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Fixing Code Generation Errors for Large Language
Models

Hao Wen, Yueheng Zhu, Chao Liu, Xiaoxue Ren, Weiwei Du, Meng Yan

Abstract—Code generation leverages artificial intelligence tech-
nologies, particularly Large Language Models (LLMs), to auto-
matically produce source code, enhancing software development
efficiency and reducing repetitive tasks. However, the LLMs’
generated code often fails to pass test cases and requires
substantial human effort to fix errors. Previous studies focused
on better prompts or improving LLMs’ capability but ignored
why LLMs failed. In this paper, we first reproduced 14 LLMs,
including GPT-3.5-turbo and 13 open-source LLMs, on the
HumanEval dataset. We extracted 12,837 code generation errors
and conducted an in-depth analysis of their causes, which led
to the identification of 19 distinct error causes. Our empirical
analysis indicated that three of these causes can be directly fixed.
Consequently, we proposed a fixing method called LlmFix, which
addresses these three types of errors through a three-step process:
filtering code for indentation correction, truncating redundant
generated code, and importing missing modules. Experimental
results demonstrate that LlmFix can fix these three types of
errors, significantly improving the performance of 14 LLMs on
HumanEval and MBPP datasets with average increases of 9.5%
and 5.4%, respectively.

Index Terms—Large Language Model, Code Generation, Au-
tomatic Fixing

I. INTRODUCTION

Code generation refers to the process of converting natural
language descriptions of software development tasks into au-
tomatically generated code snippets that effectively solve these
specific tasks [1, 2]. In real-world applications, developers
expect the generated code to not only compile successfully but
also perform the intended tasks accurately, in alignment with
specified requirements or problem statements. Effective code
generation can significantly reduce developers’ time and effort
in coding, enabling them to concentrate on more complex and
innovative aspects of software engineering [3, 4].

Large Language Models (LLMs) based on Transformer
architecture have become powerful tools for various natural
language processing (NLP) tasks, including sentiment analysis
[5, 6] and language translation [7]. LLMs pre-trained on exten-
sive codebases and fine-tuned specifically for code generation
have also demonstrated promising performance in generating
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code [2, 8]. Furthermore, Zheng et al. [9] conducted a compre-
hensive survey of existing open-source code generation LLMs,
reporting their performance on the widely used HumanEval
dataset.

Despite advancements in LLMs for code generation, their
output often contains errors, prompting researchers to explore
various methods for improvement. Liu et al. [10] evaluated
ChatGPT’s capabilities for two code generation tasks, in-
cluding text-to-code and code-to-code generation. They de-
signed prompts by leveraging the chain-of-thought strategy
with multi-step optimizations. Their findings demonstrated
that carefully crafted prompts for ChatGPT can significantly
enhance the performance of code generation. White et al. [11]
explored how to optimize interactions with LLMs by design-
ing efficient prompt patterns, highlighting the importance of
crafting effective prompts. They also provided concrete im-
plementation examples and demonstrated the practical effects
of these patterns. Chen et al. [12] formalized an algorithm
for learning from natural language feedback at training time,
which they call imitation learning from language feedback.

While previous studies improve code generation perfor-
mance by refining prompts or enhancing the model itself,
they do not investigate the root causes of test case failures in
model-generated code, nor do they explore possible methods
to fix these errors directly after the generation. However,
understanding and fixing these errors is crucial to achieving
efficient code generation.

In this paper, we first conduct an empirical study to investi-
gate the performance of LLMs in code generation, and identify
the types of errors they generate. Specifically, we select 14
LLMs and, referencing the experimental results of Zheng et
al. [9] on the HumanEval dataset [13], accurately reproduce
their code generation performance on the HumanEval dataset,
followed by a series of in-depth empirical studies. Our findings
reveal that LLM performance generally correlates positively
with parameter scale, while inference time shows no signifi-
cant association with parameter size. Then, to investigate the
reasons behind LLMs failing in code generation tasks, we add
“try-except” code in each generated code and collect 12,837
errors related to 14 types of exceptions (e.g., AssertionError,
NameError, etc.). According to in-depth manual analysis, we
ultimately identify 19 specific causes leading to these errors.
Our research reveals that 16 causes (e.g., Inappropriate Argu-
ment, Unbalanced Delimiters, etc.) belong to the incapability
of LLMs, and only three causes were amenable to direct
automated fixing including: 1) Inconsistent Indentation, the
code fails to pass the compilation due to wrong indentation; 2)
Function Overflow, the completed function is appended many
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redundant and partial code as LLM does not stop in time; 3)
Missing Import, the generated code invokes modules without
import.

Based on these empirical research findings, we design
LlmFix, a method specifically tailored to automatically fix
errors caused by the above three causes, which includes the
following three corresponding operations: 1) Code Filtering,
searching for inconsistent indentation and replacing it with
uniform tab-based indentation. 2) Code Truncation, discarding
redundant code located after the function completion. 3) Im-
porting Missing Modules, automatically adding corresponding
import statements at the beginning of the code when detecting
the use of a module that has not been imported. We evaluate
our LlmFix on two datasets (i.e., HumanEval and MBPP).
Experimental results demonstrate that LlmFix can fix these
three types of errors which are amenable for automated
fixing and improve the performance of the 14 LLMs by an
average of 9.5% and 5.4% on two code evaluation benchmarks,
respectively.

In summary, the major contributions of this study are:
• Comprehensively investigating the code generation per-

formance of 14 LLMs, analyzing the relationship between
model performance, inference time, and parameter size.

• Systematically categorizing and analyzing 12,837 code
generation errors to reveal error distributions and reasons.

• Proposing LlmFix for automatically fixing code gener-
ation errors and demonstrating its effectiveness of 14
LLMs on HumanEval and MBPP datasets.

• Sharing our replication package [14].
This paper is structured as follows. Section II introduces

the related work on code generation. Section III provides the
empirical study on LLM replication and error analysis. Section
IV presents our error fixing method LlmFix, which is evaluated
in Section V. Section VI provides implications for developers
and researchers and the threats to the validity of our study.
Section VII summarizes this paper.

II. RELATED WORK

This section describes the existing code generation studies
in subsection II-A. It then provides the relevant LLM for code
generation in subsection II-B, leading to the goal of this study.

A. Code Generation

The task of code generation has evolved significantly over
time, and researchers have developed many solutions [15–19].
Early methods can quickly generate simple code structures
based on predefined templates [20] or rule systems [21].
Syriani et al. [17] categorized template-based code genera-
tion approaches, identifying their prevalent characteristics and
trends, emphasizing the technique’s significance in generating
source code across diverse application areas. These simple
methods are intuitive to implement and control. However, they
have difficulties in implementing complex code and generating
code patterns not explicitly defined in the rules [22].

As deep learning (DL) techniques evolved, researchers
leveraged approaches such as long short-term memory
(LSTM) [23], to comprehend code semantics. By learning

from numerous code data, e.g., from the open-source com-
munity GitHub, these models can capture the structural and
semantic patterns of programming languages, and generate
more complex code [24]. Yin et al. [16] introduced a new
neural architecture that incorporates a grammar model to
explicitly integrate the target syntax as prior knowledge. Their
experiments demonstrate that this method is an effective
strategy for scaling up to the generation of complex programs
from descriptions in natural language. Generally, the DL-
based models can produce syntactically correct code, but the
generated code was commonly not fully aligned with the given
task description [25].

