Research 10

R4 Senior Researcher Research 15

R5 Principal Research Scientist Research 20

R6 Research Staff Member Research 20

R7 Senior Technical Staff Member Research 20

R8 Principal Research Staff Member M Research 30

M: Manager.

object (with the correct language parameter), point it to the
application, and call the get_classes API to extract all class
names from the application.

III. DEVELOPER SURVEY ON TOOL NEEDS

In this section, we describe a study in which we learn
the overall experience of IBM developers and researchers
in the building, using, and interacting with code LLMs and
their need for systematic program analysis for their use cases.
We conducted an interview of 15 IBM Research employees,
who have been an integral part of the organization’s AI for
Code initiative. Our main objective is to understand (a) the
overall experience of code LLM, (b) various use cases of code
LLMs, (c) experience with existing program analysis tools,
(d) experience with prompting and other aspect of code LLM
and various available tools, and (e) finally we investigate a
developers’ and researchers’ wishlist on a tool that they would
prefer to use in their workflow.
Cohort Selection. Our survey involved 15 participants who
actively build and/or use CodeLLMs in enterprise pipelines
at IBM. The survey cohort represents a balance between
researchers (8 participants) and engineers (7 participants) to
gather diverse insights with varying degrees of experience
(with a median of 15 years of SE and 17½ years of Research
experience see Table I). We interviewed each participant
over a 30-minute call and recorded the session. Participants
for whom we exhausted our allocated meeting time or for
whom additional information was needed before answering
our questions, we followed-up with additional sessions.
Questionnaire Design. We divided the questionnaire into four
categories – (a) The roles and experiences of the participants,
(b) background and demographics of the participants, their
exposure to Code LLMs, and their Code LLM use cases,

(c) challenges pertaining to the use of program analysis
and construction code LLM-based solutions; (d) prompting
and LLM features, where we query the participants’ use of
prompting, RAG, agents and other framework.

A. Interview results
1) Background of solutions with code LLM: Out of 15

participants, we observed a wide variety of designation (A1)
and a large distribution of SE experience (A2) with a minimum
of 3 years to a maximum of 30 years (see Table I). In terms
of their background in LLMs, we made the following key
observations:
• Rating LLM experience (B1). A majority of the partic-
ipants had either high (53%) or medium (33%) exposure to
using LLM with a minority (14%) had low exposure to LLM-
based use cases, respectively.
• Primary LLM use-case (B2). The majority or our par-
ticipants mentioned use cases such as code generation, code
explanation, code repair, test generation, code refactoring, and
application modernization. Two participants indicated their
primary focus was developing new prompting languages.
• The lingua-franca of LLM development (B3). Nearly all
participants noted that they use Python to develop LLM-based
solutions, while one participant mentioned using TypeScript,
primarily due to having to build plugins for VS Code.
• The target language for LLM development (B4). Most
code LLM use cases, according to our participants, were
focused on Java followed closely by Python, Go, and
Javascript/Typescript. Some participants also used LLMs for
legacy languages such as COBOL and PL1. The overall
distribution is shown in Fig. 5.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Java
Python

Go
Typescript
Javascript

COBOL
C#

Ansible
PL1

Z
R

NodeJS
Bash
C++
.Net

YAML
C

Fig. 5: Target programming languages for LLM-assisted tasks
at IBM.

• Use of program analysis (B5). All but two participants (R1
and E2) agreed that that they use program analysis in their
code LLM pipeline. Of the two exceptions, R1 answered that
their use case is surrounding taking LLM output off-the-shelf
whereas E1 works on building an evaluation pipeline for code
LLM (which does not warrant additional program analysis).
• Program analysis tool use (B6). Of the participants that
answered affirmatively to the above, more than 60% of them



TABLE II: Developer survey questions.

Category Question Format

A1. What is your job title? Open-ended
Role and Experience

A2. How many years of software engineering experience do you have? Numeric

B1. How would you rate your experience with Code LLMs ? MCQ

B2. What are your primary use cases for Code LLMs? MCQ

B3. What programming language(s) do you use to build CodeLLM applications? Open-ended

B4. What is the target programming language(s) you use CodeLLMs for? Open-ended

B5. Does your CodeLLM usecase require additional program analysis? MCQ

B6. Do you use any program analysis tools? MCQ

B7. On average, how much time do you spend on prototyping and building your Code
LLM use cases?

MCQ

Background of
LLM use cases

B8. What fraction of the time do you typically spend obtaining program analysis insights
for your projects?

