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Abstract—Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated
impressive capabilities in generating code, yet they often produce
programs with flaws or deviations from intended behavior, lim-
iting their suitability for safety-critical applications. To address
this limitation, this paper introduces VECOGEN, a novel tool
that combines LLMs with formal verification to automate the
generation of formally verified C programs. VECOGEN takes
a formal specification in ANSI/ISO C Specification Language
(ACSL), a natural language specification, and a set of test cases to
attempt to generate a program. This program-generation process
consists of two steps. First, VECOGEN generates an initial set of
candidate programs. Secondly, the tool iteratively improves on
previously generated candidates. If a candidate program meets
the formal specification, then we are sure the program is correct.
We evaluate VECOGEN on 15 problems presented in Codeforces
competitions. On these problems, VECOGEN solves 13 problems.
This work shows the potential of combining LLMs with formal
verification to automate program generation.

Index Terms—Code Generation, Large Language Models,
Formal Verification, Iterative Code Improvement.

I. INTRODUCTION

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated ver-
satility, excelling in various tasks [1]–[4]. One of the tasks
where LLMs perform well is the generation of programs
[5]–[7]. However, despite their impressive capabilities, LLMs
often produce programs with errors or inconsistencies, making
them unsuitable for applications requiring high assurance of
correctness [8]. This lack of trustworthiness poses a significant
challenge to safety-critical domains where the correctness of
programs is imperative. Even minor software defects can have
severe consequences in the safety-critical domains, such as
financial losses or threats to human life [9]–[11]. To address
the lack of trustworthiness, the present paper introduces a new
tool named VECOGEN, which combines LLMs with formal
verification techniques to automatically generate C programs
that are correct with respect to given specifications.

VECOGEN is based upon a novel two-step process of
initial code generation and iterative code improvement through
feedback from a compiler and a formal verifier. In the initial
code generation step, VECOGEN generates an initial set of
program candidates based on natural language in English and
formal specifications in ANSI/ISO C Specification Language
(ACSL) [12]. The Weakest Precondition (WP) and Runtime
Error (RTE) plugins of Frama-C [13] then verify the cor-
rectness of the program candidates. If all generated program

candidates fail compilation or verification, VECOGEN con-
tinues to the iterative code improvement step. Here, VECO-
GEN parses the feedback from the compiler and verifier to
guide the LLM in generating improved candidates. VECOGEN
ensures that the generated program candidate is not only
syntactically valid but also formally correct with respect to
the formal specification. The tool can be downloaded from
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Vecogen-3008/.

Traditional works, not utilizing LLMs, have addressed the
challenge of generating programs automatically [14], but they
often face scalability issues [15], [16]. LLMs offer a promising
solution to the scalability issues of generating a program
that meets the specifications, as explored in prior research.
Mukherjee et al. [17] employ LLMs in a semi-automatic
framework that uses human intervention to refine and verify
generated C programs. Similarly, Patil et al. [18] propose
spec2code, a framework that combines LLMs with critics
to iteratively synthesize programs. However, these existing
approaches either rely on manual feedback to the LLM or
do not have a tool that implements the automatic generation.
In contrast, VECOGEN is the first LLM-based tool that fully
automatically generates and verifies C code.

We evaluate VECOGEN on 15 competitive programming
problems to assess its effectiveness in generating formally
verified C programs. VECOGEN solves 13 out of 15 problems,
demonstrating its ability to generate formally verified code.
This initial benchmarking showcases the potential of generat-
ing formally verified C code automatically using VECOGEN,
potentially allowing for use in safety-critical software devel-
opment.

The paper contains the following contributions:
1) VECOGEN, a novel LLM-based code generation tool for

iteratively generating formally verified C code.
2) The evaluation of VECOGEN on VECOSET, a collection

of 15 competitive programming problems.
3) An analysis of the impact of changing the configuration

of the tool, i.e. type of specification used, number of
generated programs in each iteration, temperature, zero-
or one-shot prompting, and LLM used.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
provides background on formal verification and LLM-based
code generation. Section III describes the design and imple-
mentation of VECOGEN. Section IV outlines the experimental
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1 /*@
2 requires x > 0 && y > 0;
3 assigns *result;
4 ensures *result == x + y;
5 */
6 void add_positive(int x, int y, int* result);

Fig. 1. Formal specification for an “add positive” program.

methodology, and Section V presents the results. Section VI
discusses threats to validity, Section VII presents related work,
and Section VIII concludes the paper.

II. BACKGROUND

A. ANSI/ISO C Specification Language

ANSI/ISO C Specification Language (ACSL) is a formal
specification language for describing the desired behavior of
a function in C [12]. Figure 1 presents an example of an
ACSL specification for a program that computes the sum
of two positive integers. The formal specification for this
“add positive” function uses three clause types: requires,
assigns, and ensures.

The requires clause specifies preconditions that must
be met before running the function. In the “add positive”
example, the preconditions state that both input values, x and
y, must be positive integers (line 2). The assigns clause
defines which memory locations the function can modify while
executing. The function is permitted to modify the memory
location pointed to by the result variable (line 3). The
ensures clause defines postconditions that must hold after
the function completes execution. The postcondition specifies
that the output variable, result, must be equal to the sum
of x and y (line 4).

A program that verifies against this specification is guaran-
teed to implement the intended behavior correctly. In addition
to the requires, assigns, and ensures clauses, ACSL
supports many other types. These extra clauses are explained
in detail in the official ACSL documentation1.