In recent years, the emergence of large language models
(LLMs) like GPT [26] and Codex [13] have introduced a
new phase in code generation. These models are based on
the Transformer architecture [27] and pre-trained on large-
scale code datasets to learn the deep semantics and syntactic
rules of programming languages. LLMs can better understand
developers’ programming requirements in natural language
and generate more satisfactory code compared to existing DL-
based models [10]. Alawida et al. [28] pointed out that LLMs
like ChatGPT strongly influenced the software industries in
terms of their architecture, training data, evaluation metrics,
etc. Moreover, Zheng et al. [9] reviewed state-of-the-art LLMs
and compared their performance for code generation. Unfor-
tunately, they did not uncover why these LLMs failed in code
generation.

B. LLM for Code Generation

With the rise of LLMs exemplified by ChatGPT, many
researchers have conducted studies on LLMs-based code gen-
eration [29–31]. These studies encompass various aspects.
Previously, many studies focused on building a high-quality
evaluation dataset for code generation. To address this is-
sue, Lu et al. [29] introduced CodeXGLUE, a benchmark
with 14 datasets to foster DL-based research for program
understanding and generation. However, this dataset used
evaluation measures like BLEU [32], which cannot verify
whether an LLM can generate functionally correct code. Li et
al. [33] proposed an open-source large-scale code generation
dataset TACO which includes rigorous data processing and
unit test validation, although this dataset only focused on
competition-level programming questions. Chen et al. [13]
proposed HumanEval, an innovative collection of 164 real-
world programming challenges in Python. The evaluation
encompasses not only syntax but also logical correctness and
problem-solving efficiency, requiring the generated code to
pass many test cases. HumanEval has made this dataset a
widely used benchmark for code generation evaluation [13].

Based on the above evaluation datasets, researchers con-
ducted studies on the factors affecting LLMs’ performance in
code generation [34–36]. Liu et al. [10] found that the per-
formance is sensitive to the LLMs’ prompts, namely the pro-
gramming requirement written in natural language as model
input. By leveraging a chain-of-thought strategy, the optimized
prompts can lead to better code generation performance. White
et al. [11] focused on improving interactions with LLMs
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through efficient prompt patterns. They found that prompt
patterns significantly enrich the capabilities that can be created
in a conversational LLM and the prompt patterns are general-
izable to many different domains. Chen et al. [12] introduced
Imitation Learning from Language Feedback (ILF). They have
shown that ILF can significantly improve the quality of a code
generation model, even with just a small sample of human-
written feedback and refinements. Diao et al. [37] proposed a
new method, Active-Prompt, to adapt LLMs to different tasks
with task-specific example prompts. Active-Prompt achieved
a promising performance on eight widely used datasets for
arithmetic reasoning, commonsense reasoning, and symbolic
reasoning. Zhao et al. [38] proposed Logical Thoughts (LoT)
to improve the zero-shot chain-of-thought reasoning ability of
large language models. Their experiments demonstrate that the
method leads to improved reasoning ability, particularly when
applied to LLMs of large scale. In summary, existing studies
mainly focus on prompt optimization and have not investigated
why LLMs did not pass the test cases. To fill this gap, this
study aims to analyze why LLMs failed and explore the way
to directly fix the generated code.

III. EMPIRICAL STUDY

A. Research Questions

This empirical study aims to systematically analyze and
compare the performance of various LLMs, and to categorize
the errors in the generated results to guide potential fixing
methods. To achieve this goal, we investigate the following
RQs:

RQ1: Can we reproduce the performance of state-of-the-
art LLMs? This RQ examines the reproducibility of results
claimed in the literature on LLMs for code generation. By
attempting to replicate the conditions and methodologies of
previous studies, we aim to assess the validity of reported
performance metrics. This RQ is crucial for establishing a
baseline of expectations when it comes to the operational
capabilities of LLMs.

RQ2: Why did these LLMs fail in code generation?
Investigating the code generation errors of LLMs is essential
for limitation understanding and further improvements. By
running the generated code with test cases and analyzing the
occurred errors, we aim to uncover the underlying factors that
contribute to these errors.

RQ3: Which errors can be directly fixed? Improving the
code generation performance is the final goal of this study.
This RQ aims to analyze the possibility of automatically fixing
some errors after the code generation without asking users to
update prompts or sending regeneration requests.

B. Dataset and Evaluation Measure

To conduct the empirical study, we utilize the widely used
dataset HumanEval [13], meticulously crafted by OpenAI, for
assessing various LLMs. The HumanEval dataset is an inno-
vative collection of 164 real-world programming challenges
in Python. Each generation task involves an average of 7.7
test cases, ensuring the functional correctness of the generated
code. Most of the well-known LLMs such as CodeLlama [19],

HumanEval/0

has_close_elements

from typing import List

def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
""" Check if in given list of numbers, are any two numbers closer to 

each other than
given threshold.
>>> has_close_elements([1.0, 2.0, 3.0], 0.5)
False
>>> has_close_elements([1.0, 2.8, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0], 0.3)
True
"""

for idx, elem in enumerate(numbers):
for idx2, elem2 in enumerate(numbers):

if idx != idx2:
distance = abs(elem - elem2)
if distance < threshold:

return True

return False

METADATA = {
'author': 'jt',
'dataset': 'test'

}

def check(candidate):
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 3.9, 4.0, 5.0, 2.2], 0.3) == True
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 3.9, 4.0, 5.0, 2.2], 0.05) == False
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 5.9, 4.0, 5.0], 0.95) == True
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 5.9, 4.0, 5.0], 0.8) == False
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0], 0.1) == True
assert candidate([1.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1, 5.1], 1.0) == True
assert candidate([1.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1, 5.1], 0.5) == False

test

canonical_solution

entry_point

task_id

prompt

Fig. 1: A schematic diagram of the first sample in HumanEval.

CodeGen [39], and WizardCoder [40] utilized HumanEval
for evaluating code generation capabilities. As shown in Fig.
1, the HumanEval comprises five components: 1) task id, a
unique identifier for each task, allowing for easy reference and
organization of the code generation tasks. 2) prompt, a textual
statement that provides generation requirements for guiding
LLMs. 3) canonical solution, the standard solution for each
task. 4) test, a testing function along with several test cases,
designed to meticulously assess whether the generated code
meets the expected requirement. 5) entry point, the name of a
function, which is intended to be the main entry point of the
generated code function.

For this dataset, an LLM needs to generate the functionally
correct code, which can pass all the test cases, according to
a given prompt. To measure the accuracy of code generation,
Chen et al. [13] provide the Pass@k metric, the percentage
of tasks solved by an LLM. A task is considered solved if any
top-k code generated by LLM can pass all the test cases. As
Pass@k has high variance, we follow Chen et al. [13] and use
the unbiased version: Pass@k = E

[
1−

(
n−c
k

)
/
(
n
k

)]
, where E

denotes the average performance across all tasks; n is the total
number of tasks; c is the number of correctly solved tasks;

(
n
k

)
is the number of combinations for choosing k tasks out of n;(
n−c
k

)
is the number of combinations for choosing k tasks from

those one model cannot solve (i.e., n− c tasks), representing
the number of ways to fail. Note that this study measured
the code generation performance with Pass@1, as developers
commonly expected that LLMs could generate correct code in
the first place. Besides, to mitigate the effects of randomness
in LLMs, we follow [41] to test each LLM ten times and then
report the average value as the final Pass@1 result.
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C. Can We Reproduce the Performance of State-of-the-Art
LLMs? (RQ1)

1) Motivation and Method: In recent years, researchers
have developed many LLMs and published their test results
on the HumanEval dataset [9]. However, achieving outcomes
that are completely identical to those reported remains a
challenging task [42]. Therefore, to thoroughly investigate
whether existing LLMs are consistent with the reported perfor-
mances as described in RQ1, we adopted several state-of-the-
art LLMs for testing. One is the ChatGPT, a state-of-the-art
closed-source LLM released by OpenAI [43]. Under zero-shot
conditions, ChatGPT has achieved an accuracy rate of over
60% on the HumanEval dataset maintaining a leading position
[44].

