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ABSTRACT

The rapid evolution of large language models (LLMs) has opened new possibilities for automating
various tasks in software development. This paper evaluates the capabilities of the Llama 2-70B
model in automating these tasks for scientific applications written in commonly used programming
languages. Using representative test problems, we assess the model’s capacity to generate code,
documentation, and unit tests, as well as its ability to translate existing code between commonly
used programming languages. Our comprehensive analysis evaluates the compilation, runtime be-
havior, and correctness of the generated and translated code. Additionally, we assess the quality of
automatically generated code, documentation and unit tests. Our results indicate that while Llama
2-70B frequently generates syntactically correct and functional code for simpler numerical tasks,
it encounters substantial difficulties with more complex, parallelized, or distributed computations,
requiring considerable manual corrections. We identify key limitations and suggest areas for future
improvements to better leverage AI-driven automation in scientific computing workflows.

Keywords Large Language Models, LLama 2 70B, Software development, Programming languages

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have made significant advances in various code-related tasks, particularly in gener-
ating source code from natural language descriptions (Zhao et al. (2023); Chang et al. (2024)). Their effectiveness is
primarily driven by their extensive number of model parameters, the use of large and diverse datasets, and the immense
computational resources employed during training (Kaplan et al. (2020)). These models are typically trained on vast
corpora sourced from the web. LLMs are capable of capturing intricate patterns, linguistic subtleties, and semantic
relationships.

A wide range of models are available for code generation. There are general-purpose models like ChatGPT (Ouyang
et al. (2022)), GPT-4 (Achiam et al. (2023)), and LLaMA (Touvron et al. (2023a)) which are designed for a broad range
of applications, as well as specialized models such as StarCoder, Code LLaMA (Roziere et al. (2023)), DeepSeek-
Coder, and Code Gemma that are optimized for code-related tasks. The integration of code generation with the latest
advances in LLM technology is now an essential tool for many businesses, as well as an essential target for LLM
developers as programming languages are considered to be different dialects of natural language (Athiwaratkun et al.
(2022)).

1.1 Motivations

Surveys conducted by PRACE ? on the usage of European supercomputers have shown that FORTRAN is the most
popular programming language and C++ is the second. Python is catching up, probably due to machine learning
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Rank Programming language

1 Python
2 C++
4 C

10 FORTRAN
12 Matlab
15 R

Table 1: Ranking of programming languages with respect to the Tiobe index of September 2024. We picked C++and
FORTRAN since these are used in High Performance computing. Python is used for artificial intelligence. Matlab and
R used for data science. We included CUDA fir GPU programming since this is one of the first languages and most
training data might be available (Tiobe (2024)).

applications which are mostly written in Python (Hasheminezhad et al. (2020)). A survey from the National Energy
Research Scientific Computing Center (NERSC) showed similar results ?.

Currently, most of the supercomputers in the Top 500 list are heterogeneous and make use of NVIDIA, AMD, or
Intel GPUs. One can use CUDA FORTRAN for NVIDIA GPUs or ROCm FORTRAN for AMD GPUs, respectively.
However, for Intel GPUs, the only tool is SYCL, and it does not provide a FORTRAN interface. The story is similar
for Kokkos, a popular performance portability library for C++.

Therefore, to maximize the portability of scientific codes, efforts are being made to translate them from FORTRAN to
C++ (Grosse-Kunstleve et al. (2012)) or Python (Bysiek et al. (2016)).

Another language that many wish to translate is COmmon Business Oriented Language (COBOL). This language is
widely used in business, finance, and administrative systems. Because COBOL is less popular, COBOL programmers
are harder to find. As a result, there is a desire to move away from the platform. Typically, the translation target for
legacy COBOL code is Java (Sneed (2010)). IBM presented an AI-assisted COBOL to Java translation approach using
IBM watsonx.

Another commonly sought translation is the translation of MatLab code into R or Python. Here, the motivation is to
move away from a commercial product and toward an open-source product.

For all of the above reasons and use cases, we believe it is useful to investigate the viability of translating codes from
one language to another using AI.

1.2 Choice of Models

LLaMA was first introduced by Meta as a collection of pretrained and fine-tuned LLM models, ranging from 7 billion
to 70 billion parameters (Touvron et al. (2023a), Touvron et al. (2023b)). Code LLaMA (Roziere et al. (2023)), which
was specifically designed for code generation, was initially released on August 24, 2023. This model is based on
LLaMA 2 and has been fine-tuned for tasks focused on generating and comprehending code. For this paper, we chosen
LLaMA 2-70B (Touvron et al. (2023b)) because of its large parameter count, which allows for enhanced performance
in understanding and generating code. Its fine-tuning on code-specific datasets makes it particularly well-suited for
handling a variety of programming tasks, including code generation, documentation and translation.

Our analysis focuses on the compilation and correctness of the generated code. We selected programming languages
from among the Top 15 languages in the TIOBE Index (Tiobe (2024)). The languages chosen for our analysis are
listed in Table 5. We picked C++and FORTRAN since these are used in High Performance computing. Python is used
for artificial intelligence. Matlab and R used for data science. We included CUDA for GPU programming since this is
one of the first languages and a large amount training data should be available.

The first example in this study is numerical integration; the second, a conjugate gradient solver that incorporates matrix
and vector operations; and lastly, a parallel 1D stencil-based heat equation solver (Diehl et al. (2023)). This last model
problem was chosen due to its relevance in testing parallel computational workflows and the commonality of this type
of code in scientific computing.

1.3 Paper Structure

Section 2 summarizes the related work. Section 3 briefly introduces the model problems used for the code generation.
Section 4 presents the code generated by the AI, and Section 5 analyzes the quality of the generated code. Section 6
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presents the generated documentation using the AI model, and Section 7 analyzes the quality of the generated docu-
mentation. Section 8 presents the generated unit tests, and Section 9 analyzes the quality of the unit tests. Section 10
presents the translated codes using the AI model, and Section 11 analyzes the quality of the translated code. Finally,
Section 12 concludes the work.

2 Related work

There is a large variety of programming benchmarks, with curated synthesis problems and test-cases, are used to
measure the performance of various LLMs on code generation. HumanEval (Chen et al. (2021)) is one of the pioneering
and most widely studied human-written benchmarks for LLM-based code generation, consisting of 164 problems.
Each provides a Python function signature and docstring and the associated test-cases for correctness checking. MBPP
(Austin et al. (2021)) is another Python-focused problem dataset comprising a set of 974 programming problems
including the test-cases. In multi-language coding scenarios, benchmarks such as HumanEval-X (Zheng et al. (2023))
and MCoNaLa (Wang et al. (2022)) were used.