MCQ

C1. What are the pros/cons of the tool(s) used? Please explain. Open-ended

C2. What features or capabilities do you find missing in current program analysis tools? Open-ended

Need for Better/Easier
Program Analysis Tools

C3. How effective are your current tools when working with new programming languages
or applications?

Likert Scale

C4. How would you rate the learning curve of your program analysis tools when applied
to new languages or applications?

Likert Scale

C5. Do you feel there is a need for better or easier-to-use program analysis tool for LLM
applications? Please explain.

MCQ

D1. Do you use any prompting tool? If yes, which tools and what are the ideal features
you would look for.

Open-ended

Prompting and RAG D2. Do you use any tool for RAG? If yes, use any tool and what are the ideal features
you would look for.

Open-ended

have used various open-source tools like Tree-sitter, WALA,
JavaParser [16], Soot [17], LSP, etc,. The remaining partici-
pants used/constructed in-house tools.
• Time to prototyping vs time to productionizing (B7). Ma-
jority of our interview participants agreed that a prototype
typically takes a week to a month, whereas a full production
take anywhere from 6 months to a year.
• Time spent obtaining program analysis (B8). Most of
our participants suggested that they spend a medium amount
of their time obtaining analysis insights. Some engineers
suggested delegating the analysis to subject matter experts on
program analysis to alleviate the learning curve.

Lesson: Most participants had medium to high LLM experi-
ence prototyping and building CodeLLM based applications.
Python was their dominant language for development, with
Java as their main target language. Most used program
analysis tools, either open-source or custom-built, and
spent a significant amount of time obtaining program
analysis insights highlighting that program analysis is both
critical and time-intensive.

2) Need for Better/Easier Program Analysis Tools: In these
questions, we attempt to understand the key challenges users
face when they program analysis in their solution. Overall, we

identified a few areas that could be improved for the existing
program analysis approaches.
• Program Analysis Depth (C1 and C2). A key concern
raised was the availability of various tools that can perform
program analysis at different levels of complexity. Participants
unanimously agreed that many LLM-based use cases require
lighter analysis, which can be efficiently handled by AST-
based tools like Tree-sitter and Antlr. However, more complex
analyses necessitate the use of advanced tools such as WALA,
Soot, or LLVM.
• Support for multiple programming languages (C3).
Our participants rated this aspect at an average of 2 (not
very effective) on a scale of 1 (not at all effective) to 5
(very effective). A major concern was the scattered support
for various languages often means that extending support
for another language requires switching tools and rewriting
analysis code from scratch, which they suggested hampered
their productivity. Participants agreed unanimously that a tool
with comprehensive support for multiple languages would
significantly enhance productivity and streamline their efforts.
• Learning curve (C4). On average, all participants rated the
learning curve as high (4) or very high (5) with the lowest rat-
ing being 1 (very low). They indicated that each tool presents
its own learning challenges. For instance, participants using
WALA acknowledged that, despite its powerful capabilities



for in-depth program analysis, it has a steep learning curve.
• Need for better tools (C5). When posed with this question,
participants bemoaned the lack of inconsistency among differ-
ent tools, particularly in terms of analysis precision, flexibility
for custom analysis, output format, required skill level, and
verification of analysis accuracy. These challenges overlap
with previous discussions on analysis depth and the skills
needed to integrate these tools into a workflow. With regards
to flexibility, most participants found tree-sitter favourable due
to its straightforward query-based interfaces. One participant
noted that, “Tree-sitter, being a collection of grammars rather
than a typical analysis tool, offers great flexibility”. However,
many participant lamented the need for extensive extensive
post-processing to consume the generated output from tree
sitter. All participants indicated that a good documentation is
paramount in choosing the tool (with Tree-sitter and CodeQL
being favored for this aspect).

Lesson: Participants highlighted a need for better/easy-to-
use program analysis tools. They lamented the lack of
comprehensive multi-language support and the inconsistent
capabilities across tools, forcing them to switch between
tools and rewrite code. There was a clear demand for more
flexible, well-documented tools that can handle multiple lan-
guages and provide seamless analysis with minimal effort.

3) Support for prompting and other LLM features: In these
questions, we attempt to understand the use of various tools
for prompting, RAG, and agentic workflow.