For open-source LLMs, Zheng et al. [9] reported on the
performance of many LLMs on HumanEval. Based on this
study, we selected four families of LLMs. Phind [45] performs
best in the reported ranking, followed by WizardCoder [40]
and CodeLlama [19]. Phi [46] is the best small-sized LLM
and is competitive with other families. Besides, we included
the CodeTulu family [47] in our study due to its promising
performance as reported by Ivison et al. [47]. All open-source
LLMs are re-implemented by using the LLM parameters
stored in the HuggingFace platform and tested on a server
with four NVIDIA RTX3090 GPUs in default settings.

Detailed information about each LLM family and relevant
links are listed below. We ran each LLM ten times on
HumanEval and compared the code generation performance
from original reports [9, 47].

• ChatGPT, is a powerful LLM released by OpenAI [48].
Researchers have demonstrated its high performance in
code generation [49]. We chose the GPT-3.5-turbo ver-
sion with 175B parameters by invoking official APIs [50]
following Sun et al. [51].

• Phind, was introduced by the Phind team, available in
two versions [52]: Phind-CodeLlama-34B-v1 and Phind-
CodeLlama-34B-v2. According to the team’s report [45],
the latter version even outperforms OpenAI’s GPT series
in code generation.

• WizardCoder, was introduced by Microsoft [40], which
empowers code generation LLMs with complex in-
struction fine-tuning. We re-implemented the versions
of WizardCoder-Python in different parameter sizes
(7B/13B/34B) [53].

• CodeLlama, was introduced by Meta AI [19], which
is a competitive code generation model and inspired
many other varied versions such as CodeTulu [47]
and WizardCoder [40]. We used the CodeLlama-python
(7B/13B/34B) [54] as our baseline, which fine-tunes
CodeLlama with more Python code and shows better
performance in code generation.

• Phi, was released by Microsoft [46], which is renowned
for its smaller model size (1.3B) but demonstrated ex-
ceptional high performance in code generation. Later,
Microsoft released new versions including Phi-1.5 Li et
al. [55] and Phi-2 [56]. Thus, these three models were
selected as our baselines including Phi-1 (1.3B), Phi-1.5

Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B

WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B

GPT-3.5-turbo

WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-13B

CodeTulu-2-34B

Phi-1-1.3B

CodeTulu-2-13B

CodeLlama-Python-13B

Phi-2-2.7B

CodeTulu-2-7B

CodeLlama-Python-7B

Phi-1.5-1.3B

20 40 60Accuracy/%

CodeLlama-Python-34B

10 5030 70 750

WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B

Fig. 2: The distribution of test results for 14 models, sorted
by the mean values from lowest to highest, where the thin
vertical lines represent the means; the thick short lines inside
the boxes represent the medians; and the stars indicate the
reported performance in the related papers [9].

(1.3B), and Phi-2 (2.7B) [57].
• CodeTulu, was proposed by AllenAI [58], whose coding

capabilities matched or even exceeded the performance
of GPT-3.5-turbo in several benchmark tests. We selected
the best-performing and variably parameterized versions
of CodeTulu-2 (7B/13B/34B) as our baselines.

2) LLMs Reproduction and Evaluation: Fig. 2 shows the
accuracy distribution of 14 LLMs over ten times tests, sorted
by the average accuracy from lowest to highest. The best-
performing model is the Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B, with an
average accuracy of 63.29%. Table I lists the specific nu-
merical characteristics of these 14 LLMs from the ten tests,
including minimum, maximum, mean, standard deviation, and
results reported in related research papers [9]. From the study
by Zheng et al. [9], we know that the 14 LLM accuracies
range from 34.10% to 73.80%, while our replicated test
results have an average accuracy ranging from 27.14% to
63.29%. Compared to reported data, our average test results
are approximately reaching 84.07% of the reported results
effectively. This difference is within an acceptable range, likely
related to the numerical precision used in the experiments.
Additionally, the standard deviation (STD) for all models is
significantly lower than the mean (less than 10% of the mean),
indicating low data variability.

To assess reproducibility, we calculated the Pearson cor-
relation coefficient [59] between our mean values and the
reported values. The correlation coefficient of about 0.989
indicates almost perfect consistency between our results and
the reported data. The corresponding P-value of 6.91×10−9 is
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TABLE I: Accuracy of ten tests of LLMs on HumanEval dataset in terms of minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation
(STD) of Pass@1 values, compared to the result reported in related papers [9], where the percentage value in parenthesis
indicates the improvement ratio to the reported; ”-” indicates the related paper did not report the Pass@1 as required in our
study but Pass@10.

Model Reported Minimum Maximum Mean STD

CodeLlama-Python-7B 38.40 31.10 (−19.01%) 35.37 (−07.89%) 32.69 (−14.87%) 1.39
CodeLlama-Python-13B 43.30 31.71 (−26.77%) 40.24 (−07.07%) 36.65 (−15.36%) 2.82
CodeLlama-Python-34B 53.70 39.02 (−27.34%) 46.34 (−13.71%) 43.72 (−18.58%) 2.17
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B 55.50 40.05 (−27.75%) 43.90 (−20.90%) 42.23 (−23.91%) 1.05
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-13B 64.00 48.17 (−24.73%) 56.10 (−12.34%) 52.13 (−18.54%) 2.48
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B 73.20 57.32 (−21.72%) 62.80 (−14.21%) 59.09 (−19.29%) 1.58
Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B 73.80 60.37 (−18.20%) 65.24 (−11.60%) 63.29 (−14.24%) 1.51
Phi-1-1.3B 50.60 43.29 (−14.45%) 46.95 (−07.21%) 45.30 (−10.47%) 1.04
Phi-1.5-1.3B 34.10 23.78 (−30.26%) 28.66 (−15.95%) 27.14 (−20.41%) 1.42
Phi-2-2.7B - 29.27 40.24 35.55 3.13
GPT-3.5-turbo 60.30 55.49 (−07.98%) 60.37 (+00.12%) 58.11 (−03.63%) 1.46
CodeTulu-2-7B - 31.71 37.20 33.97 1.55
CodeTulu-2-13B - 37.20 40.85 38.84 1.38
CodeTulu-2-34B - 44.51 51.22 48.66 2.30

highly significant statistically, demonstrating a very high level
of replication. Phi-2 and the CodeTulu-2 family of LLMs did
not report the usual Pass@1 values. Instead, the CodeTulu-2
family chose to report Pass@10 to highlight the superiority
of their models. In our study, these models had an average
accuracy of 39.26%, ranking ninth among all models.

Table II shows the numerical characteristics of inference
times per sample for 13 types of open-source LLMs men-
tioned, over ten tests, including minimum, maximum, average,
and standard deviation values. It is worth noting that GPT-
3.5-turbo, being a closed-source model running on OpenAI’s
servers, operates in a different testing environment from the
other 13 open-source models. Consequently, we have excluded
its inference time from this analysis. From the test results,
the average inference times ranged from 16.84 seconds to
77.38 seconds, with the LLM Phi-1-1.3B having the shortest
inference time and WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B having the
longest. Additionally, the standard deviations (STD) of average
inference times for most LLMs were significantly lower than
their corresponding averages (less than 10% of the mean), in-
dicating low variability in inference times across most models.