Burak et. al. Yetiştiren et al. (2023) compared the performance of three AI-code generation tools: GitHub Copilot,
Amazon CodeWhisperer, and OpenAI’s ChatGPT. The study evaluated the quality of the generated code in terms of
validity, correctness, security, reliability, and maintainability. Their analysis reveals that the latest versions of Chat-
GPT, GitHub Copilot, and Amazon CodeWhisperer generate correct code 65.2%, 46.3%, and 31.1% of the time,
respectively.

More recently, Diehl et al. (2024) evaluated the capabilities of ChatGPT versions 3.5 and 4 in generating code across
a diverse range of programming languages taking into account compilation, runtime performance, and accuracy of
the codes. To this end, ChatGPT was asked to generate three distinct codes: a simple numerical integration, a conju-
gate gradient solver, and a parallel 1D stencil-based heat equation solver. Parallel codes—even the simple example
we chose to study here—–are also difficult for the AI to generate correctly. Liu et al. (2024) propose EvalPlus, an
evaluation framework to benchmark the functional correctness of LLM-generated code. Their evaluation spanned 26
popular LLMs (e.g., GPT-4, ChatGPT, etc.). Additionally, Cao et al. (2024) proposed JavaBench, a project-level Java
benchmark that exercises object-oriented programming features. It comprises four Java projects with 389 methods in
106 Java classes.

In the context of security, Wang et al. (2024) introduced CodeSecEval, a dataset targeting 44 critical vulnerability
types with 180 samples, enabling automatic evaluation of code models in code generation and bug fixing tasks. Their
findings reveal that current models often produce vulnerable code, overlooking security considerations. Similarly, in
code translation, while LLMs achieve state-of-the-art performance in many tasks, they face challenges due to limited
pretraining on parallel multilingual code. To address this, Tao et al. (2024) proposed PolyHumanEval, a multilingual
benchmark covering 14 programming languages to assess the ability of LLMs to translate between diverse program-
ming language pairs.

Finally, Ersoy and Erşahin (2024) benchmarks the capabilities of Llama 3 70B, for code generation tasks using Hu-
manEval (Chen et al. (2021)) and MBPP (Austin et al. (2021)). Huang et al. (2024) indicate that Llama 2 holds
significant promise for applications involving in-context learning, with notable strengths in both answer quality and
inference speed.

In this paper, we focus on evaluating Llama 2 70B for code generation tasks, extending previous studies on LLM-based
code synthesis. While prior work has demonstrated the potential of Llama 2 for in-context learning and its performance
on benchmarks like HumanEval (Chen et al. (2021)) and MBPP (Austin et al. (2021)), our evaluation provides a more
focused and in-depth analysis of its capabilities in generating correct and efficient code. We specifically assess Llama
2 70B in various programming tasks, examining its performance in terms of code quality, scalability, translation, and
the ability to handle complex and parallel code generation challenges.

3 Model problems

3.1 Numerical integration

An example problem often used in undergraduate calculus textbooks is numerical integration using a Riemann sum to
evaluate the area below the integral. We asked the AI model the following query:
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Write a {Python,C++,Fortran,Matlab,R} code to compute the area between -pi and 2/3pi
for sin(x) and validate it.

to generate the Python, C++, FORTRAN, Matlab, and R code to integrate the area between −π and 2/3π for the
integral

2π/3∫
−π

sin(x)dx. (1)

The correct result for the area using the fundamental theorem of calculus is given by
2π/3∫
−π

sin(x) = − cos(2π/3) + cos(−π) = −0.5. (2)

For Python, Matlab, and R, the AI generated code used a standard package to perform this task, however, for C++and
FORTRAN it used a Riemann sum.

Write a {Python,Matlab,R} code to compute the area between -pi and 2/3pi for sin(x)
using a Riemann sum and validate it.

For a fair comparison, we modified the query for the Python, Matlab, and R code to request that the Riemann sum
instead. The codes were generated on 09/05/2024.

3.2 Conjugate gradient

A more advanced example from numerical methods textbooks is use a conjugate gradient solver to solve a system of
linear equations

An×n · xn = bn with n ∈ Z+, A = At, and xtAz > 0,∀X ∈ Rn. (3)

For more detail, we refer the reader to this excellent introduction (Shewchuk et al. (1994)). For this task, we gave the
AI model the following query:

Write a {Python, C++, Fortran, Matlab, R} code to solve the linear equation system using
the conjugate gradient solver and validate it.

To evaluate the code, we wrote a program to use the generated solver on the following system of equations:

M · x = b with A =

(
4 −1 0
−1 4 −1
0 −1 4

)
and b =

(
1
2
3

)
. (4)

The solution x is (0.46428571, 0.85714286, 0.96428571)T . The codes were generated on 09/09/2024.

3.3 Heat equation solver

In the previous examples, we focused on the generation of single-threaded code. Now, the focus is on the generation
of parallel and distributed code. For the distributed code, we only asked the model to generate a Python, FORTRAN,
and C++ code. Specifically, we requested a one-dimensional heat equation solver in this study. The one-dimensional
heat equation query reads as follows:

∂u

∂t
= α

∂2u

∂x2
, 0 ≤ c < L, t > 0 (5)

where α is the material’s diffusivity. For the discretization in space a finite different scheme

u(xi, t+ 1) = u(xi, t) + dtα
u(xi−1, t)− 2u(t, xi)− u(t, xi+1)

h2
(6)
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We requested that the Euler time integration should be used. The grid was not specified, but we expected the AI to
choose an equidistant linear grid with n grid points x = {xi = i · h ∈ R|i = 0, 1 . . . , n− 1}. We asked the AI model
the following query

Write a {parallel, distributed} {Python,C++,Fortran,Matlab,R} code to solve the one-
dimensional heat equation using a finite difference scheme for the discretization in space
and the Euler method for time integration and validate it.

To test the Python, C++, FORTRAN, Matlab, and R code. We initialized u(0, x) = sin(πx) and set α = 0.1, n = 100,
h = L/(n− 1), L = 1, dt = T/1000, and T = 0.1. The analytic solution for the final distribution at time T using the
above parameters is given as

u(T, x) = sin(πx) · exp(−απ2t). (7)

The parallel codes were generated on 09/11/2024. The AI model used the Message Passing Interface (MPI) for both
queries. One might assume that the AI model should use OpenMP for the parallel code and MPI for the distributed
code.

Write a {parallel} {C++,Fortran} code using OpenMP to solve the one-dimensional heat
equation using a finite difference scheme for discretization in space and the Euler method
for time integration and validate it.

Therefore, we asked on 09/16/2024 to generate a parallel code using OpenMP.