B. Frama-C

Frama-C is a platform for the static analysis and formal
verification of C programs [13], [19], used in safety-critical
projects [20]–[22]. The WP plugin of Frama-C, inspired by the
principles of Hoare Logic [23], verifies functional properties
by generating proof obligations based on ACSL specifications.
These obligations are then translated into logical goals using
the Why platform [24]. The RTE plugin complements the WP
plugin by automatically generating goals to check for runtime
errors, such as integer overflows.

Automated theorem provers like Alt-Ergo, CVC4, and Z3
[25] attempt to prove the logical goals. The theorem provers
validate these goals within specified limits. If a goal cannot
be proven within the given timeout and computational limits,
the plugin provides error messages to help developers refine

1For further details on ACSL clauses, refer to the official documentation
at https://frama-c.com/html/acsl.html.

their code or specifications. Programs are considered formally
verified with respect to the formal specification once all goals
generated by the WP and RTE plugins are successfully proven.

C. Large Language Models

Large Language Models (LLMs) are machine learning mod-
els with a large number of parameters, trained on a vast
corpus of data. State-of-the-art LLM, such as GPT-4o, are
built on the Transformer architecture [26] and use decoder-
only models [26]. The decoder-only models generate text by
continuously predicting the next token, consisting of a small
set of characters. After generating a token, the generated token
is appended to the input. The LLM continues with iteratively
producing more tokens until a stop token is predicted as the
next token. These decoder-only models have shown highly
promising results on code-related tasks [5], and we employ
them in this study for generating formally verified C code.

Large Language Models (LLMs) are machine learning mod-
els with numerous parameters trained on vast datasets. State-
of-the-art LLMs, such as GPT-4o, are built on the Transformer
architecture [26] and use decoder-only models [26]. Decoder-
only models generate text by predicting the next token, con-
sisting of a small set of characters. Each generated token is
appended to the input, and the LLM iteratively produces more
tokens until a stop token is predicted. These models have
shown strong results on code-related tasks [5], and we employ
them in this study for generating formally verified C code.

III. VECOGEN APPROACH

This section describes VECOGEN, an iterative LLM-based
tool aimed at automatically generating formally verified C
code. VECOGEN uses specifications and test cases to generate
a C program that meets the specifications. This approach
guarantees the correctness of LLM-generated code, which is a
major goal in LLM-based code generation literature [27]–[29].

A. VECOGEN Overview

Figure 2 presents an overview of how VECOGEN works.
The code generation process using VECOGEN consists of four
important parts: (1) inputs, which are the program specifi-
cations, see Section III-B; (2) initial code generation using
VECOGEN, see Section III-C; (3) code improvement using
VECOGEN, see Section III-D; (4) output, which is a formally
verified program, see Section III-E.

The tool, VECOGEN, performs two steps: initial code
generation and code improvement. The initial code generation
step generates a set of initial programs by invoking an LLM
through an initialization prompt. If none of the programs
generated at this step meet the given formal specification,
then VECOGEN continues onto step two. Within the code
improvement step, VECOGEN iteratively improves the best
previously generated program by invoking an LLM using
an “improvement prompt”. This prompt asks to improve the
candidate using feedback from a compiler and verifier. The
tool iterates over prompting an LLMs using this feedback until
it generates a program that satisfies the formal specification.

https://frama-c.com/html/acsl.html
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Fig. 2. Outline of VECOGEN: VECOGEN uses formal and natural language specifications to generate a program that meets the formal specification.

Write a function to compute the sum of two positive
integers and store the result at a specified memory
location.

Input:
Two positive integers ‘x‘ and ‘y‘ ( 1 ≤ x, y ≤ 106

) and a pointer ‘result‘ to store the sum.
Output:

The function writes the sum of ‘x‘ and ‘y‘ to the
memory location pointed to by ‘result‘.

Fig. 3. Natural language specification for the add positive program.

VECOGEN is the first LLM-based tool that automatically
generates formally verified C code.

B. VECOGEN Input

The search for a formally verified program consists of three
inputs: (1) a formal specification given in ACSL, (2) a natural
language specification, and (3) a set of unit test cases. The
first input is a formal specification, used to verify candidate
programs. The goal of the tool is to generate a program that
formally verifies with respect to the ACSL specification.

The second input is a natural language specification in
english, which is an informal description of the desired be-
havior of a program. This type of specification conveys the
functionality and purpose of the code to the LLM in natural
language. Figure 3 is the natural language description for the
“add positive” program defined in Section II-A. It describes
the intended behavior of the program as well as its input and
output.

Besides the formal and natural language specifications, we
also define a function signature, to specify the interface of
the program. The signature defines the function name and the

input and output parameters. We append this function signature
to the specifications.

Lastly, VECOGEN requires a set of unit test cases written
in C. Each test case specifies an input along with the expected
output. If the output of a program aligns with the expected
output, then the test passes. If the output differs, then the
unit test fails. VECOGEN relies on these test cases during the
iterative code improvement phase to progressively refine the
generated programs (see Section III-D for more details). The
test cases, natural language, formal specification, and function
signature must be consistent.

C. Step 1: Initial Code Generation

Based on the two specification types, VECOGEN crafts
a prompt to invoke an LLM. VECOGEN uses two types
of prompts: the initialization prompt and the improvement
prompt. Figure 4 presents the outline of both prompt types.
Both types contain a system message, a one-shot example,
the specifications, and a call to action. The improvement
prompt also includes error feedback on a previous attempt
(see subsection III-D for details). The parts of the prompt
highlighted in green and blue remain the same throughout
each prompt. Green indicates the role of the LLM, and blue
indicates unchanged text explaining the task to the LLM. The
gray parts indicate problem-specific information.