3) Impact Analysis: Fig. 3 presents a linear regression
analysis of the impact of parameter size on both model per-
formance and average inference times. Through this analysis,
the figure demonstrates two key relationships. On the model
performance, the regression equation y = 0.5772x + 34.083
with a goodness of fit R2 = 0.5379 reveals that, gen-
erally, the larger the model’s scale, the better its perfor-
mance. The moderate goodness of fit value suggests that
this statistical result has a certain level of significance.
The data analysis from Table I similarly shows that this
trend applies to most LLMs. To further analyze the per-
formance of LLMs with different parameter sizes, we pre-
sented a bar graph, Fig. 4, featuring four groups of LLMs.
Among LLMs with more than 20B parameters, the top
three performers—Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B, WizardCoder-
Python-V1.0-34B, and GPT-3.5-turbo—demonstrated compa-
rable performance. For LLMs with parameters between 10B

TABLE II: The average testing time used per sample in ten
LLM tests conducted on the HumanEval dataset with a total
of 164 samples, in terms of the minimum, maximum, mean,
and standard deviation (STD).

Model Min Max Mean STD

CodeLlama-Python-7B 25.18s 29.26s 27.33s 1.10
CodeLlama-Python-13B 31.40s 48.73s 41.42s 4.46
CodeLlama-Python-34B 65.29s 82.66s 76.49s 6.02
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B 21.98s 25.45s 24.03s 1.12
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-13B 17.16s 19.93s 18.12s 0.87
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B 72.94s 82.53s 77.38s 2.66
Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B 24.73s 29.43s 26.91s 1.16
Phi-1-1.3B 16.33s 17.28s 16.84s 0.25
Phi-1.5-1.3B 16.27s 17.97s 17.14s 0.55
Phi-2-2.7B 21.39s 22.72s 22.18s 0.36
CodeTulu-2-7B 33.27s 34.49s 33.96s 0.35
CodeTulu-2-13B 38.40s 56.50s 47.23s 6.23
CodeTulu-2-34B 22.90s 30.10s 25.37s 2.18

and 20B, the best performer was WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-
13B. In the range of 5B to 10B parameters, the best performer
was WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B. For LLMs with less than
5B parameters, the best was Phi-1-1.3B. We observed that
some LLMs, despite their smaller scale, achieved or even
surpassed the accuracy of larger-scale LLMs. For instance,
Phi-1-1.3B, though small in scale, achieved an accuracy of
45.3%, exceeding that of the 34B Codellama-Python model,
which had an accuracy of 43.72%. This demonstrates that the
size of the model’s parameters is not the sole determinant of
performance.

On the average inference times, the regression function
y = 0.9496x + 20.249 with a goodness of fit R2 = 0.3806
is displayed. Compared to the fitting for accuracy, this R2

value is significantly lower, suggesting substantial random
fluctuations in the data and weak explanatory power of the
regression function for inference times. This is confirmed
by the data in Table II. For example, Phind-CodeLlama-V2-
34B and CodeTulu-2-34B average about 25 to 26 seconds,
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Fig. 3: Scatter plot and linear fit curve of accuracy versus
inference time for 13 LLMs.

while the smaller-scale CodeLlama-Python-13B requires 41.42
seconds. This is speculated to be related to the length of
content generated by the models. Observing the file sizes of
model outputs, we found that the former models’ output files
are approximately 2MB, compared to 3.3MB for the latter.
This indicates that the former models can solve the same
problem with shorter code. Consequently, the time required
to generate this shorter content is also shorter, resulting in a
shorter overall inference time.

Answer to RQ1: All our reproduced LLMs exhibit
close performance as the original reports. The accuracy
of LLMs is positively correlated with the size of their
parameters in general except for two small-sized LLMs:
Phi-1-1.3B and WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B. The aver-
age inference time of LLMs is not correlated with LLM
scale, large LLMs such as Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B
and CodeTulu-2-34B demonstrate significantly shorter
inference times than smaller-scale LLMs.

D. Why did These LLMs Fail in Code Generation? (RQ2)

1) Motivation and Method: To investigate why these LLMs
failed in code generation, as described in RQ2, we extracted
the error information from failed test cases and developed a
systematic process for error analysis. The HumanEval dataset
consists of 164 code generation tasks, each accompanied by
an average of 7.7 corresponding test cases [13]. Our objective
is to take the generated code and test cases as input and
return the test results, assessing whether the code passed or
failed. Utilizing the model and dataset interfaces provided by
HuggingFace, we obtained the code generated by the model
for each sample in the dataset, along with the corresponding
test cases, all presented in string format. These strings can be
parsed and executed as a series of Python statements using
Python’s built-in exec() function, thus enabling automated
testing. If the generated code passes all test cases, the test
continues running; otherwise, the generated code fails one or
more test cases, reports an exception, and terminates.

To facilitate batch retrieval of test results and reported
exception messages for in-depth error analysis, we employed

try-except statements, placing the execution of the gener-
ated code and test cases within a try block to catch and record
any exceptions. This approach allowed to capture of detailed
information about the errors, including the exception type
and specific exception information. The extracted information
was structured into a specific data format to facilitate further
analysis. As shown in Fig. 5, it consists of three main parts:
1) Task Identification: the current sample’s number and an
indication of whether the model successfully generated code.
2) Code Implementation: the code content generated by the
model, based on the prompt part of the dataset, which is a
completion of the original prompt. 3) Test Result Information:
a detailed explanation of the test results for the code generated
by the model, including whether the test passed or failed. If
the test fails, it also provides the error type and specific error
information that caused the error.

2) Error Classification and Causes Analysis: Through ten
rounds of testing on 14 different LLMs using the HumanEval
dataset, we collected a total of 12,837 errors. Based on the
Test Result Information shown in Fig. 5, we categorized these
errors into 14 Python exception types. Fig. 6 presents a three-
dimensional bar chart illustrating the frequency of occurrence
for each of these 14 error types across all LLMs over the ten
test rounds. Moreover, considering that the same type of error
can be triggered by various causes, we unanimously agreed
that it is necessary not only to categorize errors but also to
analyze the code containing errors, thereby identifying one or
more causes leading to each type of error. The above research
results are summarized in Table III. The following is a detailed
explanation of each error type:

AssertionError. This error occurs when an assert() state-
ment fails. It can be attributed to two specific causes. The first
is “Test case failure”, which occurs when the model-generated
function fails to pass the test cases in the HumanEval dataset
(as illustrated in Listing 10). The second is “Empty function”,
which results from the model creating an empty function or
using only a pass statement (Listings 7 and 11).

NameError. This error occurs when a local or global name
is not found. It can be attributed to three specific causes.
“Misremembered name” occurs when the model defines a
function but calls it with an incorrect name (Listing 8). “Miss-
ing content” happens when the model doesn’t generate any
content, leading to a missing entry point. Due to the nature
of this error, there is no code to display. “Missing import”
is caused by the model not importing required modules or
functions (Listing 12).

SyntaxError. This error occurs when the parser encounters
a syntax error. It can be attributed to two specific causes.
“Unbalanced delimiters” occur due to an imbalance in quotes
or parentheses in the generated code (Listing 13). “Function
Overflow” happens when the excessive function generation
hits limit, causing incomplete output and SyntaxError (Listing
14).

ValueError. This error occurs when a function receives an
argument of the correct type but an inappropriate value. It can
be attributed to three specific causes. “Empty sequence” occurs
when a function fails to handle empty input (Listing 15).
“Intentional raise” happens when the model includes raising
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(a) Accuracy of models with less than 5B parameters.
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(b) Accuracy of models with parameters between 5B and 10B.
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(c) Accuracy of models with parameters between 10B and 20B.
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(d) Accuracy of models with more than 20B parameters.

Fig. 4: Bar chart of accuracy for four groups of models

statements for program robustness (Listing 16). “Inappropriate
argument” is when a function receives a correct type but
inappropriate value (Listing 3).