The queries for the CUDA codes were generic (i.e. we did not specify a specific GPU architecture) all started with
”Write a CUDA code”. Indeed, we have tried to include a specific architecture (e.g. Ampere, Hopper) into the query
but this did not change the output of the AI model.

In the following sections, we discuss the codes generated by the model. For each section, we provide a single example.
All the other codes are available on our public repository1.

4 Code generation

4.1 Python

Numerical Integration. Listing 1 shows the Python code generated for the numerical integration. The AI used numpy
for the np.sin function and np.pi for the constant π. The package scipy was used for the integration.

Write a {Python} code to compute the area between -pi and 2/3pi for sin(x) and validate it
without using scipy.

To make a fair comparison with Fortran and C++, we asked the AI to generate a Python version without using scipy,
depicted in Listing 2. After that, the AI generated plain Python code used a Riemann sum. The AI model mentioned
that the parameter n of the forloop controls the accuracy of the result. For the validation of the generated codes, the
AI model recommended that we compare its answer with the exact value of the integral, which can be computed using
the fundamental theorem of calculus −np.cos(−π) + np.cos(2/3π). The AI model then generated a Python code to
compute the exact solution. This code was similar to the first generated code and the line from scipy.integrate
import quad was removed and the computation of the result was replaced by exact_result = -np.cos(b)+ np
.cos(a). Figure 1 shows the solution of both codes. It then claims that since both values are the same, the generated
code is correct. It is obvious that the results are wrong, however, running both codes give the correct results.

Listing 1: Generated python code for the numerical integration using scipy.
1 import numpy as np
2 from scipy.integrate import quad
3

1https://github.com/diehlpkpapers/ai-journal-paper
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4 # define the function sin(x)
5 def f(x):
6 return np.sin(x)
7

8 # define the limits of integration
9 a = -np.pi

10 b = 2*np.pi/3
11

12 # compute the integral using quad
13 result , error = quad(f, a, b)
14

15 print("The␣area␣between␣-π␣and␣2/3π␣for␣sin(x)␣is:␣", result)

Listing 2: Generated python code for the numerical integration using a Riemann sum.

1 import numpy as np
2

3 # define the function sin(x)
4 def f(x):
5 return np.sin(x)
6

7 # define the limits of integration
8 a = -np.pi
9 b = 2*np.pi/3

10

11 # define the number of intervals for the Riemann sum
12 n = 1000
13

14 # compute the width of each interval
15 dx = (b - a) / n
16

17 # initialize the sum
18 sum = 0
19

20 # compute the Riemann sum
21 for i in range(n):
22 x = a + i * dx
23 sum += f(x) * dx
24

25 print("The␣area␣between␣-π␣and␣2/3π␣for␣sin(x)␣is:␣", sum)

Conjugate Gradient solver The generated python code uses the numpy package for the matrix and vector data struc-
ture. A function conjugate_gradient is defined containing the algorithm for the conjugate gradient solver. The
result of the solver in the function is compared with the built-in solver np.linalg.solve. The function np.testing
.assert_allclose is used to compare the two solution vectors. The code executed and showed the correct results.
The AI model mentioned that the variable tol and max_iter control the convergence of the solver.

Parallel Heat equation solver The AI model used Python’s multiprocessing tool (import multiprocessing as
mp). It correctly generated a loop to iterate over the nodes and apply the stencil for the finite difference scheme,

however, the code did not execute because the variable for the time step size dt was not declared. After a declaration
of the variable was added, the code executed and produced the correct results. The AI model added a function to
compute the analytic solution and some functionality to plot the analytic function and the computed results using
Python’s matplotlib. Figure 2 shows the generated plot.

4.2 C++

Numerical Integration. The generated C++code uses the #include <cmath> header for the sin() function and the
M_PI constant for π. The code used the Riemann sum to approximate the area. Again, the code used the fundamental
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Figure 1: Output for the evaluation of the generated Python models by the AI model. Obviously both numbers are
incorrect, however, by executing the generated code, the correct result is printed.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
x

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

u(
x,

t)

Solution of the 1D Heat Equation
Computed
Analytic

Figure 2: Plot of the analytic solution and the computed solution by the Python code. The AI model added the func-
tionality for the plot to the code using Python’s Matplotlib. We changed the layout by adding grid lines and saved it as
a PDF document instead of just showing the plot.

theorem of calculus −np.cos(−π) + np.cos(2/3π) to check the result of the Riemann sum. The AI model provided
the same information as for the Python-generated code. For example, the AI model mentioned that the variable n
controls the accuracy of the result. The generated code compiled, executed, and produced the correct result. However,
the AI model showed the wrong results for both codes again.

Conjugate Gradient solver The code uses std::vector<double> for the vector and std::vector<std::vector
<double>> for the matrix. The code compiled using a recent C++ standard, executed successfully and produced the
correct result. The code used Gaussian elimination to validate the result.

Parallel Heat equation solver The generated C++code for the heat equation in parallel compiled, executed, and
produced the correct result. The code included the header file #include <omp.h> which was not necessary since
only an OpenMP pragma was used and no functions of this header were called. We had to change the final time from
1 to 0.1 to align with the parameters in the other test problem. The AI model used #pragma omp parallel for
private(i) to execute the loop to update the temperature. However, the private(i) is not necessary and removing
it does not affect the correctness of the code.
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4.3 FORTRAN

Numerical Integration. The generated code did not use a constant value from the standard library or math library for
π and used 3.14159265359 as an approximation of π. This is due to the fact that FORTRAN has no built-in constant
for PI. The code used the Riemann sum to compute the area and the AI model mentioned that the parameter n controls
the accuracy of the result. The code compiled, executed, and produced the correct result.

Conjugate Gradient solver The generated FORTRAN code did not compile. There were undeclared variables. For
some data types INTENT(INT) was declared, however, the types were updated within the scope and the data types
should be declared as INTENT(OUT). Once these errors were corrected and the code was compiled, the code executed,
but did not produce the correct results. The issue was a problem with the computation of the residual. After fixing that,
the code produced the correct results.

Parallel Heat equation solver The generated code did not compile because the variable for π was not declared. In
addition, the loop variables were not declared. The AI model used !\$OMP PARALLEL DO PRIVATE(i) to execute
the loop to update the temperature. However, the PRIVATE(i) was not necessary and removing it did not affect the
correctness of the code. After fixing these issues, the code compiled. However, all final values of the temperature were
NaN. This was due to the choice of the parameters and the simulation blow up. Using the parameters of the model
problem produced the correct results.

For the distributed code the variable for π was not declared. After declaration the code compiled and executed.