• Use of prompting tools (D1). While some of participants
indicated that they use prompting tools such as LangChain,
BedRock, and PDL for tasks like code generation. Most
indicated they use in-house tools, which work on a trial-and-
error basis or in a free-form manner. Participants expressed a
need for prompting tools with improved flexibility, easier inte-
gration, and support for various models. A few preferred tools
that aid in building prompts empirically based on experience.
• Use of RAG tools (D2). Participants were split between
using in-house solutions and established tools like Elastic-
Search and MPNet for retrieval-augmented generation (RAG).
Some participants highlighted the need for faster search and
support for diverse embedding models. While others indicated
that they value tools that simplify encoding, search, and
retrieval processes. Flexibility in supporting various models
and embeddings, as well as better performance for search and
retrieval, were seen as key features.

Lesson: Participants highlighted the need for more flexible
and efficient prompting and RAG tools to improve their
workflow. Many rely on in-house or hit-and-trial methods,
with a strong desire for tools that support multiple models,
provide faster search, and simplify encoding and retrieval
processes. Better integration and reduced learning curves for
these tools would significantly enhance productivity.

IV. ACADEMIC SURVEY ON TOOL NEEDS

In view of increased LLMs adoption in SE, we explore
the extent to which academia incorporates program analysis
and for which specific use cases. For this, we conducted a
systematic review of relevant academic literature by mining
papers from top-tier venues in SE and AI. We categorized
the papers by their software engineering tasks and manually
analyzed each study to understand the role and application of
program analysis within these contexts. This section outlines
our key insights from this investigation.

A. Dataset collection

To collect the list of papers, first, we filtered all the works
since the beginning of 2023, when the vast usage of LLM has
been started. We identified papers published in top-tier venues
like ICSE, FSE, ASE, ISSTA, AAAI, NeurIPS, ICML, etc,.
Also, we filtered paper by searching for keywords specific
to various widely used program analysis frameworks, such as
“treesitter”, “tree-sitter”, “codeql”, “wala”, etc,. Upon applying
all these filtering criteria, we found 34 papers. Then, we
manually went through to (a) categorize the work into various
SE tasks, (b) target programming languages, (c) tool used for
program analysis, and (d) verify the availability of the artifact.
For categorizing the papers into SE tasks, we relied on an
existing work [18].

B. Dataset insights

We categorized the works related to code and LLM usage
(depicted in Figure 6 and found that most works are related to
creating new models, vulnerability detection, code generation,
code completion, etc. Also we looked into the programming
languages the works are focused on. We found that the major-
ity of the work is targeted for Java, Python, and JavaScript as
described in Figure 7. Also, a majority of the work is for C
and C++, which are mostly related to vulnerability detection.
Languages like JavaScript, Go, C#, PHP are also being focus
of several works. This has been a big motivation for the list of
languages to be included in the list of supported programming
languages for CLDK.

Lesson: LLMs are used for a wide range of SE tasks
supporting a variety of programming languages. Also, a
significant portion of these academic works incorporate pro-
gram analysis in their pipeline, making a potential candidate
for CLDK.

V. DESIGN PRINCIPLES

In this section, we discuss the design principles under-
pinning CLDK (codellm-devkit). CLDK adopts a modular
structure, where each module has a clearly defined functional
responsibility such as analysis of programs, a schematic defini-
tion for each language, mechanisms to incorporate prompting
and retrieval.

The primary design objective of CLDK is to ensure: 1) Clean
separation of concerns; 2) The ability to independently update
and/or add extensions to each module; and 3) Enhanced ability
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Fig. 6: LLM-assisted SE tasks where program analysis has
been an integral part.
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based on manual investigation of academic works.
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Fig. 8: System overview of codellm-devkit.

to test each module independently. Fig. 8 provides an overview
of how CLDK operates and will be explained in the remainder
of this section.

A. Architectural Overview

In this section, we provide a detailed description of the core
components of CLDK outlining their expected behavior and
illustrating how they function together.

1) CLDK core: This module serves as an entrypoint to
codellm-devkit. It provides the interface for interacting
with the underlying functionalities. This module offers all the
encapsulation necessary to configure CLDK, customize various
options based on the programming languages, and to run
analyses. A typical usage of CLDK involves instantiation with
a target programming language. Next, we create an analysis
object configured with language specific options to then invoke
specific functions for analysis or processing as needed. An
example usage for a Java project is shown in Listing 1

1 cldk = CLDK(language="java")
2 j_analysis: JavaAnalysis = cldk.analysis( a
3 project_path="path/to/project",
4 analysis_engine=Engines.CodeQL, b
5 **kwargs) # Other optional analysis options.