Due to the lower frequency of occurrence for the following
error, we had fewer samples to analyze, resulting in only one
specific cause for each. IndexError occurs when attempting
to access an index outside the sequence range (Listing 17).
TypeError happens when applying an operation to an object
of an inappropriate type (Listing 18). AttributeError is raised
when accessing a non-existent attribute of an object (Listing
19). TimeoutError occurs when code execution exceeds the
set time limit (Listing 20). IndentationError happens when
indentation levels in the same code block are inconsistent
(Listing 21). ModuleNotFoundError is raised when importing
a non-standard library module that’s not installed (Listing 22).
KeyError occurs when attempting to access a non-existent
key in a dictionary (Listing 23). UnboundLocalError happens
when referencing a local variable before assignment (Listing
24). RecursionError is raised when a recursive function lacks
a proper termination condition (Listing 25). Finally, NotImple-
mentedError occurs when the model includes raise statements
for program robustness (Listing 26), which is consistent with
one of the causes leading to ValueError.

3) Distribution of Error Types: Based on Fig. 4 and Table
III, We have also found that the 14 types of errors can be
categorized into three groups based on their frequency of
occurrence, as illustrated in Fig. 7:

From the perspective of errors, within the category of
“The most frequent errors”, AssertionError and NameError
exhibit distinctly different trends: NameError is relatively
evenly distributed while the frequency of AssertionError sig-
nificantly decreases as the model’s accuracy improves. To
verify this, we calculated the Pearson correlation coefficients
between the number of these two types of errors and the
corresponding model’s accuracy. The results reveal a strong
negative correlation between AssertionError occurrences and
model accuracy, with a Pearson correlation coefficient of -
0.84 and a highly significant p-value of 1.7 × 10−4. This
suggests that as model accuracy improves, the frequency of
AssertionErrors decreases substantially. In contrast, NameEr-
ror shows a weaker negative correlation with model accuracy,
having a correlation coefficient of -0.41 and a non-significant
p-value of 0.14. This indicates that while there is a slight
tendency for NameErrors to decrease as accuracy improves,
the relationship is not statistically significant and the trend is
less pronounced compared to AssertionErrors. For ”Occasion-
ally occurring errors,” we also conducted a similar correlation
analysis and found that SyntaxError and IndexError do not
show a significant correlation, while the Pearson correlation
coefficients for TypeError and ValueError are around -0.7,
indicating a strong negative correlation. Since errors in the
“Rarely occurring errors” category hardly ever occur, we could
not conduct more in-depth statistical analysis on them.

From the model’s perspective, we found that only GPT-
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TABLE III: Error types and causes summary: categories, frequencies, causes, and code examples. Note that examples are
provided in Appendix.

Error Type #Errors Error Cause One-line Description Example

AssertionError 8171(63.64%) Test Case Failure Model-generated function fails pre-set test cases listing 10
Empty Function Model creates an empty function or uses pass statement listing 7, 11

NameError 2916(22.71%)

Misremembered Name Model defines a function but calls it with incorrect
name

listing 8

Missing Content Model doesn’t generate any content, leading to missing
entry point

-1

Missing Import Model doesn’t import required modules or functions listing 12

SyntaxError 739(5.76%) Unbalanced Delimiters Imbalance in quotes or parentheses in generated code listing 13
Function Overflow Excessive function generation hits limit, causing in-

complete output and SyntaxError.
listing 14

ValueError 337(2.63%)
Empty Sequence Function fails to handle empty input, causing ValueEr-

ror
listing 15

Intentional Raise Model includes raise statements for program robustness listing 16
Inappropriate Argument Function receives correct type but inappropriate value listing 3

IndexError 291(2.27%) Out of Bounds Attempting to access an index outside sequence range listing 17

TypeError 220(1.71%) Incompatible Operation Applying operation to object of inappropriate type listing 18

AttributeError 58(0.45%) Non-existent Attribute Accessing a non-existent attribute of an object listing 19

TimeoutError 50(0.39%) Execution Timeout Code execution exceeds set time limit listing 20

IndentationError 32(0.25%) Inconsistent Indentation Indentation levels in same code block are inconsistent listing 21

ModuleNotFoundError 11(0.09%) Missing Module Importing a non-standard library module that’s not
installed

listing 22

KeyError 7(0.05%) Non-existent Key Attempting to access a non-existent key in a dictionary listing 23

UnboundLocalError 2(0.02%) Unassigned Variable Referencing a local variable before assignment listing 24

RecursionError 2(0.02%) Infinite Recursion Recursive function lacks proper termination condition listing 25

NotImplementedError 1(0.01%) Intentional Raise Model includes raise statements for program robustness listing 26

3.5-turbo and Phi-2-2.7B encountered ModuleNotFoundError,
indicating that they not only called modules from the Python
standard library but might also have used modules from non-
standard libraries to aid in problem-solving. Additionally,
GPT-3.5-turbo had the fewest number of AssertionErrors and
the highest number of NameErrors, mainly because it often
calls modules directly without adding import statements. This
point is a significant consideration in our proposed solution,
indicating that our approach is likely to be very effective
in this model. Moreover, we also found that GPT-3.5-turbo
and Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B rarely experience SyntaxError,
possibly because they are more proficient in mastering Python
syntax and generally do not generate unnecessary functions,
thus avoiding SyntaxErrors caused by incomplete functions.
In contrast, Phi-1.5-1.3B and Phi-2-2.7B exhibited a higher
frequency of SyntaxError occurrences. This could be attributed
to their tendency to generate more complex or convoluted code
structures, leading to a greater likelihood of syntax-related
issues such as incomplete or incorrect function definitions.

4) The relationship between failed samples and errors: A
single piece of code may contain multiple errors. However,
the Analysis Process described in III-D is currently limited to
extracting only the first error information from the code. To

address this limitation, we propose a manual analysis process,
illustrated in Fig. 8. This process aims to identify all errors in
the code through an iterative “fix-test” cycle. By applying this
process to code generated by LLMs, we confirmed that a single
code snippet can contain multiple errors, establishing a one-
to-many relationship between failed code snippets and errors.
For example, the prompt from the HumanEval dataset (task id
133), which serves as the comment in Listing 27, specifies
the task for the LLM: squaring each number in a given list of
digits and rounding each element to the upper integer (ceiling)
first. The original code generated by the model, shown in
Listing 27, triggered a SyntaxError due to an unclosed “[”.
Based on the error type and the information provided, we
manually corrected the error, resulting in the code shown
in Listing 28. Subsequent testing revealed that this corrected
code still failed to pass all tests. The error occurred because
a generator expression was passed into the int() function,
which expects a string, bytes, or a real number, leading to a
TypeError. Consequently, we performed a second manual error
correction, resulting in the code shown in Listing 29. After this
final correction, the code successfully passed all test cases.
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For sample 0, task_id = HumanEval/0: 
Solution generated! generated_solution = 

from typing import List

def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
""" Check if in given list of numbers, are any two numbers closer to each other than
given threshold.
>>> has_close_elements([1.0, 2.0, 3.0], 0.5)
False
>>> has_close_elements([1.0, 2.8, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0], 0.3)
True
"""
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def main():
numbers = [1.0, 2.8, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0]
threshold = 0.3

epoch 0 sample 0: 

Test result: Pass the test.
Time taken: 7.035884857177734 seconds.

Test Result Information

Code Implementation

A Sample that Passed the Test

task_id

Task Identification

再画一个我们输出文件中的一个样本结构

For sample 8, task_id = HumanEval/8: 
Solution generated! generated_solution = 

from typing import List, Tuple

def sum_product(numbers: List[int]) -> Tuple[int, int]:
""" For a given list of integers, return a tuple consisting of a sum and a product of 

all the integers in a list.
Empty sum should be equal to 0 and empty product should be equal to 1.
>>> sum_product([])
(0, 1)
>>> sum_product([1, 2, 3, 4])
(10, 24)
"""
return sum(numbers), functools.reduce(lambda x, y: x * y, numbers, 1)

epoch 0 sample 8: 

Test result: Fail the test.
Exception type: NameError
Exception message: name 'functools' is not defined
Time taken: 2.3433661460876465 seconds.