4.4 Matlab

Numerical Integration. The generated MATLAB code for the numerical example used the trapz function. How-
ever, upon execution, an error occurred: Unrecognized function or variable ’x’ indicating a problem with
variable x initialization. The authors manually fixed the code by replacing trapz with the integral function, which
successfully provided the correct output.

Conjugate Gradient solver The generated MATLAB code defined a linear system of equations and solved it using
the conjugate gradient method. The solution was compared with the MATLAB built-in solver A\b. The code executed
correctly, and the comparison between the custom CG solver and the built-in solver showed consistent results.

Parallel Heat equation solver The LLM model used the parpool package (via parpool(num_workers)). However,
the code did not execute because the variable for the time step size, dt, was not declared. After declaring the variable,
the code executed but did not produce correct results. The AI model also added a function to compute the exact solution
and functionality to plot both the analytic and computed results. At first, the executed code plotted all the computed
solutions at each step. The authors changed the code and plotted only the final computed solution. The generated plots
for the computed and exact solutions clearly illustrate that the computed output is incorrect is on the github repository
2. The numerical solution deviates from the exact solution, this indicate potential issues with boundary conditions.

4.5 R

Numerical Integration. When testing the AI model code in R, the generated code uses the Riemann sum method.
The generated code executed correctly and produced accurate results.

Conjugate Gradient solver. The generated code used the function conjugate_gradient, which iteratively updates
the solution vector x, the residual r, and the search direction p. After obtaining the solution using the CG solver, the
result was compared with the solution generated by the built-in solve function. The code executed successfully, with
the CG solver producing results consistent with the exact solution.

Parallel Heat equation solver Here, the generated script used the library(parallel). However, the code did
not execute because the variable dt was not defined. After fixing the error, the code executed but did not produced
correct result. This numerical diffusion may be due to incorrect boundary conditions, which prevents the solution from
converging to the exact result. The generated plots for the computed and exact solutions, clearly illustrate that the
computed output is incorrect is on the github repository 3.

2https://github.com/diehlpkpapers/ai-journal-paper/blob/main/matlab/HeatComputedSolutionMatlab.png
3https://github.com/diehlpkpapers/ai-journal-paper/blob/main/r/HeatComputedSolution.png
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4.6 CUDA

Numerical Integration. Similar to the previous examples, the AI generated CUDA implementation used the M_PI
constant for π and #include <cmath> for calling the sin() function inside the kernel. It also used atomicAdd to
update the shared variable in the global memory, which correctly handles multiple concurrent accesses. The generated
code compiled and executed but did not produce the correct result. Indeed, it showed a mix between a serial and a
parallel algorithms: it runs with one thread per interval but makes each thread iterate over the entire domain (i.e. for
(int i = 1; i < N; i++)). The generated analytical solution is also incorrect. Indeed, the code used a wrong

formula (i.e. 2−
√

(3)

2 ) to compute the exact solution for validation.

Conjugate Gradient solver The generated code compiled and executed but did not produce the correct result. It also
contained multiple memory management bugs that triggered runtime errors. It seems that the AI model has difficulty
in differentiating the host from the device memory. For example, it tries to copy data from the host to the device by
passing two device pointers, or it tries to access host memory from a CUDA kernel. The code is hard to read due to
multiple inconsistencies in variable naming. For example, it respects a naming convention in the main, preceding the
device memory pointers by ”d ”, but omits it when those virtual pointers are passed to the conjugateGradient()
function.

Parallel Heat equation solver The generated CUDA code compiled but was not able to produce a correct result
because the input parameters were not chosen correctly, resulting in numerical instability. Also, the code did not prop-
erly check the boundary conditions, which resulted in illegal memory accesses. After fixing these issues, the generated
CUDA code compiled, executed and produced the correct result. Also, the model produced a correct validation test,
using the appropriate analytical solution.

4.7 MPI

C++ The generated distributed C++code compiled and executed but did not produce the correct results. The code
correctly called MPI init() and MPI finalize(), but did not trigger any communication. The only invocation of the
communication library was for creating a contiguous type that was never used. As a result, the generated code was
serial and did not make use of a distributed system. The serial code itself also contained several mistakes, such as
allocating and freeing memory every time step or not taking into account the previous iterations when computing a
new value.

Python The generated code used mpi4py for leveraging the MPI communication library. It used individual send and
recv operations for the halo exchange, which in a real code would be probably replaced by ‘sendrecv‘ operations.
It run successfully with two processes but did not produce the correct result. With more than 3 processes, the code
produced a deadlock due to an incorrect communication workflow (e.g. some processes wait on receiving messages
that are never sent). Besides the deadlock, the code contained numerous errors: incorrect initialization, not handling
cases where the number of process is not divisible by the problem size, not reserving additional cells in the array for
storing the ghost cells, and sending the wrong data. We have decided not to offer a fix for the code, as this would mean
rewriting it almost entirely.

Fortran The generated code compiled, executed, and (after fixing the input parameters) even produced the correct
result. However, similarly to the C++distributed code, the Fortran code was not different from a serial implementation.
Indeed, the code invoked a routine from the MPI library exactly once. At the beginning then process zero initialized
the entire domain and broadcasted it to all other processes. The rest of the code is equivalent to a serial program where
each individual process computed the entire domain.

5 Code quality

Table 2 shows the results for all three test problems. We use the following criteria to check the quality of the codes

• Compilation:
We saved the generated code to a text file and compiled the codes with recent compilers (See Table 4). If
the compiler stopped with any error, we updated the code until it compiled. Note that Python, Matlab, and R
codes are interpreted languages and so this step did not apply.

• Runtime:
We executed the compiled codes or ran the interpreted codes. We checked whether the code finished without
any errors, e.g. an index out of bounds exception. For this criterion, We did not check the correctness of the
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Language C++ FORTRAN Python Matlab R CUDA

Attribute Numerical integration

Compilation ✓ ✓ – – – ✓
Runtime ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Correctness ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Conjugate gradient

Compilation ✓ – – – ✓
Runtime ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Correctness ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Parallel heat equation solver

Compilation ✓ – – – ✓
Runtime ✓ ✓
Correctness ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 2: Results for serial codes for numerical integration and conjugate gradient solver. For the parallel heat equation
solver the AI model generated MPI code and we asked in a second query to generate a code using OpenMP. For the
C++, FORTRAN, and CUDA codes, we check if the codes compile with the compilers shown in Table 4. For all codes,
we check if the codes executed without any run time error, like index out of bound exceptions, and finally we checked
if the code produces the correct results for the test cases in Section 3.

