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Abstract
Large language models (LLMs) are powerful tools that can
generate code from natural language descriptions. While this
theoretically enables non-technical users to develop their
own applications, they typically lack the expertise to execute,
deploy, and operate generated code. This poses a barrier for
such users to leverage the power of LLMs for application
development.
In this paper, we propose leveraging the high levels of

abstraction of the Function-as-a-Service (FaaS) paradigm
to handle code execution and operation for non-technical
users. FaaS offers function deployment without handling the
underlying infrastructure, enabling users to execute LLM-
generated code without concern for its operation and with-
out requiring any technical expertise. We propose LLM4FaaS,
a novel no-code application development approach that com-
bines LLMs and FaaS platforms to enable non-technical users
to build and run their own applications using only natu-
ral language descriptions. Specifically, LLM4FaaS takes user
prompts, uses LLMs to generate function code based on those
prompts, and deploys these functions through a FaaS plat-
form that handles the application’s operation. LLM4FaaS
also leverages the FaaS infrastructure abstractions to reduce
the task complexity for the LLM, improving result accuracy.

We evaluate LLM4FaaS with a proof-of-concept implemen-
tation based on GPT-4o and an open-source FaaS platform,
using real prompts from non-technical users. Our evaluation
based on these real user prompts demonstrates the feasibil-
ity of our approach and shows that LLM4FaaS can reliably
build and deploy code in 71.47% of cases, up from 43.48% in
a baseline without FaaS.

Keywords
Large Language Models, Function-as-a-Service, No-Code
Development

1 Introduction
Large language models (LLMs) have shown remarkable capa-
bilities in processing natural language and generating corre-
sponding code, thus bridging the gap between non-technical
users and the technical world [13, 16, 21, 26, 27, 29, 32]. How-
ever, while non-technical users can use LLMs to generate
code for their desired functionality, they typically lack the
expertise to properly deploy and run the generated code.
For most people, managing servers, configuring services, or
even using the command line are high barriers to operating
applications.
We believe that the Function-as-a-Service (FaaS) para-

digm and its no-ops principle can help: FaaS platforms offer
a scalable, event-driven, and fine-grained infrastructure ab-
straction [2, 9, 11, 15, 18, 19, 23, 25, 28, 30, 31]. By decoupling
functionality from infrastructure management, FaaS aligns
with the principle of separation of concerns in application
development, allowing developers to focus on business logic
rather than operational concerns.
We propose combining the capabilities of LLMs with the

abstractions provided by FaaS to enable non-technical users
to build and operate their own custom applications based
solely on natural-language prompts. In this paper, we present
LLM4FaaS, a novel no-code application development ap-
proach for end-users. LLM4FaaS leverages (i) the natural
language processing capabilities of LLMs to transform user
requirements into code snippets and (ii) FaaS abstractions to
streamline code generation and accelerate and simplify ap-
plication development. In this way, LLM4FaaS enables both
application customization and development efficiency.

We make the following contributions:
• We introduce LLM4FaaS, a no-code application de-
velopment approach based on LLMs and FaaS (§3).

• We implement a proof-of-concept prototype of LLM4FaaS
using the GPT-4o [22] LLM and the tinyFaaS [24]
lightweight FaaS platform, demonstrating the feasi-
bility of our approach (§4.1).
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• We collect a dataset of prompts on application de-
scriptions from non-technical users (§4.2).

• Using our dataset, we assess the efficacy of LLM4FaaS
compared to running LLM-generated code outside
FaaS, showing that LLM4FaaS can reliably build and
deploy code in 71.47% of cases, up from 43.48% in a
baseline without FaaS (§4.3).

We make all artifacts and datasets used to produce this
paper available publicly.1

2 Background
LLM4FaaS relies on two main components: LLMs for code
generation from natural language descriptions and FaaS for
application deployment and operation.

2.1 Large Language Models (LLMs) in
Software Engineering

LLMs offer advancements in software engineering, address-
ing challenges in code understanding and generation, and
improving developer productivity. An LLM is a type of deep
learning model trained on extensive text corpora to under-
stand, generate, andmanipulate human language. LLMs excel
in comprehending and addressing various natural language
tasks, including text generation and translation as well as
code generation, modification, and verification, which has
made them a valuable tool for developers [13, 16, 21, 27, 29,
32]. While the advanced natural language interpretation abil-
ity of LLMs are also a promising avenue for the involvement
of individuals without programming skills in software devel-
opment [4, 6, 26], operational concerns remain a considerable
barrier.