Test Result Information

Code Implementation

A Sample that Failed the Test

Task Identification

Fig. 5: After testing each sample in the dataset, the output file
displays the structure of the samples, including an example of
a sample that passed the test and another that did not pass the
test.
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Fig. 6: Distribution of total errors across 14 LLMs in ten test
runs.

Answer to RQ2: We collected a total of 12,837 errors,
which can be classified into 14 categories according to
Python’s built-in exception types. Among these, Asser-
tionError emerged as the most common error type. The
causes of these errors can be attributed to 19a different
causes, such as incorrect function implementation, syntax
mistakes, logical errors, and failure to handle edge cases.

aThe “Error Cause” column in Table III has 20 rows, but both
ValueError and NotImplementError can be caused by the same cause,
“Intentional Raise”. Therefore, there are only 19 distinct error causes
in total.

E. Which Errors Can be Directly Fixed? (RQ3)

1) Motivation and Method: This subsection describes the
process of manually analyzing errors from LLM-generated
code to determine which types are suitable for automated
fixing. The approach involves sampling from the errors ob-
tained from the test on the HumanEval dataset, analyzing these
samples, and then establishing criteria for automatically fixable
errors.

We tested 14 LLMs, running each model ten times on
the HumanEval dataset. This process resulted in a total of
12,837 errors. For each error type, we employed a stratified
sampling approach to ensure comprehensive representation.
For categories with fewer than 100 samples, we included all
available examples. For categories with 100 or more samples,
we sampled 30% of the total, with a minimum of 100 and a
maximum of 200 samples per category. This adaptive sampling
strategy allowed us to maintain a balance between thorough-
ness and manageability across varied error frequencies.

After analyzing these sampled errors, we engaged in ex-
tensive discussions between two authors and solicited a wide
range of opinions. We unanimously established the following
criteria for errors that can be automatically fixed:

• Consistency and Predictability. The error exhibits
high consistency and predictability, manifesting simi-
larly across different code instances, and can be ad-
dressed using general rules or patterns. This contrasts
with errors that are highly dependent on specific code
logic and require an understanding of particular code
context for resolution.

• Locality. The error is confined to a specific part of the
code and requires only local context information for
fixing. This is in contrast to errors that may involve
interactions across an entire function or between mul-
tiple functions, necessitating broader context or external
knowledge, such as understanding the overall problem
logic.

• Complexity of Fix. The error can be resolved through
simple rules or pattern matching. This is opposed to
errors requiring complex reasoning or multi-step modi-
fications for correction.

2) Error Analysis Results: Based on the above criteria, we
analyzed the fixability of each error type and its corresponding
reasons. The results are summarized in Table IV. A detailed
explanation of this table is as follows:
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Rarely 
occurring errors

The most 
frequent errors

Occasionally 
occurring errors

Error Group

Assertion
Error

NameError ValueError
Indentation

Error
SyntaxError IndexError TypeError

Recursion
Error

NotImplemented
Error

Attribute
Error

Unbound
LocalError

ModuleNot
FoundError

KeyError
Timeout

Error

Errors due to an 
assert statement 
failing, where a 
condition is not 
met.

Errors due to the 
use of an 
undeclared 
identifier, where 
a variable or 
function name is 
not recognized.

Errors due to 
incorrect 
Python syntax, 
often occurring 
during parsing.

Errors due to an 
operation or 
function 
receiving an 
argument of 
correct type but 
inappropriate 
value.

Errors due to 
attempting to 
access an index 
that is out of 
the bounds of a 
sequence (like a 
list or tuple).

Errors due to an 
operation or 
function being 
applied to an 
object of 
inappropriate 
type.

Errors due to 
failure in 
accessing an 
attribute or 
method of an 
object.

Errors due to a 
block of code or 
operation taking 
too long to execute
, exceeding the 
time limit.

Errors due to 
incorrect 
indentation, 
causing a 
structural error 
in the code.

Errors due to 
accessing a 
dictionary key 
that does not 
exist.

Errors due to 
failure in finding 
a module 
specified in an 
import 
statement.

Errors due to 
referencing a 
local variable 
before it has 
been assigned a 
value.

Errors due to 
excessive recursion, 
which leads to a 
stack overflow.

Errors due to 
an abstract 
method or 
function that 
requires an 
implementatio
n but has none.

Errors with a 
proportion 
exceeding 10%

Errors with a 
proportion 
between 1% 
and 10%

Errors with a 
proportion 
below 1%

Fig. 7: Taxonomy of errors introduced while generating code using LLM.

TABLE IV: Analysis of error causes for automatic fixability based on criteria mentioned in subsection III-E

Error Cause Consistency and Predictability Locality Low Complexity Fixable?

Test Case Failure × × × ×
Empty Function ✓ ✓ × ×
Misremembered Name × × × ×
Missing Content ✓ ✓ × ×
Missing Import ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Unbalanced Delimiters × ✓ × ×
Function Overflow ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Empty Sequence × ✓ × ×
Intentional Raise × ✓ × ×
Inappropriate Argument × ✓ × ×
Out of Bounds × ✓ × ×
Incompatible Operation × × × ×
Non-existent Attribute × ✓ × ×
Execution Timeout × × × ×
Inconsistent Indentation ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Missing Module × ✓ ✓ ×
Non-existent Key × × × ×
Unassigned Variable × × × ×
Infinite Recursion × × × ×

No

Any errors that 
can be fixed?

Yes

Code

Test

Fix

Output

No
Any errors that 
can be fixed?

Yes

Code Test

Fix

Output

Fig. 8: Schematic Diagram of the “Fix-Test” Process.

Three types of errors - Missing Import, Function Overflow,
and Inconsistent Indentation - demonstrate high consistency
and predictability. For instance, they consistently manifest as
missing imports for specific modules, incomplete functions at
the end of the code, or indentation issues. These errors also
exhibit high locality, such as incomplete functions appearing
only at the end of the code. Moreover, the complexity of
fixing these issues is relatively low. For example, missing
import statements can be added at the beginning of the
code, incomplete functions at the end can be removed, and
indentation can be standardized uniformly. Therefore, these
three types of errors can be automatically fixed.

While Empty Function and Missing Content errors show

high consistency, predictability, and locality, they fail from
the absence of crucial code. Since we cannot predict how a
function should implement a given functionality, we cannot
automatically generate the missing content, resulting in ex-
tremely high complexity for fixing these issues. Consequently,
these two types of errors cannot be automatically fixed.

Regarding Missing Module errors, although they exhibit
locality and can be fixed by installing the corresponding
module version, we cannot predict which non-standard library
modules and versions the model will use. Thus, this type of
error lacks predictability and cannot be automatically fixed.

Six types of errors - Unbalanced Delimiters, Empty Se-
quence, Intentional Raise, Inappropriate Argument, Out of
Bounds, and Non-existent Attribute - demonstrate high locality
as they typically involve only a small portion of the code.
However, they lack consistency and predictability due to
varying causes in different tasks. Fixing these errors requires
understanding the code structure and intent, which is nearly
impossible for automatic fix, resulting in high complexity.
Therefore, they cannot be automatically fixed.

Seven types of errors - Test Case Failure, Misremem-
bered Name, Incompatible Operation, Execution Timeout,
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Fig. 9: Flowchart of the method LlmFix.

Non-existent Key, Unassigned Variable, and Infinite Recursion
- usually involve specific logic and functionality of the code.
They require understanding the specific requirements of the
problem and the expected output of test cases, and cannot
be resolved with simple rules. These errors do not meet the
criteria of consistency and predictability, locality, and low
complexity, and thus cannot be automatically fixed.