Language C++ FORTRAN Python

Compilation ✓ ✓ -
Runtime
Correctness ✓

Table 3: Results for distributed codes using the Message Passing Interface (MPI). We check if the codes compile with
the compilers shown in Table 4. For all codes, we check if the codes executed without any run time error, like index
out of bound exceptions, and finally we checked if the code produces the correct results for the test cases in Section 3.

results, only whether it finished. If we experienced issues with the code, we debugged the code and fixed the
bugs.

• Correctness:
We checked whether the code produced the correct results using the input parameters and solutions in Sec-
tion 3. For some codes, we had to update the parameters proposed by the AI model to the ones matching our
examples.

In the first third of the table, the results for the numerical integration in Section 3.1 are shown. The C++and FORTRAN
codes were both compiled using the GNU 12 compiler. None of the codes, except for Matlab, had runtime errors and
produced the correct result. Thus, for this relatively easy example, the AI model could generate codes. However, it is
not clear why the Matlab generated code had issues.

In the second third of the table, the results for the conjugate gradient solver in Section 3.2 are shown. The C++code
compiled, but the FORTRAN code did not due to incorrect parameter declarations on some variables. All generated
codes executed. Except for the FORTRAN code, all codes produced the correct results. For the FORTRAN code, the
computation of the residual was wrong, however, after fixing that to the correct equation, the code produced the correct
results. The last third of the table shows the parallel implementation of the heat equation solver in Section 3.3. Note
that the AI model generated code using the Message Passing Interface (MPI) and we extended the query to ask for a
parallel code using OpenMP.

Table 3 shows the results for the distributed code in C++, FORTRAN and Python. We excluded Matlab and R code,
since it is not common to write distributed codes using these programming languages. Table 4 lists the version of all
used tools to evaluate the generated code.

Figure 3 shows the lines of code (LOC) for the generated codes for all three examples. The tool cloc4 was used
to obtain the lines of code including comments. Figure 3(a) shows the lines of code for the numerical integration
4https://linux.die.net/man/1/cloc
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Table 4: Version of all used tools in this study.

C++ GCC 12 FORTRAN GCC 12 Python 3.12 Matlab R2024a

CUDA 12.4.1 OpenMPI 4.1.5 mpi4py 4.0.1 R 2024a
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Figure 3: Lines of code (LOC) generated by the AI model including comments for all three examples. We used the
tool cloc to obtain the lines of code.

example. CUDA has the most lines of code. Probably due to the boilerplate for copying from and to device memory
and launching the kernels. FORTRAN, and Python have a few less lines compared to C++. R has less lines than Python.
Matlab had the least lines of code. Figure 3(b) shows the lines of code for the conjugate gradient solver. Again, CUDA
has the most lines of code. FORTRAN and C++ are close, and R, Matlab, and Python are on the lower end.

Figure 3(c) shows the lines of code for the parallel heat equation solver. Again the CUDA codes have the most lines of
code due to the boilerplate code for copying data from and to the device and launching kernels. R, Matlab, C++, and
Python are close with the lines of code. FORTRAN has the fewest lines of code. Figure 3(d) shows the lines of code
for the distributed heat equation solver using MPI. By adding the MPI boiler plate code, FORTRAN had the most lines
of code; second, was C++ and third was Python.

Previously, we looked at the lines of code for the three examples. However, that does not reflect how difficult it
was to write this code or how much effort in developer hours would be required. One way to obtain this estimate
is to use Constructive Cost Model (COCOMO) (Boehm, 1984; Molokken and Jorgensen, 2003). We expect that
the COCOMO model should give accurate estimates for the numerical integration and the conjugate gradient solver
examples. However, the COCOMO Model is designed for serial code execution and does not take parallel or distributed
programming into account. One attempt was made to add parallel programming to the COCOMO II model (Miller
et al., 2018). Since the 90s, however, discussions in the HPC community emerged about having a similar cost model

11
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Figure 4: Classification of the effort to implement the generated codes by a developer from easy to difficult using
Constructive Cost Model (COCOMO). And the quality of the generated code from poor to good using the attributes:
compilation, runtime, and correctness.

for parallel and distributed applications. However, no model has been proposed as of the time of this writing. Thus, we
used the COCOMO model for the parallel and distributed codes as well the serial codes.

In particular, we use the following metric to classify the code quality from poor to good

q(language) :=

(
computation+ runtime+ correctness

n

)
(8)

where n = 3 for C++, Fortran, and CUDA; n = 2 for Python, Matlab, and R; and
computation, runtime, correctness ∈ 0, 1. We use scc5 to get the COCOMO estimates for the number of
person months it would take a human to write the code. We use the estimated person months to classify whether it
was easy or difficult to develop the code. Figure 4 shows the results.

6 Code documentation

We did not include the numerical integration codes in the documentation test since the example was too simple. Note
that during the code generation, the LLM added comments to some of the codes. We asked the AI model the following
query:

5https://github.com/boyter/scc
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Write documentation for the following {Python,C++,Fortran} code

We validated whether all of the function arguments were correct and correctly documented, and measured the ratio of
lines of code and lines of documentation.

6.1 C++

For the conjugate gradient all function arguments were documented and 80 lines of code and 30 lines of documentation
were generated. For the heat equation solver no function arguments were in the generated code. The code had 38 lines
of code and 50 lines of documentation.

Write documentation for the following C++, code using doxygen

Note we had to ask for doxygen comments because without the LLM just described the code’s functionality in text
form.

6.2 FORTRAN

For the conjugate gradient solver, 57 lines of documentation were added to the 50 lines of code. The function arguments
were not documented. For the heat equation solver, 26 lines of documentation were added to the 31 lines of code. The
generated code had no functions with arguments.

6.3 Python

The generated code for the conjugate gradient and heat equation solver already had documentation, including function
arguments. The generated code for the conjugate included 14 lines of documentation and the code for the heat equation
solver included 35 comments, respectively.

6.4 R

The R code generated for the conjugate gradient had some comments, but when the model was asked to produce
documentation, it added valuable comments, e.g. documentation of the function arguments. The generated code had 25
lines of comments. The generated documentation added not much value, e.g. no function arguments were documented.
16 lines of documentation were added to the 16 lines of code.

Listing 3: Generated documentation for the Matlab heat equation solver.