2.2 Function-as-a-Service (FaaS)
FaaS is flexible, fine-grained infrastructure abstraction that
minimizes operational overhead and allows developers to
focus on building and optimizing application functionality,
while an underlying FaaS platform, e.g., managed by a cloud
provider, manages and runs individual functions in response
to specific events or requests [1, 20]. With features such
as scale-to-zero, event-driven architecture, and fine-grained
control, the FaaS paradigm is well-suited for software de-
velopment [9, 11, 15, 18, 30, 31]. By automatically scaling
functionality on demand, FaaS platform can quickly respond
to changing user needs in real time. FaaS allows developers
to concentrate on functions without burden of infrastructure
configuration and maintenance, which accelerates the de-
velopment process, reduces time-to-market, and empowers
rapid iteration on key functionality.

1https://github.com/Mhwwww/llm4faas-python
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Figure 1: LLM4FaaS proposes an LLM-based no-code
application development framework using FaaS for in-
frastructure abstraction. The prompt constructor com-
bines a user’s application description with a system
prompt for an LLM that generates application code.
The function deployer uses that code to deploy a FaaS
function on a FaaS platform.

3 Architecture
LLMs are excellent tools for transforming natural language
software descriptions into executable code, but are by them-
selves unable to deploy and operate that code for users. FaaS
platforms can deploy small pieces of code as scalable, man-
aged applications. With LLM4FaaS, we propose combining
these two technologies into an end-to-end no-code applica-
tion development platform. Our goal is to let non-technical
users, i.e., individuals without experience in software de-
velopment or operation, provide application descriptions in
natural language and build fully-managed applications from
those descriptions. Examples for such applications can be
found, e.g., in the context of smart home automation, simple
extensions of enterprise applications, or custom informa-
tion aggregation from news websites, social media, and web
APIs [3]. To support such applications, we design LLM4FaaS
as shown in Figure 1.
LLM4FaaS comprises three main components: an LLM

for generating user-specified code, a FaaS platform for effi-
cient function deployment, and a bridge that orchestrates
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prompt construction and function deployment. Users provide
their natural language application descriptions to LLM4FaaS,
which combines them with a static system prompt in a
prompt constructor. This structured prompt instructs an LLM
to generate code based on the natural language descrip-
tion, including, e.g., details on programming language, ap-
plication context, API references, and runtime environment.
LLM4FaaS then parses the LLM’s answer for code in a func-
tion deployer. This generated code is deployed on the FaaS
platform which abstracts the underlying application infras-
tructure complexities by providing containerized, auto-scaling
environments for on-demand execution.

4 Evaluation
Weevaluate LLM4FaaS in two differentways: First, we demon-
strate the feasibility of LLM4FaaS with a proof-of-concept
prototype (§4.1). Second, we explore to which degree our
approach can generate ready-to-use applications. For this,
we collect a dataset of natural language application descrip-
tions from a group of non-technical users, which we use on
our prototype to evaluate the efficacy of LLM4FaaS (§4.2).
We present the evaluation results in §4.3 and discuss our
findings in §4.4.

4.1 Proof-of-Concept Implementation
Our prototype of LLM4FaaS is a Python application that
implements the bridge component outlined in §3. We use
OpenAI’s GPT-4o model [22] as an LLM through the API,
with the model temperature set to 0.7 and maximum token
length set to 1,500. We provide details on the system prompt
in Appendix B. Our prototype uses the open-source tiny-
FaaS [24] FaaS platform to deploy and manage functions.
In our implementation, we use the tinyFaaS Python run-
time and, accordingly, instruct the LLM to produce code in
Python.

4.2 Study Design
Our evaluation is based on a dataset of natural language
application descriptions provided by real users, which we use
to run a number of experiments on our LLM4FaaS prototype.

4.2.1 Dataset. Our dataset was collected using a question-
naire answered by 26 users without prior programming expe-
rience, asking them to provide natural language descriptions
of how they would instruct a smart home to automate four
tasks with increasing complexity. We denote these tasks as
easy, medium, advanced, and complex in the remainder of
this paper. We provide a detailed description on the design
of our questionnaire and data collection in Appendix A. All
natural language descriptions provided by users are orig-
inally collected in Chinese language. We do not translate

these answers to preserve their intended meaning and nu-
ance, yet we are aware that this can impact our results (see
our discussion in §4.4). In our system prompt, we combine
these answers with API descriptions for our fictional smart
home.