Answer to RQ3: Errors amenable to automated fixing
should meet three crucial criteria: high consistency and
predictability, high locality, and low complexity of fix.
Based on these criteria, we identified three types of errors
suitable for automated fixing including Missing Import,
Function Overflow, and Inconsistent Indentation.

IV. METHODOLOGY

RQ3 indicated that errors caused by three reasons can
be directly and automatically fixed. This section details the
proposed fixing method named LlmFix for such errors, which
is further evaluated in Section V.

A. Overall Framework of LlmFix

Generally, LlmFix addresses errors in three distinct steps:
Code Filtering (Step-1), Code Truncation (Step-2) and Im-
porting Missing Modules (Step-3). Code Filtering focuses on
rectifying Inconsistent Indentation, Code Truncation focuses
on rectifying Function Overflow, while Importing Missing
Modules concentrates on resolving Missing Import issues.
Implementation details are described below. Generally, we
have integrated the various fix methods mentioned previously
to construct a complete fix process LlmFix, as shown in Fig.
9. To enhance understanding of this process, we have also
created an example that demonstrates the specific function of
each step within this fix process, as detailed in Fig. 10.

B. Step-1: Code Filtering

In addition to the __main__ block, the code generated by
the model may also contain input statements and assert

statements. The former can cause the test program to get stuck
waiting for user input, while the latter can lead to unnecessary
errors since the test cases generated by the model itself might
be incorrect. Therefore, we need to filter these out. Moreover,
as shown in Listing 4 in Appendix, an unequal number of
spaces used for indentation could cause an IndentationError.
To avoid this issue, we replace all space-based indentations
with tabs.

C. Step-2: Code Truncation

We have observed that many LLMs tend to generate mul-
tiple functions until reaching the set length limit, rather than
just generating the necessary function. In this scenario, some
functions reach the generation length limit before they are
fully implemented, leaving an incomplete function structure
that causes a SyntaxError.

To address this, two common solutions are employed: one
is to retain only the code of the first function; the other
is to remove the last incomplete function. However, neither
method achieves ideal results. For example, as shown in
Listing 6 in Appendix, if only the first function’s code is
retained, the entry function prime_fib() would be re-
moved, leading to NameError; similarly, in Listing 9, functions
encode_vigenere() and decode_vigenere() cause
a SyntaxError due to unenclosed brackets. These functions
are not called by the entry function encode_cyclic(),
yet they cause the entire code segment containing the correct
code to fail compilation.

This shows that using any single method alone cannot
completely avoid above issues. Therefore, we propose a new
truncation strategy that combines the ideas of both methods.
The process starts by compiling the untruncated code directly;
if compilation fails, the last incomplete function is removed
before attempting compilation again. If compilation still fails,
this indicates a situation similar to that shown in Listing 9
might be occurring, hence further removal of functions at the
end of the code is performed for compiling. This process is
repeated until only one function remains or the code compiles
successfully, at which point the outputted code is considered
the optimal truncation result. This truncation method not only
avoids issues caused by deleting too many functions but also
prevents Function Overflow from causing the entire segment
of code to fail to compile, thus more accurately demonstrating
the model’s performance.

D. Step-3: Importing Missing Modules

We have noticed that the model often calls certain mod-
ules directly without adding an import, and most of these
modules are from the Python standard library. Based on this
observation, we have built a mini-database that contains the
names of modules frequently called by the model, as well as
the names of variables and functions within those modules.
When a NameError occurs, we refer to the error message
indicating name ’XXX’ is not defined. (for exam-
ple, name ’math’ is not defined.), and we look up
this name in the previously constructed mini-database. If it is
included, we add its import statement.
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def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def has_close_elements_v2(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def has_close_elements_v3(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):

# Test cases
assert has_close_elements([1.0, 2.0, 3.9, 4.0, 5.0, 2.2], 0.3) == True
assert has_close_elements([1.0, 2.0, 3.9, 4.0, 5.0, 2.2], 0.05) == False
assert has_close_elements([1.0, 2.0, 5.9, 4.0, 5.0], 0.95) == True

if __name__ == '__main__':
numbers = [1.0, 2.8, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0]
threshold = 0.3

def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def has_close_elements_v2(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def has_close_elements_v3(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):

def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def has_close_elements_v2(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

from typing import List

def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

def has_close_elements_v2(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
for i in range(len(numbers)):

for j in range(i + 1, len(numbers)):
if abs(numbers[i] - numbers[j]) < threshold:

return True
return False

Code Filtering

Code Truncation

Importing Missing Modules

Test result: Fail the test.
Exception type: IndentationError
Exception message: expected an indented block 
after 'for' statement on line 18 (<string>, 
line 18)

Test result: Fail the test.
Exception type: NameError
Exception message: name 'List' is not defined

Test result: Pass the test.

Fig. 10: An example of applying LlmFix. This example was crafted by us to help readers understand better. In practice, not
all the fix steps are used within the same code segment.
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For example, for the sample shown in Listing 1, the model
directly called the hashlib module from the Python standard
library without importing it, which triggered a NameError
and returned the error message name ’hashlib’ is not
defined. In this case, our program will detect that the
NameError was caused by hashlib, which is a name that
exists in the Python standard library, and therefore, an import
statement for hashlib will be added at the beginning of the
generated code to prevent this issue, as shown in the modified
code in Listing 2 in Appendix. After correctly importing the
hashlib module, since the original code’s logic was correct,
the modified code successfully passed all test cases.

V. EVALUATION

A. Research Question

RQ4: How effective is LlmFix? This RQ conducted
comparative tests on the 14 LLMs tested in the empirical study,
using both the HumanEval and MBPP datasets, under scenar-
ios with and without the use of LlmFix. We also statistically
analyzed the improvement LlmFix brings to different LLMs
and the proportion of different error types it successfully fixes.

B. Datasets

We apply the LlmFix to run ten additional times on each
of the 14 models selected in the empirical study using both
the HumanEval and MBPP datasets’ test sets. This approach
aims to demonstrate that the method is not only effective
on HumanEval but also equally effective on the previously
unstudied MBPP dataset, thus showcasing a certain degree
of generalization capability. The MBPP (Mostly Basic Python
Problems) dataset is a comprehensive collection of 974 Python
programming tasks designed to evaluate code generation and
program synthesis capabilities [60]. Each task in the dataset
is accompanied by an average of 3 test cases, ensuring
the functional correctness of the generated code. Prominent
language models such as GPT-3 [26], Codex [13], and PaLM
[61] have utilized MBPP for assessing their code generation
proficiency.

As illustrated in Fig. 11, the MBPP dataset comprises six
essential components: 1) task id, a unique identifier assigned
to each task, facilitating easy reference and organization of
the code generation challenges. 2) text, a paragraph of text
that provides generation requirements for guiding LLMs. 3)
code, the standard solution for each task. 4) test list, a testing
list including several test cases. 5) test setup code, a piece
of code that runs before executing the tests, ensuring that the
tests are executed in the correct context. 6) challenge test list,
a set of additional, more challenging test cases used to deeply
evaluate the robustness and correctness of the generated code.