Listing 1: A sample instantiation of CLDK for Java.

Analysis module is one of the core components of CLDK
that serves the functionality of examining the codebases,
extracting useful information, and persisting them in the
analysis scope by creating a robust and reusable schema
based on the pydantic notation [19] (discussed further in
¶V-A3). This module comprises of a language specific handler
that offers several useful APIs that facilitate user interaction
with program analysis tools. For instance, in Listing 1, the
developer would first instantiate CLDK ( a ) as the user invokes
cldk.analysis(...) for a java project, they obtain an

object of type JavaAnalysis which encapsulates all APIs
which can offer analysis artifacts over the java project using
bespoke getter methods. From Listing 2, we observe that: i)
the JavaAnalysis object makes available convenient getter
methods to access analysis artifacts such as call-graph ( a ,
in Listing 2) and a enumeration of all the methods in a
given class ( d , in Listing 2), among several others; and ii)
The returned artifacts are native python objects such as a
networkx.DiGraph ( b , in Listing 2) or a python dictionary of
string and JCallable ( c , in Listing 2)—a native “pydantic”
data class discussed in detail below.

2) Program analysis Engines: Program analysis engines
provide the underlying analysis support for CLDK. They are
invoked indirectly via the analysis_engine argument. CLDK
supports various program analysis backends, each designed
to cater the needs of the various supported languages. For
instance, LLVM [20] is used for C-like languages such as C,
C++, Go, and Rust. Similarly, WALA [21] is used for analyz-
ing Java, Javascript, and (to a growing extent) Python. Both
LLVM and WALA provide rigorous static analysis insights for
their respective languages. In addition, CLDK offers support



1 # Get the application call graph as a NetworkX
2 call_graph: nx.DiGraph = j_analysis.get_call_graph() a
3

b

1 # Get a dictionary of all the methods in a class.
2 methods: Dict[str, JCallable] c

3 = j_analysis.get_methods_in_class( d
4 qualified_class_name="foo.bar.ClassName")

Listing 2: Sample API calls over the Java application.

for CodeQL [14] to handle several language-agnostic analyses
across a broad spectrum languages and framework.

Program analysis requirements vary with the programming
language. CLDK accommodates this variance by integrating
multiple engines and analysis levels to provide a thorough yet
consistent developer experience. This is achieved by perform-
ing a preliminary analysis with Tree-sitter [15] (which serves
as a parser capable of generating syntax trees for a variety
of languages) and using this as a basis for more advanced
levels of analysis (such as control flow and/or data flow
analysis) using language specific tools like LLVM, CodeQL,
or WALA. The modular nature of the analysis backends allows
developers to customize the depth of the analysis depending
on the needs of the project, ranging from simple syntactic
checks to complex dependency analysis, thereby providing
flexibility and extensibility for diverse use cases. Further,
CLDK is designed in a manner such that the developer is free to
choose any backend they may see fit, and CLDK will guarantee
a consistent output regardless of their choice.

3) Schema: The schema provides a multi-lingual abstrac-
tion to standardize the representation of various components of
an application, such as dependencies (imports), files, modules,
classes, types, structs, or traits, among others. A common
abstraction helps ensure a consistent data representation across
all the supported languages and different components of the
project, even though different languages may have unique
constructs or terminology for similar entities. For example,
classes in Python are represented using the similar data model
abstraction as types in other languages. This consistency
makes it easier for developers and tools to understand and
manipulate code, regardless of the underlying language.

CLDK uses language-specific adapters that transforms arti-
facts generated by the backend analysis into a consistent data
schema based on pydantic. The pydantic notations allows for
diverse constructs (e.g., modules in Python, packages in Java)
to be represented uniformly according to the schema. This
also ensures that the APIs offered to developers are consistent
across languages, enabling the same set of methods and
queries to be used irrespective of the programming language.