In the initial code generation step, VECOGEN uses the
initialization prompt. This prompt type begins with a system
message (A) that assigns an expert software engineer role to
the LLM. Next, we include a one-shot example (B) to leverage
in-context learning, explaining the task and expected format
to the LLM [1]. This manually created example includes
a natural language specification, a formal specification, a



(improvement prompt only) 

You are an expert software engineer(A) System 
Message

One-Shot Example(B) One-Shot 
Example

Natural Language Specification(C) Program
Specification

Formal Specification

You are given the following natural
language and formal specifications that
describe a program:

Please generate the formally verified C
code adhering to the natural language and
formal specifications.

(E) Call-to-Action

Previous Candidate Program

Feedback

The following code does not complete the
verification process:

(D) Error Feedback

Function Signature

Fig. 4. Prompt structure used in VECOGEN for generating formally verified
C programs.

function signature, and a correct implementation. We use the
same one-shot example for all prompts.

The third part of the prompt presents the specifications of
the desired program (C). These program specifications include
a natural language specification, an ACSL specification, a
function signature, and a text explaining to the LLM what the
model has to do with these. The function signature presents
the input and output format of the desired program. Part
(C) The third part of the prompt outlines the specifications
for the desired program (C). These specifications include
four components: a description in natural language, an ACSL
specification, a function signature, and instructions for the
LLM. Within the instruction, the prompt specifies what to
do with the specifications: to take the provided specifications
and generate a program that adheres to them. Additionally, it
includes constraints such as avoiding loops in the generated
program.

Part (D) of the prompt is not included in the initialization
prompt as we have no previously generated candidate pro-
grams in this step. Lastly, both prompt types include a Call-to-
Action (E) instructing the model to generate a formally verified
C program that meets the provided specification.

Using the initialization prompt, VECOGEN invokes the
LLM to generate candidate programs. We check the cor-
rectness of each candidate in two steps. First, we compile
the candidate. If the compilation is successful, VECOGEN
employs the WP and RTE plugins of Frama-C to prove that
the candidate meets the formal specification. If any candidate
passes these checks, it is considered a correct program, and
the code generation is successfully completed. Otherwise, the
candidates are sent to the next step for an iterative improve-
ment until a correct program is generated.

D. Step 2: Code Improvement

In the code improvement step, incorrect candidates are
iteratively repaired to synthesize a formally verified program.
As seen in Figure 4, the improvement prompt has the same
system message, one-shot example, and specification as the
initialization prompt. In addition, the improvement prompt
contains a previously generated candidate program along with
associated compilation or verification feedback. This feedback
provides the LLM with valuable information to enhance its
previous attempt.

The improvement prompt only contains one incorrect pro-
gram. As multiple candidates are generated at each iteration,
we have to pick one of the candidates to include in the next
improvement prompt. Selecting a single candidate ensures that
the LLM is not overwhelmed with conflicting information
from multiple programs. VECOGEN randomly selects one of
the programs that pass the highest percentage of unit test
cases. We choose the most promising candidate to increase
the likelihood of quickly converging to a verified program.
The LLM then generates improved versions of this program.
These revised programs are then compiled and verified. The
iterative process of generating new programs based on previ-
ous incorrect candidates is repeated until a formally verified
program is found or a maximum of ten iterations is reached.

E. VECOGEN Output

The output of VECOGEN consists of a formally verified C
program that adheres to the provided formal specification or,
if unsuccessful, the last generated program candidate program.
Additionally, VECOGEN produces a detailed log file for each
run. If VECOGEN is successful, then the generated program
is guaranteed to be both syntactically correct and semantically
correct with respect to the formal specification.

F. Implementation

VECOGEN is written in Python and uses GCC for com-
pilation and Frama-C WP and RTE for verification purposes.
The solvers used to prove the goals generated by these two
Frama-C plugins are Alt-Ergo, CVC4, and Z3. Frama-C was
chosen for its strong verification capabilities, especially in
safety-critical systems. Due to the absence of complex control
structures like loops, Frama-C offers automatic verification
with theorem provers. If more complexity is introduced, then
Frama-C would require help to prove that a program adheres
to a formal specification.

VECOGEN is able to employ any LLM with an application
programming interface (API). Currently, VECOGEN is con-
figured to use the following LLMs: GPT-3.5-turbo, GPT-4o,
Llama-3.1-70B. The default LLM in VECOGEN is GPT-3.5-
turbo, selected for its balance of cost-effectiveness and suitable
performance for generating C programs.

VECOGEN generates ten programs per LLM invocation.
We pick ten, as our experiments show that generating ten
programs per request balances diversity in generated candidate
programs and the number of duplicates between the gener-
ated candidates. To promote the diversity of the programs,



VECOGEN uses a sampling temperature of 1. The temperature
controls the randomness of an LLM when generating output
by adjusting the probability distribution of predicted tokens.
The values for the temperature range from 0 to 1, where
lower values make the output more deterministic, and higher
values also introduce greater diversity by predicting less likely
tokens. This encourages the LLM to explore varied solutions
and minimizes duplicates. During the code improvement step,
VECOGEN uses at most ten iterations. We use ten iterations
to give the LLM multiple chances to refine incorrect programs
based on feedback from the compiler and verifier.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL METHODOLOGY

To assess the effectiveness of VECOGEN and the impact of
specification types on its performance, we design an experi-
mental methodology guided by research questions to evaluate
its ability to generate formally verified C.