4.2.2 Experiments. We use our dataset of natural language
descriptions to evaluate the efficacy of LLM4FaaS. For each
of our four tasks, we consider two success metrics: First, we
consider the result of LLM4FaaS for a single task descrip-
tion syntactically correct if the resulting application can run
without errors or exceptions. Second, we also consider it
semantically correct if it successfully passes our tests and
implements the task functionality we outline in our ques-
tionnaire. Note that (i) syntactic correctness is a prerequisite
for semantic correctness and (ii) a result may also be seman-
tically incorrect if the user fails to understand or articulate
the task functionality. This is by design: Although this would
not be the fault of the LLM, we do consider the LLM4FaaS
approach to fail if the user is unable to build the application
they desire. We further discuss this in §4.4.
To isolate the impact of the abstractions of FaaS, we also

run our experiments against a baseline without FaaS. Here,
we modify the prompt to have our LLM also generate boil-
erplate code to run the application, including generating
command line instructions to run the application. While this
is unrealistic, as it requires manual work by us to build and
run the applications, it allows us to evaluate to what extent
FaaS can actually improve the output and reduce operational
complexity of LLM-generated code.
Finally, note that we repeat a subset of experiments to

ensure stable results.

4.3 Results
We show the syntactic and semantic success rate of LLM4FaaS
and our baseline (without FaaS) in Figure 2. LLM4FaaS shows
an average syntactic success rate of 87.58% across all tasks,
with 91.30% and 90.77% for the easy and medium tasks, re-
spectively. This performance is similar to the baseline, with
a mean 88.42% success across all tasks.
LLM4FaaS achieves an average semantic success rate of

71.47%, with the easy and medium task reaching 86.96%
and 81.54%, respectively. In contrast, the baseline exhibits a
marked decline in semantic success rate, with an average of
43.48%.

Syntactical Failure Reasons. LLM4FaaS and the baseline
exhibit similar rates of syntactical failures, primarily caused
by import errors, improper data handling, and missing code.
Import errors dominate, representing 81.82% of LLM4FaaS
errors and 57.14% of baseline errors. For LLM4FaaS errors,
13.64% are due to improper data handling, and 4.55% are due
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Figure 2: Syntactic and semantic success rates across 26 user answers for tasks of varying complexity. We compare
LLM4FaaS prototype with GPT-4o to a baseline without FaaS.

to missing code. In contrast, 28.57% of baseline errors are
frommissing code and 14.29% due to improper data handling.

Repeat Experiment. We use three random responses to
evaluate performance variation in LLM4FaaS. Specifically,
we try to quantify to what extent randomness in LLM code
synthesis affects the performance of LLM4FaaS. To that end,
we invoke LLM4FaaS with identical natural language descrip-
tions ten times, observing syntactic and semantic success for
each repetition.

The results in Figure 3 show that syntactic success remains
stable even across repetitions, with at most one unsuccess-
ful invocation out of ten. Semantic success, however, has
mixed results for more complex tasks. This shows how ran-
domness in LLM responses even with identical requirements
can impact the performance of LLM4FaaS. Note that for
semantic correctness especially it is not feasible to simply
repeat an invocation until it succeeds, as there exists no way
to automatically confirm correctness (unlike with syntactic
correctness, where, e.g., import errors can be detected).

4.4 Discussion
Our prototype implementation and experimental results
demonstrate that the LLM4FaaS approach is feasible and
is ready for adoption, especially for tasks of low complexity.

4.4.1 Impact of FaaS. While the use of FaaS in LLM4FaaS
has no impact of the syntactic correctness of LLM-generated
code in our experiments, we do see a significant improve-
ment in semantic correctness. This shows that the reduced
complexity of the FaaS programming model allows the LLM
to focus its performance on understanding and correctly im-
plementing user intentions rather than boilerplate code that
addresses operational concerns.

4.4.2 Task Complexity. Our results also clearly show the
impact of task complexity on the semantic success rate of
LLM4FaaS. We consider two possible causes: First, the in-
creased task complexity provides a challenge for the LLM,
which must produce more complex code with more oppor-
tunity for failure. Second, increased complexity can also be
challenging for our users, who must understand and articu-
late more complex requirements, a particular challenge for
less experienced users. In future work, it would be interesting
to compare human software developers as a baseline to deter-
mine if a semantic error is caused by incorrect understanding
by the LLM or an insufficient user description.

4.4.3 Model Selection. We chose GPT-4o as the primary
LLM for LLM4FaaS due to its advanced performance and
strong performance in non-English languages [22]. LLM4FaaS
exhibits practical performance with GPT-4o, even with more
complex tasks. Nevertheless, advances in LLMs will likely
improve the performance of LLM4FaaS. In future work, we
plan to further evaluate our approach with different LLMs,
including models specifically trained for software develop-
ment.