Listing 3 shows a (simplified) version of the pydantic
schema for analyzing python projects. This schema is or-
ganized into multiple classes that contains a native python
class (that extends a pydantic BaseModel ) to encapsulate var-
ious components of Python applications such as imports (via
PyImport ), fields (via PyField ), modules (via PyModule ),

classes (via PyClass ), etc. The fields of the classes are either

class PyField:
field_name: str
field_type: str
line_offset: List[int, int]

class PyArg:
arg_name: str
arg_type: str

class PyClass:
code_body: str
file_name: Path
fields: List[PyField] a
full_signature: str
class_name: str = None
super_classes: List[str]
callables: List[PyCallable]

b
line_offset: Tuple[int,int]

class PyCallable:
code_body: str
is_static: bool
method_name: str
full_signature: str
is_constructor: bool
formal_params: List[PyArg] c
callsite:

List[PyCallSite] d↪→
line_offset: Tuple[int,int]
return_type: str | PyClass

class PyImport:
from: str
imports: List[str]

class PyCallSite:
target_method: str
arguments: List[str]
col_offset: Tuple[int, int]
line_offset: Tuple[int, int]

class PyModule:
file_name: Path
qualified_name: str
classes: List[PyClass] e
imports:

List[PyImport] f↪→
callables: List[PyCallable]

b
class PyBuildAttributes:
build_file_type: str
build_tool: str
package_name: str = None
version: str = None
dependencies: List[str]
scripts: List[str]

class PyConfig:
config_file_name: str
code_body: str
config_type: str
settings: Dict[str, Any]

Listing 3: A sample schema for python applications.

native python types such as lists, tuples, or strings, or they
reference other classes in the schema. For instance, PyModule

and PyClass contain a field ( callables ) which is an array of
PyCallable object (see b in Listing 3). Further, PyCallable

contains fields formal_params and callsite that are of type
List[PyArg] ( c , Listing 3) and PyCallSite ( d , Listing 3),

respectively.
This interconnection eases the development of APIs over

the schema that perform detailed analysis of Python code. The
analysis depth could vary from simple tasks like listing all the
imports in a module, to such complex tasks as understanding
classes and their members (fields and callables), inspecting
function signatures and arguments, identifying call sites, track-
ing imports, and managing modules and configurations. To
highlight this, in Listing 4, we demonstrate a simple API
implementation for python applications to get all the callable
definitions in a python module. Such an enumeration is often
useful for such tasks as code completion, test generation,
generating module summaries, among others. We observe that
the application schema for python (defined in Listing 3) makes
it easy to define API in just a few lines of code. Further, fields
such as is_constructor , defined over PyCallable allows us
to extend the logic with filter commands to offer more precise
outputs (see a , Listing 4).

4) LLM Interaction: Program analysis artifacts must often
be supplied to Code LLMs in the form of non-standard,
highly structured formats such as graphs or trees; these appear
adjacent to natural language text and code blocks. Formulating
such prompts (not only for interacting with models, but also to
instruction tune models) is a challenging problem often high-



1 # Get all the imports in a module
2 class PyAnalysis:
3 @classmethod
4 def get_all_methods(cls, module: PyModule) -> List[PyCallable]:
5 """List all the callable methods in a module
6 Args:
7 module (PyModule): The module in which to find imports in.
8 Returns:
9 List[PyCallable]: List of all the methods."""

10 methods = module.callables # Gather callables in module
11 methods.extend(filter( a
12 lambda meth: not meth.is_constructor, a
13 klass.callables))
14 return methods

Listing 4: A sample API call over a python module to get all
the methods inside it (that are not constructors).

1 from cldk import CLDK, Languages
2 from cldk.prompting import Composer, PromptBuilder
3 from cldk.schema import python
4 # Intialize CLDK
5 cldk = CLDK(language=Languages.Python)}
6 analysis = cldk.analysis(project\_path=Path(...)}
7

8 for module in analysis.get_all_modules():
9 for callable in analysis.get_all_methods(module=module):

10 method_call_graph = analysis.get_method_call_graph(callable)
11 skeleton = Composer() a
12 skeleton.add_line(
13 "Generate a pytest unit test for the method")
14 skeleton.add_line(
15 "{callable.method_name} in {module.qualified_name}.")
16 skeleton.add_code_block( b
17 "{callable.code_body}", lanugage="python")
18 skeleton.add_line(
19 "Given the following contextual information:")
20 skeleton.add_graph(method_call_graph) c
21 # Build the prompt using CLDK's prompting module
22 prompt = PromptBuilder(provider="langchain") d
23 .template(schema=python.schema, skeleton=skeleton)
24 # Execute the prompt using ollama
25 result = prompt.ollama.run(model_id="granite-8b-code")

Listing 5: CLDK APIs make it trivially straightforward to
accomplish SE tasks (unit test generation in this case).

lighted by developers. There exist several prompting, compos-
ing, and templating tools such as LangChain [22], LMQL [23]
and/or Guidance [24]. However, these tools seldom offer code-
specific plugins, and it is non-trivial to extend them to easily
integrate with program analysis context. Templating tools
native to python such as Jinja [25] do not easily generalize
to new use-cases without considerable amount of developer
effort. Further, they are challenging to build, test, and verify
at enterprise scale, especially when tackling complex analysis
artifacts or code-constructs.