A. Research Questions

We define three research questions to evaluate the effective-
ness of VECOGEN in generating formally verified C programs:
RQ1 (effectiveness): How effective is VECOGEN in terms of

generating formally verified C programs? As a metric, we
count the number of specifications for which VECOGEN
generates a formally verified program. Additionally, we
investigate the number of problems solved after initial
code generation, the number of solved problems after
different numbers of code improvement iterations, and
the total time taken. If a solution is generated, we also
present metrics of the solution.

RQ2 (specification type impact): How does providing a nat-
ural language or formal specification impact the effec-
tiveness of VECOGEN? We analyze the number of
successfully generated verified programs based on dif-
ferent specification inputs. Specifically, we investigate
using only natural language specification, only formal
specification, and both specification types.

RQ3 (ablation study): What is the impact of changing pa-
rameters, prompts, and LLMs on the effectiveness of
VECOGEN? Specifically, we study the impact of em-
ploying different search strategies in terms of number of
candidates, temperature, iterations, the use one-shotting,
and using different LLMs.

B. Study Subjects

To evaluate the performance of VECOGEN, we create a
dataset called VECOSET. VECOSET consists of the formal
and natural language specifications and test cases for 15
problems selected from Codeforces online competitions [30].
CODE4BENCH [31] bundles problems used in Codeforces,
from which we select problems based on the following criteria:

1) The problem has a ground-truth accepted solution in the C
language. This ensures that we have a reference solution.

2) The ground-truth solution to the problem is limited to a
single function that does not use loops.

1 Original code in main function
2 #include<stdio.h>
3 int main()
4 {
5 long long n;
6 scanf("%I64d", &n);
7 long long result;
8 result = n / 2;
9 if(n % 2 == 0)

10 printf("%I64d", result);
11 else
12 printf("%I64d", result + 1);
13 }
14

15 Transformed code as a function
16 void calculateMinimumBrainsForStrategy(long long N, long

long *out)
17 {
18 if (N % 2 == 0)
19 *out = (N / 2);
20 else
21 *out = (N / 2) + 1;
22 }

Fig. 5. A solution to a Codeforces problem in C, before and after transforming
it to a function.

3) A formal verification expert must be able to manually
specify the problem in ACSL within three hours of work
to keep the study manageable, as explained below.

We exclude problems involving loops because generating
formally verified programs with loops requires additional com-
plexity in the verification process. Specifically, fully automatic
code generation requires generating loop invariants, which are
required to verify programs involving loops. This step often
requires manual effort and domain knowledge, which contra-
dicts the goal of fully automating the process. Furthermore, as
noted in the Section I, we focus on the safety-critical domain,
where loops are not common practice.

From the resulting set of problems, we randomly pick
15 problems to include in VECOSET. The problems from
Code4Bench include natural language descriptions and test
cases, which we use directly in VECOSET without modifi-
cation. However, a formal specification is not included in
Code4Bench and must be manually written. We manually
create the formal specifications and check their correctness and
completeness using two methods. First, we validate that the
ground-truth solution meets the formal specification. Second,
another formal verification expert confirms the completeness
of each specification. We verify that the full program behavior
is captured in the formal specification to prevent programs that
do not capture the intended behavior from verifying.

Solutions in Codeforces make use of the standard input and
output. We transform the ground-truth solution into a single-
function program to facilitate formal verification. This allows
us to write formal specifications for each transformed function.
Additionally, using functions is common practice in real-world
projects. For example, Figure 5 presents a solution taken from
Code4bench and its transformed functional version.

In the manual transformation procedure, we perform five
steps: (1) We create a function signature. This is a void
function with a relevant name. (2) We introduce a parameter



TABLE I
SUMMARY OF THE PROBLEMS PRESENT IN VECOSET.

Median Min Max

Natural Language Spec. Size (Tokens) 249 122 532
Formal Spec. Size (LOC) 25 11 50
Formal Spec. Size (Clauses) 7 4 14
Ground-truth Solution Size (LOC) 9 1 20
Number of Test Cases 34 5 104

in the function signature for each value read from the standard
input. This allows the function to receive input values as
arguments rather than through scanf statements. (3) We
introduce a parameter in the function signature for each value
printed to the standard output. For this, we utilize an output
pointer to capture results. (4) We replace any printf and
scanf statements and replace them with assignments to the
designated input and output parameters. (5) We remove the
include #include<stdio.h> statement, as standard I/O
functions are no longer used in the transformed function.

Table I summarizes features of the 15 problems in our
dataset. It shows the size of the natural language specification,
the size of the formal specification, the length of the ground-
truth solution, and the number of test cases. The table presents
the median value and the minimal and maximal values for each
of these metrics. This information underscores the variety of
problems present in VECOSET.

The natural language specification size is measured in
tokens. For each natural language description, we use the GPT-
3.5 tokenizer to count the number of tokens. For example, the
natural language specification presented in Figure 4 consists of
141 tokens. The number of clauses in the formal specifications
varies from 4 to 14 in VECOSET, which shows the diversity
in the level of detail needed to capture their requirements
accurately. Problems in Codeforces are rated on a scale that
aligns with user rating levels. The problems in VECOSET
all are within the easy difficulty, worth 800-1200 so-called
difficulty points.

C. Protocol for RQ1 (effectiveness)

To answer RQ1, we use VECOGEN to generate verified
C programs for all 15 problems in VECOSET. If VECOGEN
generates a C program that meets the formal specification, then
we consider the problem solved. We define the effectiveness of
VECOGEN as the number and ratio of problems for which our
tool solves the problem. This metric allows us to evaluate the
effectiveness of VECOGEN to generate verified C programs.