4.4.4 User Description Language. The natural language ap-
plication descriptions collected from our users are all in
Chinese language, which may negatively impact the perfor-
mance of the LLM. While we cannot expect users to learn
English to use a no-code development platform – in the same
way that we cannot expect them to learn a programming lan-
guage – we should be aware of the impact of input languages.
In future work, we plan to further investigate this impact.
We first plan to explore more language-specific models, e.g.,
those trained on mostly Chinese-language texts. Second, we
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Figure 3: Success rates of ten repetitions of LLM4FaaS code synthesis with three user answers. Syntactic success
does not significantly change between repeat LLM invocations, either nine or ten out of ten correct in all cases. For
the complex task, repeating an identical invocation can lead to different results.

also plan to evaluate the feasibility of adding a separate trans-
lation step, which may carry the cost of lost nuance in the
descriptions.

4.4.5 Programming Language. Similar to user description
language, the choice of Python as a programming language
in our evaluation could also have an impact on LLM4FaaS
prototype performance. We choose Python as it is widely
used and LLMs are likely to perform well with it, yet we also
plan to explore other language performance in future work.

4.4.6 Feasibility of Feedback Loops. In LLM4FaaS, we give
LLMs only a single opportunity to generate function code
before we decide whether it is syntactically and semantically
correct. However, LLMs are known to perform well with
feedback, e.g., in a chat. It may be equally possible to provide
feedback to the LLM on generated code, both from the FaaS
platform for syntax errors, e.g., missing imports, and from
the user for semantic errors, e.g., clarifying application logic.

5 Related Work
The advent of LLMs has lead to a variety of research explor-
ing its use in low-code and FaaS software development. Liu
et al. [17] compare traditional and LLM-based low-code pro-
gramming by analyzing the similarities and differences of
developer discussions on Stack Overflow over the past three
years. They show that LLM-based low-code programming
is applicable to a broader range of scenarios and problem
domains that its traditional counterpart.
Gao et al. [10] propose a zero-code, token-efficient ap-

proach for generating trigger-action programs based on user
requirements for smart home automation. However, in the ab-
sence of FaaS abstractions, their method requires a complex

division of the TAP generation process into multiple sub-
tasks, along with the design of a specialized conversational
agent for each one. This is a burden that keeps non-technical
users from following their approach in practice. Furthermore,
there remains a gap between generating trigger-action pro-
grams and delivering a functional application to end users
which we close through the FaaS platform.

Buchmann et al. [5] envision the use of white-box LLMs
for low-code engineering tailored for citizen developers. In
their approach, citizen developers design the initial domain
model and provide optional natural language annotations for
domain rules. The annotations guide LLM to refine Java code
generated from the initial model. However, this approach
requires users to have prior knowledge of the domain model,
limiting its accessibility for non-technical end users. More-
over, achieving accurate code refinement involves iterative
annotation rephrasing and repetition.
Hagel et al. [12] propose transforming DSL-based low-

code platforms into no-code platforms by leveraging natural
language descriptions to generate models. These models
are then applied within the DSL-based low-code platform
for application customization, significantly reducing task
completion time compared to manual modeling. Their study
involves technical participants working under supervision
to ensure correct model generation. However, this reliance
on supervision and technical expertise limits the accessibil-
ity for non-technical users. It also raises concerns about the
accuracy of models generated by unsupervised users. Ad-
ditionally, the approach is specific to DSL-based low-code
platforms, limiting its broader applicability.

A number of research publications has also considered in-
tegrating LLMs with FaaS programming. For example, Esashi
et al. [7] use LLMs to automatically generate FaaS workflows,
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which can be used to assist cloud developers in configuring
FaaS applications. While similar in approach to LLM4FaaS,
they target technical users that already have experience in
software development, especially in the context of FaaS.
Eskandani et al. [8] outline a vision for AI-powered soft-

ware systems, theoretically emphasizing using LLMs solving
FaaS challenges, e.g., cold starts, statelessness, and vendor
lock-in. Kathiriya et al. [14] propose a conceptual architec-
ture for banking applications that leverages LLMs to identify
and perform basic data formatting tasks. These two works
offer a theoretical perspective on the concepts outlined in
our paper and do not provide an implementation or experi-
mental evaluation. To the best of our knowledge, LLM4FaaS
is the first no-code application development system based
on FaaS that allows non-technical users to build applications
from natural language descriptions.