CLDK tackles these issues by providing a code-specific
prompt composition API that is tightly coupled with the
Pydantic schema discussed above. This integration ensures
that all data used in prompt composition is well-typed, val-
idated, and directly reflects the code’s structure and semantics
without much overhead on the developers. This integration
is best demonstrated in Listing 5 which contains a (contrived)
example of implementing a unit test generation for all methods
in a python project using CLDK.

VI. CASE STUDIES OF CLDK IN WATSONX CODE
ASSISTANT

In this section, we expand the usefulness and the produc-
tivity impact of CLDK on two use cases – (a) test generation
and (b) code explanation. Both features are part of IBM
watsonx Code Assistant product. First, we discuss the high-
level overview of both use cases and then show various
examples of using CLDK to enable static analysis, prompting,
and performing post-processing on LLM output.

A. Unit-test generation
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Fig. 9: Architectural diagram of test generation capability.

Figure 9 depicts the overall architecture of the automated
approach of unit test generation using LLM. Broadly, the
approach is divided into two phases - (a) pre-processing and
(b) post-processing. During the pre-processing phase, using
static analysis context related to the focal method has been
obtained. In this section, we will discuss few use cases and
how CLDK has helped us achieve that with ease.

1) Pre-processing: During the pre-processing stage, we
identify various contextual information that is required for
generating test cases. Here, we will expand on a few of
these pre-processing steps and explain how easily they can
be incorporated using CLDK.
• Identifying methods under scope. Let’s assume given a
qualified class name, we want to identify all the methods that
can be treated as focal methods, which are all the methods
other than private methods. While using reflection, the private
method can be accessed, but that is not a recommended
practice. Below, we show how 4 lines of code can achieve that.
First, we call get_methods to gather all the methods given
the qualified class name. Then, we go through each method
and select the ones that are not private.

1 def __init__():
2 cldk = CLDK(language="java")
3 self.analysis = cldk.analysis(project_path=<path>,

analysis_level=AnalysisLevel.call_graph)↪→
4
5 def identify_non_private_methods(self, class_name: str):
6 method_to_test = []
7 all_methods_in_class = self.analysis.get_methods(class_name)
8 for method in all_methods_in_class:
9 if 'private' not all_methods_in_class[method].modifiers:

10 method_to_test.add(method)
11 return method_to_test

• Identifying inherited classes. To collect more context
related to the classes extended in the focal class, we list all



the classes in the inherited call chain. First, we get the focal
class details and go through each extended member. Finally,
recursively add class names.

1 def get_inheritance_chain(class_name: str) -> List[str]:
2 inheritance_chain = []
3 class_details = analysis.get_class(class_name)
4 inheritance_chain.extend(class_details.extends_list)
5 for parent_class in class_details.extends_list:
6 inheritance_chain.extend(get_inheritance_chain(parent_c ⌋

lass))↪→
7 return inheritance_chain

• Generate private call graph. Private methods cannot be
directly tested, we therefore added support for private methods
by adding the relevant details when a focal method calls a
private method. For instance, let’s assume we want to test foo,
which calls a private method bar, which also calls another
private method baz. To create a test case that covers bar
and baz, LLM requires sufficient information surrounding the
private call chain. To implement the feature, one can use
CLDK with less than 10 lines of code to get all the private
methods in the call chain started from the focal method.

1 def get_private_call_chain(class_name: str, method_signature:
str, call_chain=[]):↪→

2 class_cg = analysis.get_class_call_graph(class_name,
method_signature)↪→

3 for call in class_cg:
4 target_method: JMethodDetail = call[1]
5 if 'private' in target_method.method.modifiers:
6 if target_method.method.signature not in call_chain:
7 call_chain.add(target_method.method.signature)
8 call_chain.extend(get_private_call_chain(class_name ⌋

, target_method.method.signature,
accessible_private_methods)↪→

↪→
9 return call_chain

• Identify mocking types. To identify whether a focal method
requires mocking, one can look at every call site and the
receiver type of the call site and decide whether the receiver
type falls under the predefined set of classes that the user wants
to enable mocking for. This implementation can be extended
for more complicated cases as we discussed in [10].