We consider the number of problems solved after initial
code generation as a baseline. Then, we track the number
of solved problems after each code improvement iteration,
up to a maximum of ten iterations or until all problems are
solved. Additionally, we count metrics of the solution, such
as the number of lines of code and the verification time
required. Lastly, we capture the total runtime for attempting to
generate and verify solutions. These metrics provide insights
into the performance and potential integration of VECOGEN.

For the unsolved problems, we manually analyze the reasons
for failure.

D. Protocol for RQ2 (specification type impact)

To answer RQ2, we evaluate the impact of different specifi-
cation types on the effectiveness of VECOGEN in generating
verified C programs. For each of the 15 problems in VECOSET,
we run VECOGEN using three different specification types as
inputs: (1) only the natural language specification (2) only the
formal specification, and (3) both natural language and formal
specifications combined.

When only natural language specifications are used to
generate code programs, the generated programs are attempted
to be verified with respect to the formal specification. If this
fails, then only natural language feedback is given back to the
LLM. This feedback tells the LLM that the code did not verify
and that it must try to improve on the code.

When running VECOGEN with each specification type, we
record the number of problems solved after the initial code
generation step and after iterative improvements. Additionally,
we measure the total runtime used when generating programs
using VECOGEN. Using these statistics, we evaluate the
effectiveness and time efficiency using different specification
types as input to VECOGEN.

E. Protocol for RQ3 (ablation study)

To answer RQ3, we perform an ablation study to evaluate
how different search strategies, including a one-shot example
and using different LLMs, affect the performance of VECO-
GEN. We vary the number of candidate programs generated
per LLM invocation, the used temperature of the LLM when
generating candidates, whether or not a one-shot example is
included, and the specific LLM employed.

The first (and default) configuration acts as a baseline,
consisting of ten candidate programs per invocation, ten code
improvement iterations, and a temperature of one. We create
the second configuration to investigate the effect of taking the
most promising candidate at each iteration. This configuration
uses a temperature of 0 to get the best possible candidate at
each iteration. This leads to little variety between generated
program candidates, so we only generate one program candi-
date per invocation.

The third configuration investigates the effect of generating
many candidate programs without using code improvement
iterations. It generates 100 candidate programs per invocation,
a commonly used number in the literature [5], [32]. The
fourth configuration explores the effect of providing a one-
shot example, examining the effect of providing an example
of the task on the effectiveness of VECOGEN.

Lastly, we will use VECOGEN with different LLMs. This
experiment assesses the impact of using open-source (Llama-
3.1-70B) and closed-source (GPT-3.5-turbo, and GPT-4o)
LLMs. These configurations help us understand how the
choice of LLM influences the program generation process.

For each configuration, we count the total number of prob-
lems solved by VECOGEN after completing the initial code



generation and iterative improvement steps. By comparing the
results of the defined configurations, we analyze the effect
of changing parameters, including a one-shot example and
using different LLMs. Additionally, we examine the time each
configuration needs to generate a verifying program to assess
the impact on the performance and efficiency of VECOGEN.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Results for RQ1

Table II presents relevant information about the problems
and generated solutions using the default configuration of
VECOGEN. Column “P ID” mentions the problem identifier,
and column “P Name” presents the name of the problem as
presented in Codeforces. The column “SS Iter” presents the
number of code improvement iterations VECOGEN uses to
synthesize a candidate program that formally verifies. If 0, then
the problem was solved in the initial code generation step. If
the problem was not solved by VECOGEN, we indicate this
using “–”. For the solved problems, column “SS LoC” shows
the Lines of Code (LoC) of the synthesized solution. Column
“SS VTime” presents the time needed to formally verify the
synthesized solution. Lastly, column “Tot Time” presents the
total time spent to synthesize a solution to the problem. The
total time includes the total runtime of VECOGEN, Frama-C,
and the LLM combined.

Column “SS Iter” shows the tool solves 9 of the 15
problems in VECOSET during initial code generation. After
the iterative code improvement step, the number of solved
problems increases to 13. Notably, three problems (9, 13, and
14) are solved after the first code improvement iteration, and
problem six is solved after the third iteration. This shows the
effectiveness of the iterative approach of VECOGEN, as many
problems are solved during improvement attempts.

When inspecting the lines of code of the synthesized
solution in the column “SS LoC”, we see that VECOGEN
generates solutions of varying length. The shortest solution
generated is one line long, while the longest synthesized
solution contains 14 LoC. Similarly, VECOGEN requires a
varying time to verify the synthesized solution, ranging from
0.9 seconds to 15.1 seconds. This highlights the strength
of VECOGEN, being applicable for generating a range of
different C programs based on formal and natural language
specifications.

Column “Tot Time” highlights the total time required to
generate solutions, which varies significantly across problems.
For solved problems, the fastest total runtime is 5 seconds for
problem 5, while the longest is 388 seconds for problem 6.
This shows that the tool is fast enough to be integrated into a
common development process.