1 % Define the parallel solver function
2 % Solves the 1D heat equation using the Euler method with parallel

processing
3 function u = solve_heat_equation_parallel(u0, dx, dt, alpha , t_end ,

num_workers)
4 % Get the number of grid points
5 nx = length(u0);
6 % Compute the number of time steps
7 nt = ceil(t_end / dt);
8 % Initialize the solution vector
9 u = u0;

10

11 % Create a parallel pool of workers
12 parpool(num_workers);
13

14 % Time -stepping loop
15 for i = 1:nt
16 % Compute the derivative using the heat equation
17 du_dt = heat_equation(u, dx, dt, alpha);
18 % Update the solution using the Euler method

13
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Language C++ FORTRAN Python Matlab R

Attribute Conjugate gradient

LOC 80 50 27 33 27
LOD 30 57 14 19 25
Ratio 2.6 0.9 1.9 1.7 1.1

Attribute Heat equation solver

LOC 38 31 41 26 16
LOD 50 26 35 19 16
Ratio 0.8 1.2 1.2 1.3 1

Table 5: Information about the generated documentation: lines of of code (LOC) of the generated code and line of
documentation added by the LLM. We show the ratio of between the loc and lod. The blue numbers indicate that the
generated code already had documentation even we did not ask the LLM to generate code.

19 u = euler_step(u, du_dt , dt);
20 end
21

22 % Delete the parallel pool
23 delete(gcp(’nocreate ’));
24 end

6.5 Matlab

Listing 3) shows an example of the generated Matlab documentation. For the conjugate gradient solver, the code had
19 lines of documentation added. No function documentation was generated. For the heat equation solver, 19 lines of
documentation were added to the 26 lines of generated code. No function arguments were documented. Note we had
to add that the LLM should generate inline documentation to the textual description of the code generated.

7 Quality of the generated documentation

8 Generating unit tests

We asked the AI model the following query:

Write a unit test for the following {Python,C++,Fortran} code

to generate the unit tests. This was followed by the generated code in the query.

8.1 C++

For C++ the LLM decided to use GoogleTest6 and generated the code depicted in Listing 4 for the riemann sum(). It
incorrectly assumed that there was a header file associated with the function to be tested. So we copied the generated
C++code into this header and modified it to have the expected arguments and types. In addition, we integrated the test
into CMake to be able to run the ctest command. We used the Linux tool gcovr7 to estimate the code coverage of
the generated tests. Unit tests were generated on 01/06/2024.

Listing 4: Generated unit tests for the C++numerical integration example.
1 #include <gtest/gtest.h>
2 #include "riemann_sum.h" // assume the code is in a header file called

riemann_sum.h

6https://github.com/google/googletest
7https://github.com/gcovr/gcovr
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3

4 TEST(RiemannSumTest , SimpleTest) {
5 // Test the Riemann sum for a simple case
6 double a = 0.0;
7 double b = M_PI / 2.0;
8 int n = 1000;
9 double expected_result = 1.0; // exact value of the integral

10 double tolerance = 1e-3; // tolerance for the comparison
11

12 double result = riemann_sum(a, b, n);
13 EXPECT_NEAR(result , expected_result , tolerance);
14 }
15

16 TEST(RiemannSumTest , NegativeLimitsTest) {
17 // Test the Riemann sum for a case with negative limits
18 double a = -M_PI / 2.0;
19 double b = 0.0;
20 int n = 1000;
21 double expected_result = -1.0; // exact value of the integral
22 double tolerance = 1e-3; // tolerance for the comparison
23

24 double result = riemann_sum(a, b, n);
25 EXPECT_NEAR(result , expected_result , tolerance);
26 }
27

28 TEST(RiemannSumTest , LargeNTest) {
29 // Test the Riemann sum for a large number of intervals
30 double a = 0.0;
31 double b = M_PI;
32 int n = 100000;
33 double expected_result = 2.0; // exact value of the integral
34 double tolerance = 1e-6; // tolerance for the comparison
35

36 double result = riemann_sum(a, b, n);
37 EXPECT_NEAR(result , expected_result , tolerance);
38 }
39

40 int main(int argc , char **argv) {
41 :: testing :: InitGoogleTest (&argc , argv);
42 return RUN_ALL_TESTS ();
43 }

Numerical integration Here, the LLM generated three different tests namely: SimpleTest, NegativeLimitsTest,
and LargeNTest. The SimpleTest evaluates the integral from zero to π/2 for 1000 iterations. And compares the
computed result with the exact solution which is −1 for a tolerance of 10−3. The NegativeLimitsTest computes
the integral from π/2 to zero. The LargeNTest repeats the first test using 100000 iterations and a tolerance of 10−6.
The code coverage was 100%.

Conjugate gradient Here, the LLM generated two test cases namely SimpleTest and LargeMatrixTest. The
SimpleTest failed due to a wrong solution x = (0.5 1.0 1.5) for the proposed matrix system

A =

(
4 −1 0
−1 4 −1
0 −1 4

)
and b =

(
1
2
3

)
.
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After updating the solution to x = (0.4640.8570.964) which was validated with numpy package the first test passes.
For the second test the matrix system

An×n =



4 −1 0 0 0 0
0 −1 4 −1 0 0
0 −1 4 −1 0 0

0 0
. . . . . . . . . 0

0 0 −1 4 −1 0
0 0 0 −1 4 −1
0 0 0 0 −1 4


and b =



1
2
3
...

n− 2
n− 1
n


was proposed to be solved for n = 10. If a ten by ten matrix is large is a different topic to be discussed. However,
the solution xn = 1/4(1, 2, . . . , n − 1, n) was wrong. We computed the solution for ten elements using numpy and
validated against this solutions and the test worked. The test coverage was 100%.

Heat equation solver: The generated unit test did not compile since the variables: NT, NX, NT, DX, DT, and ALPHA were
not defined. In addition functions were declared in the wrong order and the last two functions to generate the initial
displacement and compute a single step of the heat equation had to be moved to the top. Three tests were generated
InitialCondition, SingleTimeStep, and MultipleTimeSteps. The displacement u is initialized as

ui = sin(π · i ·DX), i = 0, 1, . . . , NX − 2, NX − 1.
The first test checks if the displacement is correctly initialized. The SingleTimeStep and MultipleTimeSteps
compared if the single threaded implementation and the multi threaded implementation compute the same result. The
LLM mentioned that a better test would be to compare against a analytical solution. The test coverage was 100%.

8.2 FORTRAN

The tests were generated 01/27/2015. As for the C++ unit tests the Google test framework was used. However,
the unit test was written in FORTRAN. First, the generated code did not compile. After, fixing the function call
assert_equals was not defined. After some research, the Google Test framework is not available in FORTRAN.
The way to go would be to extract the generated test cases and use the module iso_fortran_env to provide binding
to C++. After that the Google test related framework specific function will be called within the C++ program and the
unit tests written in FORTRAN are called. The LLM did not generate these binding and provided the C++ code. So
we would have to do all the work. Therefore, we decided not to write the unit test ourself.