6 Conclusion
LLMs are powerful tools to generate code from natural lan-
guage descriptions, but their adoption by non-technical users
is hindered by the complexity of application deployment and
operation. With LLM4FaaS, we have proposed leveraging
the high levels of abstraction of the FaaS paradigm to handle
code execution and operation for non-technical users. Fur-
thermore, we proposed to leverage the reduced complexity
of the FaaS programming model to improve correctness of
LLM-generated applications. Our evaluation of LLM4FaaS
with a proof-of-concept prototype and a new dataset of real
user application descriptions has demonstrated the feasibil-
ity of this approach and its benefits compared to operating
LLM-generated code without FaaS.
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A Questionnaire Design
To determine how well LLM4FaaS performs, we evaluate
it in a smart home scenario with four automation ideas in
varying levels of complexity, i.e., remote device control (easy),
scheduled plans (medium), comfort homes (advanced), and

energy-efficient homes (complex). These automation ideas
increase in complexity, covering a range of common smart
home needs.
We design a questionnaire to gather users’ natural lan-

guage descriptions of these four smart home automation
ideas. The resulting descriptions serve as the primary input
for the LLM to generate code snippets, which will then be
deployed to FaaS platform.

Our questionnaire contains:
• an introduction that includes the questionnaire ob-

jective, participants information, and data processing
statement,

• the context of questions to familiarize participants
with project context before proceeding with ques-
tions, i.e., a smart home layout and a list of available
smart devices along with their functionality (Table 1),

• four questions about smart home automation ideas
(our tasks) for participants to provide their natural
language descriptions.

We avoid leading questions and design our questions to be
sufficiently general to not guide answers while being clear
enough for our participants to understand them. Our ques-
tions for task descriptions are arranged in increasing order of
complexity to enhance understanding. We also collect users’
professional occupations to confirm that they have no rele-
vant technical expertise. Before sending our questionnaire to
users, we conduct test runs with five additional participants.

Our tasks are as follows:
(1) Easy: turn on/off a specific device in the smart home

in response to an event
(2) Medium: routinely turn on/off a set of devices at a

specific time of day
(3) Advanced: automatically adjust a specific device in

the smart home in response to a sensor reading
(4) Complex: automatically turn on/off a set of devices

in response to a sensor reading

B Prompt Design
LLM4FaaS combines natural language application descrip-
tions with system prompts to guide the LLM to generate
code for a FaaS platform. Our system prompt has three com-
ponents:

• Contextual information and key elements needed for
the LLM to generate a response, e.g., the directive to
generate FaaS code

• The user’s natural language description
• Reference materials that the LLM should use, e.g.,
API descriptions

We show the prompt used in our experiments (§4) in List-
ing 1. We provide source code for a smart home library that

https://platform.openai.com/docs/models#gpt-4o
https://platform.openai.com/docs/models#gpt-4o
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Table 1: Smart devices and their functionality

Smart
Device

Functionality

Light Turn on/off, set brightness level
(low, medium or high)

Cleaning
robot

Turn on/off, run a cleaning routine

Music
player

Turn on/off, play playlist (‘morning
vibes’, ‘daily news’, etc.)

Coffee ma-
chine

Turn on/off, make a coffee (Ameri-
cano, cappuccino, etc.)

Heater Turn on/off, set a temperature (e.g.,
25°C)

Air condi-
tioner

Turn on/off, set a temperature (e.g.,
25°C)

Humidifier Turn on/off

Curtain Turn on/off

TV Turn on/off

Socket Turn on/off

Door Open/close

Window Open/close

Temperature
sensor

Read temperature (°C)

Humidity
sensor

Read relative humidity (%)

Light sen-
sor

Read light intensity (strong, nor-
mal, or weak)

Smoke
sensor

Read smoke levels (safe or warn-
ing)

# Preparation

Hi, I want you to provide me a 'function.py'

file for my current smart home project based

on my given functional description. Four

code files in my project, i.e., sensor.py,

actuator.py, home_plan.py and config.py, are

in the 'home' folder. The required

'function.py' should locate in the

'functions' folder, function.py should

contain main function. I will first give you

the functional description, then give you

the 4 python source code.

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

↩→

# Functional Description

<!-- INSERT HERE -->

# Source Code

## sensor.py

...

## actuator.py

...

## home_plan.py

...

## config.py

...

Listing 1: LLM4FaaS Prompt: The prompt explicitly re-
quires a Python function designed to address specific
user needs within a smart home scenario, with refer-
ences offering foundational implementations, APIs,
and related methods for seamless integration.

can interact with our smart home and that is available for
the LLM to use to read sensors or talk to devices.
Our baseline prompt further includes the instruction to

build a full Python application (rather than a FaaS function)
and provide a single command that is to be executed from a
Linux command line.
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