Both unsolved problems (12 and 15) have a significantly
higher total time spent. When VECOGEN fails to generate a
verified program, the tool iterates ten times and generates ten
candidates for each iteration. This totals to over 100 generated
candidates. As the WP and RTE plugins of Frama-C attempt to
verify each of the generated program candidates, the tool takes
a long time to process unsolved problems. For problem 12,

1 Ground-truth Solution
2 void calculateMinimumExamsToResitForGivenSum(int n, int k,

int *out)
3 {
4 if (3 * n - k <= 0)
5 *out = 0;
6 else
7 *out = 3 * n - k;
8 }
9

10 Final Synthesized Candidate
11 void calculateMinimumExamsToResitForGivenSum(int n, int k,

int *out)
12 {
13 *out = (k + 1) / 2;
14 }

Fig. 6. The ground-truth solution and final generated program candidate for
problem 12, which does not verify. Given a budget k and n exams, the code
minimizes the minimum number of failed exams. See Codeforces for details.

as shown in Figure 6, the generated candidate does not meet
the formal specification, even after code improvement steps.
As per our manual analysis, the LLM repeatedly includes
loops in the synthesized solutions, while the employed prompt
mentions that loops are not allowed. The second unsolved
problem (problem 15) is solved by employing GPT-4o. This
shows that VECOGEN is able to take advantage of the power
of more advanced LLMs to generate more complex verifying
programs; see Section V-C for more details.

Answer to RQ1: How effective is VECOGEN in terms
of generating formally verified C programs?
VECOGEN proves effective, solving 13 out of 15 problems
in VECOSET. During the initial code generation step, nine
problems are solved, which are improved to 13 throughout
the feedback iterations. This demonstrates the capability of
VECOGEN to refine solutions through feedback. Overall,
in this experiment, VECOGEN showcases its potential to
automate the synthesis of verified C programs.

B. Results for RQ2

Next, we investigate how different types of input specifica-
tions in the prompt affect the ability of VECOGEN to generate
formally verified C programs. Table III presents the results of
using a natural language specification, a formal specification,
and both specification types when running VECOGEN. The
column “Spec Type“ presents the specification type used when
prompting the LLM. Columns “Init“ and “Improv” present
the number of problems solved after the initial code gen-
eration and improvement steps, respectively. Lastly, column
“Tot Time” presents the total time taken by VECOGEN to
solve all problems with the given specification type.

In the initial code generation step, the natural language
prompt solves most problems (10 out of 15), followed by
using both specification types (9 out of 15). This shows
that using only natural language performs the best when
prompting the LLM without iterative feedback. After the code
improvement iterations, using natural language and both types
of specifications in the prompt solves 13 problems. This entails

https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/259/b


TABLE II
EFFECTIVENESS OF VECOGEN ON DIFFERENT PROBLEMS OF VECOSET.

P ID P Name SS Iter SS LoC SS VTime Tot Time

1 Vasya the Hipster 0 2 2.2 s 11 s
2 Elephant 0 5 1.6 s 6 s
3 Again Twenty Five! 0 1 0.8 s 6 s
4 Home Numbers 0 5 2.1 s 129 s
5 Collective Mindsets 0 1 1.2 s 5 s
6 The New Year: Meeting Friends 3 14 4.2 s 388 s
7 Arpas hard exam 0 14 1.3 s 25 s
8 Compote 0 6 2.0 s 103 s
9 Petr and a calendar 1 5 2.5 s 213 s

10 Soft Drinking 0 10 15.1 s 35 s
11 Wizards and Demonstration 0 8 3.5 s 40 s
12 Exams – – – 1,256 s
13 Hexadecimal’s theorem 1 3 1.2 s 129 s
14 Is your horseshoe on the other hoof? 1 2 2.1 s 286 s
15 Little Elephant and Magic Square – – – 1,090 s

TABLE III
EFFECTIVENESS OF VECOGEN USING DIFFERENT SPECIFICATION TYPES.

Spec Type Init Improv Tot Time

Both (default) 9 13 3,722 s
Natural Language 10 13 5,447 s
Formal 7 8 10,538 s

that after using the code improvement iterations, including a
formal specification or not does not influence the number of
solved problems in VECOSET. Only using a formal specifi-
cation performs the worst in both initial code generation and
code improvement. Removing the natural language description
from the prompt significantly reduces the effectiveness of
VECOGEN. This suggests that natural language specifications
are crucial for code generation as LLMs are primarily trained
on such data. While formal specifications alone perform
weaker due to limited context, their combination with natural
language improves problem-solving efficiency and resource
usage, justifying the prompting strategy used by VECOGEN.

When investigating column “Tot Time”, we see that the
configuration using both natural language and formal speci-
fications is the most time-efficient at 3,722 seconds, followed
by natural language at 5,447 seconds. This shows that includ-
ing both specification types reduces the time needed to run
VECOGEN. The reason is that when using natural language
only, VECOGEN spends more time on unsolved problems.
For example, this specification type spends 2,892 seconds
attempting to solve problem 4. Using only formal specifica-
tions takes significantly longer, with a total time of 10,538
seconds. This is because using only formal specifications in
the prompt cannot solve seven problems. As we discussed
in Section V-A, if VECOGEN cannot solve a problem, a lot
of time is spent verifying each of the generated candidate
solutions, leading to a high time spent per unsolved problem.
VECOGEN demonstrates an effective design by leveraging
both specification types, solving the most number of problems
in the least amount of time.

Answer to RQ2: How does providing a natural lan-
guage or formal specification impact the effectiveness
of VECOGEN?
Experiments show that VECOGEN performs best when
combining natural language and formal specifications,
solving most problems in the least time. Natural lan-
guage specification is important as LLMs are primarily
trained on such data. Formal specifications alone yield
weaker performance, but combining both specification
types improves efficiency, enabling VECOGEN to balance
problem-solving effectiveness with resource usage.