1 def is_mocking_type(class_name: str, method_signature: str)
-> List[str]:↪→

2 method_details = analysis.get_method(class_name,
method_signature)↪→

3 for call_site in method_details.call_sites:
4 if call_site.receiver_type in mockable_types:
5 return True
6 return False

2) Calling LLMs: In this step, we use Jinja template
alongwith CLDK API to communicate with LLMs hosted in (a)
local server and (b) cloud service (either through http protocol
or API).

3) Post-processing: LLMs are prone to making mistakes
and require guardrails to rectify. Specifically in case generating
unit test for Java, this step involves (a) parsing the output,
(b) fixing simple mistakes, e.g., not adding required @Test
annotation, unmatched parenthesis, (c) adding imports and
package details, etc. On top of that, compilation errors and
runtime errors can be identified, and the error-related details
can be used for feedback to LLM, which can attempt to fix the
mistakes. In this entire pipeline, CLDK has been used in (a)
code parsing and (b) generating prompts. Using CLDK, one can
use is_parsing(language:str) method that returns the
parsing errors by running Tree-sitter on the code (or snippet).

B. Code Summarization

Program analysis has proven to be an essential technique
for improving the accuracy and effectiveness of code sum-
marization—the task of generating natural language descrip-
tions of source code. By leveraging program analysis, code
summarization models can move beyond producing surface-
level descriptions based solely on keywords or comments
and provide summaries that capture deeper aspects of code
structure, logic, and behavior. CLDK ability to identify variable
usage, function dependencies, and control structures enables
to identify vital code elements and their contributions to
functional logic that can be easily incorporated into prompts
irrespective of the model and programming language. One
such use case can be introducing the callers and callees
in to code context to generate more meaningful explanation
of the code. Using CLDK API, one can easily gather such
information.

VII. CASE STUDY ON ACADEMIC USECASES

In this section we wanted to understand whether CLDK can
help with the program analysis developed by some recent
works on code LLM. To do that, we refer to our previously
collected dataset and identify some potential examples where
we CLDK can replace the existing implementation.

First, we manually went through each of these works and
identified the particular usage of program analysis. Surpris-
ingly, most of the works are on performing very light-weight
program analysis such as getting AST, tokenizing AST, etc.,
However, a few of the works incorporated control flow graphs
and data-flow graphs and extracted various parts of the code
using program analysis. In this section, we will go through a
few of these examples and describe how one could use CLDK
to implement very similar functionality. One of the use case
that we identified that validating whether the LLM-generated
code can be parsed using the target language grammar, and
mostly Tree-sitter has been used for that purpose. CLDK comes
with is_parsing(language: str) functionality that can
be used off-the-shelf. Another interesting example, where the
work [26] implemented extensive list of Tree-sitter queries
to extract Java class name, class body, parent class name,
method body, imports, field declarations, and other key parts
of Java class. Below, we show a code snippet from the same
work. First, in get_query function, all the Tree-sitter queries
are listed, which are processed in get_attribute function.
Then, there are specific functions for parsing the output of the
Tree-sitter and getting information like import details, class
name, parent file name, etc; in total, the analysis required 70+
lines of code.

1 def get_query(attribute_type):
2 # list all the tree-sitter queries
3 if attribute_type == 'class_name':
4 query = JAVA_LANGUAGE.query("""(class_declaration
5 name: (identifier)@class_name)""")
6
7 if attribute_type == 'class_body':
8 query = JAVA_LANGUAGE.query("""(class_declaration
9 body:(class_body) @class_body)""")

10 ...
11 + 20 lines
12 def get_attribute(root_node, filename, attribute_type):
13 # Processing tree-sitter queries



14 + 6 lines of code
15 return attributes
16
17 def get_parent_class_filename(parent_class_name,

file_class_info, file):↪→
18 # get parent class file name
19 + 18 lines of code
20 return parent_class_filename
21
22
23 def get_imports(import_statements, file, all_identifiers,

all_type_identifiers):↪→
24 # get imports
25 + 28 lines of code
26 return imports

On the contrary, we show how easily a similar functionality
can be implemented in 10 lines of code using CLDK. First,
one needs to initialize CLDK object by providing the target
programming language, which in this case is Java. Then, a user
needs to provide the path to the application and use various off-
the-shelf APIs like get_class, get_methods_in_class,
etc., and other fields associated with each type for more details.