8.3 Python

The unit tests were generated 01/25/2025. The AI model used the Python package unittest8.

Numerical integration: The generated unit test used the function f(x) defined in the code was not added to the unit
test. After adding the function definition, the code executed. One test was generated to test if the function f(x) returns
the same value as np.sin(x). The second test checks if the computed some matches some analytical value. However,
the analytical value was wrong and the test failed. The code coverage was 100%.

Conjugate gradient: In total, four test cases were written. For the first three test cases, the equation system

A =

(
4 −1 0
−1 4 −1
0 −1 4

)
and b =

(
1
2
3

)
.

In the first test solves the system and compares the result of np.linalg.solve with a tolerance of ϵ = 10−5 and a
tolerance of ϵ = 10−8, respectively. The third tests used 50 maximal iterations instead of 100 maximal iterations and
a tolerance of ϵ = 10−5. The last tests checks if the solver fails to solve the singular matrix

A =

(
1 1
1 1

)
and b =

(
1
1

)
.

The code coverage was 100%.

Heat equation solver: The same initial conditions and analytical solution described in Section 3.3 was used. The heat
equation was solved for one thread, two threads, and for four threads. The following parameters were used: L = 1.0,
n = 100, h = 0.01, T = 0.1, dt = 0.1/1000, and α = 0.1. The code coverage was 100%.
8https://docs.python.org/3/library/unittest.html
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Attribute Numerical Integration Conjugate Gradient Heat Equation Solver

Compilation – NA ✓ – NA ✓ – NA
Test cases 2/1 NA 3/3 4/4 NA 2/0 3/3 NA 3/3
Execution NA ✓ ✓ NA ✓ ✓ NA ✓

Table 6: Summary of the generated test cases for Python, FORTRAN, and C++. We checked whether the generated
code for the test compiled and executed. We reported the number of generated test cases (first number) and the number
of working test cases (second number).

9 Quality of the generated unit tests

Table 6 shows the results for the generated unit tests. For C++, three unit tests were generated for both the numerical
integration and the heat equation solver. All unit tests needed to be corrected. For the heat equation solver, the unit
tests did not even compile.

For Python, for the numerical integration problem, two unit tests were generated, but only one was correct. For the
conjugate gradient, four correct unit tests were generated, and for the heat equation solver, three correct unit tests were
generated.

The model could not generated unit tests for FORTRAN.

For all unit tests generated, the code coverage was 100% after fixing the errors in the unit tests. Figure 5 shows the
classification for the generated unit tests. For the numerical integration problem, C++ performed better. For the two
other applications, Python performed better. For all three codes, the effort to implement the unit tests was comparable.
However, different numbers of unit test were generated for both languages.

10 Translation code between programming languages

10.1 FORTRAN to Python and C++

For the translation of the code, we used the previously generated FORTRAN examples. However, in all cases, the
results needed to be corrected. We provide the following query to the AI model

Translate the FORTRAN code below to {C++, Python}.

The numerical integration example, the conjugate gradient solver, and parallel heat equation solver were translated by
the AI model on 10/01/2024. We used the tool wdiff -s9 to obtain the differences between the translated Python code
and the generated Python code.

10.1.1 C++

Numerical Integration. The numerical integration code was compiled, executed and provided correct results. Com-
pared to the previously generated C++ code, 89% of the lines of code were the same, one percent was deleted, and
10% were changed.

Conjugate gradient. The translated code did not compile due to a missing closing parenthesis for the main function
and a closing quote for a string. The code executed and computed the correct solution. However, the validation method
was not translated. Here, 39% of the lines of code were the same, 26% were deleted, and 53% were changed.

Heat equation solver. The translated code did not compile because the code tried to redefine const double M_PI,
which #include <cmath> defines as a macro. After commenting out the line, the code compiled. In addition, the

9https://www.commandlinux.com/man-page/man1/wdiff.1.html
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Figure 5: Classification of the effort to implement the generated unit tests by a developer from easy to difficult using
the Constructive Cost Model (COCOMO). The quality of the translated code was classified from poor to good was
computed using the attributes: compilation, runtime, and correctness.

header #include <omp.h> was included, but no OpenMP functions were used. The code executed and produced the
correct result. Here, 76% of the lines of code were the same, one percent was deleted, and 23% changed.

Distributed heat equation solver The translated MPI code for the C++ distributed heat equation solver did not
compile due to multiple errors in function definitions and in calling MPI routines (passing too many parameters to
MPI_Bcast() and MPI_Finalize()). After fixing the compilation errors and the parameters for the heat equation
solver, the code compiled, executed and produced the correct result. However, as was the case with the MPI generated
codes, the translated code is equivalent to a serial program where each individual processes computed the entire
domain. Here, 54% of the lines of code were the same, 15% deleted, and 31% changed.

10.1.2 Python

Numerical Integration. The translated Python code executed and produced the correct results. Here 62% of the lines
of code were common, 26% were deleted, and 12% were changed.

Conjugate gradient. The translated code had runtime errors. First, the initialization of the residual was wrong because
it was initialized as a vector and not a floating point number. With that change, the conjugate gradient solver worked.
However, the Gaussian elimination implementation step had issues because the matrix and vector were initialized as
integer values. Compared to the previously generated Python code, the difference was that 39% of the original lines of
code were the same, 29% were deleted, and 32% changed.

Heat equation solver. The translated code for the parallel heat equation solver worked. However, a different frame-
work, namely numba, was used for parallelism. Here, 30% were common, one percent was deleted, and 68% were
changed.

Distributed heat equation solver The translated MPI code for the python distributed heat equation solver was almost
identical to the C++ translated code (described in subsection 10.1.1). After fixing the same errors and the solver
parameters, the code executed and produced the correct result. Again, the code is equivalent to a serial program.
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The MPI communication library is only invoked once, for broadcasting the initial array. Compared to the generated
distributed code, 19% of the lines of code were the same, 39% were deleted, and 42% changed.

10.2 MatLab to Python and R

Here, we used the previously generated Matlab examples. Note that, in order to avoid compounding errors, we used
the hand-corrected Matlab code as input. We provided to the AI model the following query

Translate the Matlab code below to {Python, R}

The numerical integration example, the conjugate gradient solver, and parallel heat equation solver were all translated
by the AI model on 12/06/2024.

10.2.1 Python

Numerical Integration The translated Python code had runtime errors due to an undefined variable x. After correction,
the code executed and produced correct results. Compared to the generated code, 47% of the lines of code were the
same, 5% were inserted, and 49% were changed.

Conjugate Gradient The translated Python code had runtime errors due to an incompatible data type (UFuncTypeEr-
ror). After fixing the error, the code executed and produced desired results. For this example, 39% of the lines of code
were the same, 16% inserted, and 45% changed.