C. Results for RQ3

Table IV presents the various configurations in our ablation
study to assess the impact of different parameters on the
performance of VECOGEN. Each configuration is identified by
a unique identifier presented in column “Configuration ID”.
The “Candidates” column specifies the number of candidate
programs generated per LLM invocation, while “Tempera-
ture” denotes the temperature controlling randomness in pro-
gram generation. The “Iterations” column lists the maximum
number of code improvement iterations, and the “Prompting
Method” column indicates whether an example of the task is
included. Lastly, column “LLM” specifies the LLM used.

The remaining columns present the results. The “Solved”
column shows the number of problems solved after the code
generation process using VECOGEN. The “Tot Time” column
captures the total time spent (in seconds) for code generation
and verification under each configuration. For example, the
default configuration in row A, as presented in Section V-A,
generates ten candidate programs per LLM-invocation using
a temperature of 1. This configuration uses a maximum of
ten code improvement iterations. The configuration employs
a one-shot learning approach, where a single example is
included in the prompt to guide the LLM. The default config-
uration solves 13 problems in 3,722 seconds.

Using configuration B, we evaluate the effect of a lower
temperature. Configuration B, with a temperature of 0, solves
seven problems after refinement, significantly fewer than

https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/581/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/617/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/630/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/638/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/690/A1
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/723/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/742/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/746/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/760/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/151/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/168/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/194/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/199/A
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/228/a
https://codeforces.com/problemset/problem/259/b


TABLE IV
THE RESULTS OF RUNNING VECOGEN WITH DIFFERENT CONFIGURATIONS ON VECOSET.

Configuration ID Candidates Temperature Iterations Prompting Method LLM Solved Tot Time

A (default) 10 1 10 One-shot GPT-3.5-turbo 13 3,722 s
B 1 0 10 One-shot GPT-3.5-turbo 7 2,062 s
C 100 1 0 One-shot GPT-3.5-turbo 12 5,479 s
D 10 1 10 Zero-shot GPT-3.5-turbo 13 5,404 s
E 10 1 10 One-shot GPT-4o 14 830 s
F 10 1 10 One-shot Llama 3.1 70B 15 3782 s

configuration A. This demonstrates the benefit of a higher
temperature, as it allows VECOGEN to explore a broader
program space, increasing its effectiveness in generating veri-
fying programs. Configuration B completes in 2,062 seconds,
compared to 3,722 seconds for configuration A. This is due
to configuration B verifying at most 11 program candidates
per problem compared to over 100 in configuration A. This
highlights that although configuration A uses more time, the
increase in problems solved makes using a higher temperature
an effective choice for VECOGEN.

The effect of removing the one-shot example is analyzed
in configuration D. Both configurations A and D solve 13
problems after refinement. However, configuration A has a
lower runtime (3,722 vs 5,403 seconds). Including a one-
shot example uses less time when solving problems, helping
towards integrating VECOGEN in a development process.

Configurations E and F explore the impact of using different
LLMs. Configuration E, which employs GPT-4o, outperforms
GPT-3.5-turbo in both effectiveness and time efficiency, solv-
ing 14 problems in 830 seconds. Similarly, configuration F
uses Llama-3.1-70B, solving all 15 problems with a runtime
of 3,782 seconds. These results highlight that VECOGEN
performs well with both open and closed-source LLMs. This
makes VECOGEN suitable for diverse deployment scenarios.

Answer to RQ3: What is the impact of changing
parameters, prompts, and LLMs on the effectiveness
of VECOGEN?
The findings indicate that VECOGEN performs best using
a temperature of 1 and generating multiple candidates.
Additionally, we find that the iterative approach of VECO-
GEN is better than generating more program candidates
in the initial code generation step. Moreover, VECOGEN
proves effective with both open- and closed-source LLMs,
solving 14 problems with GPT-4o and all 15 with Llama
3.1 70B, showcasing its versatility with advanced LLMs.

VI. THREATS TO VALIDITY

A. Construct Validity

A threat to the construct validity of our study arises from
data leakage and the non-deterministic behavior of LLMs.
Since the problems used in this study are derived from publicly
available sources such as CodeForces, it is plausible that the
LLMs may have encountered similar problems or solutions

during training. This could lead to an overestimation of their
problem-solving capabilities, as they might recall or adapt
existing solutions rather than independently generate them.
Despite this threat, the data leakage issue in our study is
limited because our manually crafted formal specifications
were not publicly available before this study. This means the
LLM has not seen these specifications in its training dataset.

B. Internal Validity

The verification process in VECOGEN depends on the WP
and RTE plugins of Frama-C. We run these plugins using
the solvers Alt-Ergo, CVC4, and Z3 to leverage and combine
their strengths. However, these solvers operate under specific
timeouts and step limits. If a solver fails to verify a goal
within these constraints, the solution may still be correct, but
the tool cannot confirm it. To mitigate this, we ensure that
the ground-truth solution for the given formal specification
verifies and meets the formal specification. This proves that
there is at least one solution that can be generated by the LLM
and formally verified by Frama-c. Additionally, even though
our experiments explicitly prohibit loops, LLMs sometimes
generate solutions with loops. These are marked as incorrect
since loop-based solutions require invariants, which are outside
the scope of our current setup.

C. External Validity

The limited dataset of 15 problems constrains the general-
izability of our findings. Additionally, we exclude loops from
the analysis. This constraints the applicability of VECOGEN
to more general and complex programming problems. Further-
more, our evaluation is restricted to single-function programs.
In the future, expanding the scope to multi-function programs
and incorporating more complex data structures would better
reflect real-world software development.