1 def replace_with_cldk(class_name):
2
3 # Initialize CLDK object
4 cldk = CLDK(language="java")
5 analysis = cldk.analysis(os.getenv("JAVA_APP_PATH"))
6
7 # Get the class details
8 class_details = analysis.get_class(class_name)
9 class_name = class_name.split('.')[-1]

10
11 # Read the class body
12 with open(analysis.get_java_file(class_name), 'r') as f:
13 class_body = f.read()
14
15 # Get all the method details
16 method_names = [method_name for method_name in

analysis.get_methods_in_class(class_name)]↪→
17 method_bodies = [analysis.get_method(class_name,

method_name).code for method_name in↪→
18 analysis.get_methods_in_class(class_name)]
19
20 # Get import and parent file details
21 java_compilation_unit =

analysis.get_java_compilation_unit(file_path=file_path)↪→
22 import_statements = ['import ' + imports + ';' for imports

in java_compilation_unit.imports]↪→
23 parent_class_filenames = class_details.implements_list

VIII. RELATED WORKS

CLDK builds upon several established tools and frameworks,
offering a unified interface that simplifies code analysis,
prompting, and other essential features for LLM-based use
cases. In this section, we highlight these foundational works
and discuss the key distinctions.

a) Code Analysis: Code analysis has been a focus of
research for decades, resulting in powerful tools like Cod-
eQL [14], Tree-sitter [15], Antlr [27], WALA [21], Soot [17],
Doop [28], Comex [29], and others. Each of these frameworks
differs in terms of the depth of analysis it performs, flexibility
for custom analyses, and support for various programming
languages. Furthermore, the expertise required to effectively
integrate these tools can differ significantly. CLDK simplifies
access to these static analysis tools by providing a unified
wrapper, making it easier for developers to perform program
analysis without needing in-depth knowledge of each tool’s
specifics. The key contributions of CLDK in this area include:
(a) providing a unified framework that supports program
analysis across multiple programming languages, (b) enabling
different levels of program analysis, (c) abstracting away
the complexity of underlying implementation details, and (d)

creating a unified schema to extend the analysis to additional
programming languages.

b) Prompting and Retrieval: Prompt engineering and
orchestration play a critical role in interacting with LLMs.
Prompt engineering and execution frameworks provide the
ability to structure, control, and optimize complex workflows.
CLDK leverages Jinja [25], LangChain [22], and Guidance [24]
as templating engines and for managing prompt sequences
and interactions with tools, respectively. LMQL [23], etc,
assist users in performing constraint-based decoding for more
structured outputs and optimizing prompt blocks. To build
retrieval pipelines that add relevant in-context examples, tools
like ChromaDB [30], LlamaIndex [31], and ElasticSearch [32]
facilitate integration into LLM-based applications. However,
effectively integrating these disparate tools often requires
considerable effort and expertise. In comparison, CLDK offers
a unified wrapper around these tools, supporting a broad range
of prompting and retrieval approaches and simplifying their
integration. This unified approach reduces the learning curve
and integration overhead associated with managing multiple
prompting and retrieval tools, enabling developers to focus on
enhancing the quality of LLM interactions.

IX. LIMITATIONS

This was conducted at IBM Research and while our research
landscape provides a valuable foundation to ground our find-
ings, we note that that some insights may be specific to the
particular use cases and challenges being currently addressed.
Thus, the findings may not be entirely generalizable to other
organizations with different LLM applications.

The scope of IBM’s projects, however, and the wide range
of research activities represent a significant portion of the
population working with code LLMs, making our results
indicative of the key challenges developers and researchers
face when utilizing LLMs for program analysis and prompting.

Finally, CLDK is an evolving project. The tool’s capabilities,
including language support and levels of analysis, are under
active development. As the tool matures and expands to
support more programming languages and deeper analysis
features, the findings presented here should be viewed in the
context of ongoing advancements in its development.

X. CONCLUSION

Code LLMs are used for tasks like code completion,
generation, and test creation, but their effectiveness depends
on providing rich, code-specific context—often derived from
static analysis tools. These tools present challenges due to their
steep learning curve and integration complexities, limiting
their widespread use. To address this, we built CLDK as an
open-source library that simplifies program analysis across
multiple languages and frameworks to better contextualize
Code LLM interaction. CLDK achieves this by providing an
intuitive interface for developers to harness the full potential
of LLMs more easily.
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