Heat Equation The translated Python code encountered runtime errors due to an undefined variable dt and the depre-
cated plt.hold(True) function in Matplotlib. After defining the variable and removing the plt.hold(True) func-
tion, the code executed successfully and produced the correct result. Compared to the previously generated Python
code, 65% of the lines of code were the same, one percent was inserted, and 34% were changed.

10.2.2 R

Numerical Integration: Listing 5 presents the translated R code. It encountered an issue due to improper definition of
the integrand function plt.hold(sin(x))for the integrate() function. After fixing this issue, the code executed
successfully and produced the correct result. Here, 69% of the lines of code were the same, three percent were inserted,
and 29% were changed.

Listing 5: Translated matlab code to R for the numerical integration example.

1 # Define the limits of integration
2 a <- -pi
3 b <- 2/3 * pi
4

5 # Compute the area using the definite integral
6 area <- integrate(sin(x), a, b)
7

8 # Print the result
9 cat("Area:", area , "\n")

Conjugate Gradient: The translated R code executed successfully and produced the correct results. Here, 61% of
the lines of code were the same, 13% were inserted, and 25% were changed.

Heat Equation: The R code encountered an error due to the use of the parpool function, which is not available in
R. We replaced it with the appropriate makeCluster and parSapply functions from the parallel package. However,
the code still encountered issues, and after fixing the errors, the code executed successfully but did not produce the
correct results. Here, 47% of the lines of code were the same, 25% were inserted, and 29% were changed.
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(a) FORTRAN to Python
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(c) Matlab to Python
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Figure 6: Code similarity for generated and translated codes. In (a) and (b) we translation from Fortran, and in (c) and
(d) we see translation from Matlab.
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A. FORTRAN to C++ and Python
Integration Conjugate gradient Heat equation solver

Language C++ Python C++ Python C++ Python

Compilation ✓ – – / –/–
Runtime ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓/ ✓/
Correctness ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓/ ✓/

B. Matlab to Python and R
Integration Conjugate gradient Heat equation solver

Language Python R Python R Python R

Runtime ✓
Correctness ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Table 7: Results for the translated (A) FORTRAN codes to C++ or Python, and (B) Matlab codes to Python or R,
respectively. We check to see whether the codes compile with the compilers shown in Table 4. For all codes, we check
whether the codes executed without any run time errors, e.g. index out of bound exceptions. Finally, we checked to
see whether the code produces the correct results for the test cases in Section 3.

11 Quality of the translated code

11.1 FORTRAN to C++ and Python

Table 7(A) shows that for the numerical integration problem, the C++ and Python code both worked without errors.
For the conjugate gradient solver, the translated C++ code had compile time issues and the Python code used the wrong
types in the Gaussian elimination step.

Figures 6 (a-b) show the difference between the generated C++ or Python code and the generated translation of FOR-
TRAN code to C++ or Python, respectively. We use the Linux tool wdiff to evaluate the differences. For the translated
Python codes, see Figure 6(a).

For the conversion from FORTRAN to Python, the fewest changes between generated and translated code were ob-
served for numerical integration. For the conjugate gradient solver, the number of changes for these two problems were
more balanced. For the parallel heat equation solver, many lines of the Python code were changed since the translated
code used a different library for parallel execution.

Figure 6(b) shows the analysis for the translated code from FORTRAN to C++. For the numerical integration, only one
line was deleted and 10 lines were changed. For the conjugate gradient it is more balanced with 39 lines in common,
26 lines deleted, and 53 lines changed. For the parallel heat equation, only one line was deleted and 23 lines were
changed. For the distributed heat equation solver, 40 lines were common, 11 lines were deleted, and 49 lines were
changed.

11.2 Matlab to Python and R

Table 7 (B) shows whether the code executed and provided the correct results. For the integration problem, both
translated codes had runtime issues. However, after fixing issues, both codes produced the correct results. For the
conjugate gradient problem, the Python code had runtime issues but produced correct results. The translated R coded
worked. For the parallel heat equation solver problem, both Python and R codes had runtime issues. After fixing the
runtime errors, only the Python code produced the correct results.

Figures 6(c-d) show the number of changes between the generated and translated codes. For the numerical integration
problem, for the translation from Matlab to Python, the deleted lines were fewer than either the common and changed
lines. This might be because Matlab and Python have similar programming language elements. For the translation from
MatLab to R for the numerical integration, many lines were deleted or changed. For the conjugate gradient problem,
for both Python and R, many lines were changed. For the parallel heat equation solver, only a few lines were changed
or deleted for R while more than half were changed or deleted for Python.
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Figure 7: On the x-axis, classification of the effort to translate Fortran code to Python and C++ by a human developer
from easy to difficult using Constructive Cost Model (COCOMO). On the y-axis, the quality of the translated code
from poor to good was computed using the attributes: compilation, runtime, and correctness.

12 Conclusion and Outlook

Based on our experiments, most of the current open source AI models cannot be trusted to write or translate even simple
codes like the ones we have presented. Considerably more work and training and enlarging the relevant models.

In the sections were accelerator code was studied, only the generation of CUDA code for NVIDIA GPUs was consid-
ered. However, AMD GPUs using HIP and Intel GPUs using SYCL are available. Since the generated CUDA code was
not very promising, these two other GPU types were not studied. It may be that translating to kokkos (a performance
portable framework) would be the best generic approach.

Alternatively, we could try providing the models with descriptions of the bugs and ask the model to fix the code.
To avoid requiring human interaction, we could implement a fully automated workflow where an agent would find
bugs and asks the model to fix them similar to what was proposed by Collini et al. in Collini et al. (2024). Another
possible future direction is to look at the scaling of the produced shared-memory code and obtain data for weak and
strong scaling. This is conditioned by the quality of the code produced by AI models, which can be improved using
supervised and unsupervised fine-tuning approaches. Recent studies have demonstrated significant improvements in
both the correctness Shojaee et al. (2023) and performance Yang et al. (2024) of generated codes. Building on these
promising results, future research should investigate the potential of current fine-tuning methodologies for producing
optimized HPC programs.

Supplementary materials

All the generated code will be available on GitHub10 or on Zenodo upon approval by Los Alamos National Laboratory.

10https://github.com/diehlpkpapers/ai-journal-paper/
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Figure 8: On the x-axis, classification of the effort to translate Matlab to Python and R codes by a human developer
from easy to difficult using the Constructive Cost Model (COCOMO). On the y-axis, the quality of the generated code
from poor to good using the attributes: compilation, runtime, and correctness.
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