VII. RELATED WORK

VECOGEN is the first LLMs-based tool to automatically
generate formally verified C code using an iterative approach.
However, other works have explored combining LLMs with
formal methods or employing iterative improvement tech-
niques, which we review in this section.

A. Formal Specifications-based Code Generation with LLMs

The closest work to VECOGEN is SynVer [17], a recently
published framework for synthesizing and formally verifying
C programs. Similar to VECOGEN, SynVer invokes an LLM



using a natural language specification and a formal specifica-
tion. SynVer first compiles and ensures that the generated
candidate program does not contain loops. Next, SynVer
verifies candidate programs using Verified Software Toolchain
(VST), which, if unsuccessful, requires human intervention.
The primary difference between our approach and SynVer is
that VECOGEN focuses on a fully automatic setting, whereas
SynVer employs a human-in-the-loop setting.

Patil et al. [18] propose an iterative LLM-based approach
for C code generation from specifications. They do not present
any tool and, therefore, manually conduct studies that show
promising results. Unlike spec2code, we present a tool that
automates verified code generation with LLMs. Another work
investigating the use of formal specifications to generate code
is SpecEval [33], which uses formal specifications to eval-
uate how well LLMs understands the specifications. Whereas
SpecEval, similar to VECOGEN, generates programs using
LLMs, our tool iteratively improves on previously generated
program candidates to correct past mistakes.

Ahrendt et al. [34] propose a framework named TriCo to
help users to create code, tests, and specifications simulta-
neously. Similarly, Sun et al. introduce Clover [35], which
combines LLMs and formal methods to check consistency
between formal specifications, docstring, and code. As these
works require formal specifications, several works have inves-
tigated automatically generating these based on code [36], [37]
and natural language [38]–[40].

B. Traditional Specification-based code generation

Formal synthesis is a longstanding problem in software en-
gineering, and the aim is to generate programs based on formal
specifications [41]–[43]. The traditional techniques for this
purpose derive programs directly from formal specifications, a
process known as deductive synthesis [44]. While this method
guarantees correctness by construction, it suffers from poor
scalability due to the computational complexity of deriving
proofs for large and complex specifications. To address this,
Solar-Lezama [16] introduces sketching, a technique where
developers provide partial implementations to guide the syn-
thesis process, reducing synthesis time. Building on this, Alur
et al. [45] propose Syntax-Guided Synthesis (SyGuS), which
combines syntactic constraints with semantic correctness to
improve program generation.

Over the years, various approaches have been developed to
enhance this process, including inductive learning [14], oracle-
guided synthesis [41], and proof-theoretic synthesis [15]. Tools
like Fiat [46] refine declarative specifications into functional
programs that are correct by construction. Similarly, Li et al.
[47] demonstrate the synthesis of verified code from timed
automata models, ensuring behavioral correctness while bridg-
ing formal models and real-world implementations. Murphy et
al. combine the strengths of these traditional techniques with
LLMs to generate candidates [48].

Contrary to traditional specification-based code generation
techniques, VECOGEN is the first system to integrate LLMs
for fully automated synthesis of formally verified C programs

using iterative improvement. The key difference with tradi-
tional methods is that VECOGEN uses LLMs to generate the
programs and feedback from formal methods to improve faulty
generated programs.

C. Iterative Code Improvement with Large Language Models

Many works employ iterative code improvement as a
method for enhancing LLM-generated programs, leverag-
ing techniques such as automatic program repair [49]–[51],
counterexample-guided synthesis [45], and feedback from
compilers, verification tools, or human reviewers [52]–[54].
For example, Jha et al. [55] explore providing counterexamples
as iterative feedback to mitigate hallucinations of LLMs. These
counterexamples can be derived from formal verification tools
[56] or from failed test cases [6], allowing the LLM to improve
candidate programs based on counter-examples.

Fan et al. highlight that LLM-generated code frequently
suffers from syntax errors, incomplete logic, or incorrect
solutions, requiring code improvement through feedback [57].
The prompt to the LLM can include previous failed attempts
to prevent the LLM from making the same mistake [54].
Liventsev et al. propose SEIDR [58], which iteratively im-
proves program candidates using GPT-assisted summarizations
of bugs and failing test cases. A balance between iteratively
improving and generating new candidates results in most
improved programs. Tang et al. [59] use Thompson Sampling
[60] to pick what candidate program to repair.

Unlike existing iterative code improvement frameworks,
VECOGEN uniquely integrates formal verifier feedback to
iteratively improve on program candidates. In these previous
works, feedback for LLMs relies on using counterexamples,
whereas VECOGEN employs information about unproven
goals by Frama-C for this purpose.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduced a novel LLM-based tool VECOGEN,
used for generating formally verified C code. It addresses
an initial investigation into automatically generating programs
in safety-critical domains. VECOGEN employs a two-step
process to generate the programs: (1) it leverages LLMs to
generate program candidates based on formal and natural
language specifications (2) it iteratively improves previously
generated program candidates through compiler and verifier
feedback. Each program candidate is formally verified against
the provided formal specification, which ensures that only
solutions that meet the formal specification are accepted. Ex-
periments using VECOGEN on 15 competitive programming
problems demonstrate the effectiveness of VECOGEN, solving
13 problems of 15 problems. This showcases the feasibility
of automating code generation using VECOGEN. This work
contributes to integrating LLMs with formal methods to scale
the development of safety-critical systems. In future work, we
aim to extend VECOGEN to support generating code for more
complex programs, such as programs with loops.
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