C. Effectiveness of LlmFix in Error Fixing

Table V lists the specific numerical characteristics of the
ten tests conducted with LlmFix across 14 LLMs in the
HumanEval dataset, including minimum, maximum, mean,
and standard deviation. Comparing with Table I, we found that

HumanEval/0

has_close_elements

from typing import List

def has_close_elements(numbers: List[float], threshold: float) -> bool:
""" Check if in given list of numbers, are any two numbers closer to 

each other than
given threshold.
>>> has_close_elements([1.0, 2.0, 3.0], 0.5)
False
>>> has_close_elements([1.0, 2.8, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0], 0.3)
True
"""

for idx, elem in enumerate(numbers):
for idx2, elem2 in enumerate(numbers):

if idx != idx2:
distance = abs(elem - elem2)
if distance < threshold:

return True

return False

METADATA = {
'author': 'jt',
'dataset': 'test'

}

def check(candidate):
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 3.9, 4.0, 5.0, 2.2], 0.3) == True
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 3.9, 4.0, 5.0, 2.2], 0.05) == False
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 5.9, 4.0, 5.0], 0.95) == True
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 5.9, 4.0, 5.0], 0.8) == False
assert candidate([1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0, 2.0], 0.1) == True
assert candidate([1.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1, 5.1], 1.0) == True
assert candidate([1.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1, 5.1], 0.5) == False

test

canonical_solution

entry_point

task_id

prompt

11

none

Write a python function to remove first and 
last occurrence of a given character from the string.

def remove_Occ(s,ch):
    for i in range(len(s)):
        if (s[i] == ch):
            s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
            break
    for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
        if (s[i] == ch):
            s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
            break
    return s

['assert remove_Occ("hello","l") == "heo"', 'assert remove_Occ("abcda","a") 
== "bcd"', 'assert remove_Occ("PHP","P") == "H"']

test_list

code

test_setup_code

task_id

text

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

if (s[i] == ch):
s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

if (s[i] == ch):
s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

for i in range(len(s)):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

def remove_Occ(s,ch):
for i in range(len(s)):

if (s[i] == ch):
s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

def remove_Occ(s,ch):
for i in range(len(s)):

if (s[i] == ch):
s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

def remove_Occ(s,ch):
for i in range(len(s)):

if (s[i] == ch):
s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

for i in range(len(s) - 1,-1,-1):
if (s[i] == ch):

s = s[0 : i] + s[i + 1:]
break

return s

['assert remove_Occ("hellolloll","l") == "helollol"', 'assert 
remove_Occ("","l") == ""']

challenge_test_list

Fig. 11: A schematic diagram of the first sample in MBPP test
sets.

TABLE V: Accuracy of ten tests (with LlmFix) of LLMs on
HumanEval dataset in terms of minimum, maximum, mean,
and standard deviation (STD) of Pass@1 values.

Model (With LlmFix) Min Max Mean STD

CodeLlama-Python-7B 37.80 43.29 39.88 1.85
CodeLlama-Python-13B 42.68 46.95 44.51 1.32
CodeLlama-Python-34B 52.44 56.71 54.63 1.63
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B 50.00 54.88 51.52 1.44
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-13B 54.88 56.71 55.91 0.71
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B 66.46 69.51 67.44 0.96
Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B 65.85 74.39 71.40 2.34
Phi-1-1.3B 50.00 52.44 51.04 0.71
Phi-1.5-1.3B 38.41 43.90 40.43 1.80
Phi-2-2.7B 49.39 54.27 52.01 1.55
GPT-3.5-turbo 70.12 75.00 72.62 1.51
CodeTulu-2-7B 40.24 48.78 43.84 2.10
CodeTulu-2-13B 45.73 55.49 50.55 2.59
CodeTulu-2-34B 53.05 57.32 55.06 1.47

with LlmFix, the average test results of each model improved
by about 9.5%, with a maximum improvement of 16.46%
percentage points. In terms of a total number of errors, LlmFix
addressed 17.07% of all errors in HumanEval (reducing errors
from 12,837 to 10,646). Additionally, out of the ten models
that publicly reported their performance, six of them surpassed
the reported SOTA performance using our fixing process. We
performed a Wilcoxon signed-rank test on the mean test results
before and after fixing, obtaining a p-value of 1.22 × 10−4,
which is much smaller than the significance level of 0.05. This
result indicates that our fixing process significantly improved
the performance of the models. Furthermore, the standard
deviation (STD) of all models is much lower than their average
value (less than 10% of the average), indicating very low data
variability.

We have identified that among all 19 error causes, only three
causes are amenable to automatic fixing: Missing Imports,
Function Overflow, and Inconsistent Indentation. Among them,
Missing Import is one of the causes leading to NameError,
Function Overflow is one of the causes leading to SyntaxError,
and Inconsistent Indentation is one of the causes leading
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Fig. 12: The average sample number of all NameErrors and
SyntaxErrors (including IndentationErrors) per round of tests
using the HumanEval dataset, without or with LlmFix.

to IndentationError. Given that compiling statistics based
on error types is more convenient, and considering the low
frequency of IndentationErrors and their similarity to Syntax-
Errors in terms of root causes [62], we have incorporated the
IndentationError statistics into the SyntaxError category here.
Subsequently, we compared the frequency of NameErrors and
SyntaxErrors before and after applying LlmFix. The results
of this comparison are illustrated in Fig. 12. We found that
our proposed fixing process fixed an average of 90.26% of
NameErrors and 99.74% of SyntaxErrors.

Table VI shows the specific numerical characteristics of the
ten tests conducted across 14 LLMs in the MBPP dataset,
comparing scenarios with and without LlmFix, including min-
imum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation. We found that
with LlmFix, the average test results of each model improved
by about 5.4%, with a maximum improvement of 8.48%, on
average. We performed a Wilcoxon signed-rank test on the
mean test results before and after fixing, obtaining a p-value
of 1.22 × 10−4, which is much smaller than the significance
level of 0.05. This result indicates that LlmFix significantly
improved the performance of the models. Furthermore, the
standard deviation (STD) of all models is much lower than
their average value (less than 10% of the average), indicating
very low data variability.

Similar to the research for HumanEval, we plotted the

Model (Without LlmFix) Min Max Mean STD

CodeLlama-Python-7B 40.60 43.40 42.12 0.94
CodeLlama-Python-13B 45.60 48.40 46.86 0.92
CodeLlama-Python-34B 47.80 51.00 49.82 1.03
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B 48.60 51.40 50.08 0.92
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-13B 49.80 52.20 50.76 0.79
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B 55.60 57.40 56.68 0.53
Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B 56.20 58.80 57.16 0.91
Phi-1-1.3B 46.20 47.80 47.02 0.55
Phi-1.5-1.3B 34.00 38.60 36.40 1.46
Phi-2-2.7B 41.80 44.00 42.70 0.73
GPT-3.5-turbo 63.20 66.40 64.64 1.02
CodeTulu-2-7B 43.60 45.40 44.50 0.63
CodeTulu-2-13B 47.40 50.20 49.02 0.80
CodeTulu-2-34B 53.00 56.40 54.38 0.92

Model (With LlmFix) Min Max Mean STD

CodeLlama-Python-7B 47.20 49.80 48.04 0.82
CodeLlama-Python-13B 51.00 54.20 52.46 1.01
CodeLlama-Python-34B 56.20 58.20 57.24 0.74
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-7B 54.00 55.40 54.42 0.47
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-13B 53.00 54.80 54.00 0.63
WizardCoder-Python-V1.0-34B 60.00 62.60 61.12 0.83
Phind-CodeLlama-V2-34B 60.20 63.20 61.44 0.85
Phi-1-1.3B 47.60 50.80 49.32 0.95
Phi-1.5-1.3B 42.40 45.00 43.86 0.85
Phi-2-2.7B 50.00 53.00 51.18 0.91
GPT-3.5-turbo 70.40 73.40 72.18 0.87
CodeTulu-2-7B 46.80 51.20 49.36 1.43
CodeTulu-2-13B 51.40 55.40 53.52 1.21
CodeTulu-2-34B 57.80 60.60 59.30 0.86

TABLE VI: Accuracy of ten tests(without/with LlmFix) of
LLMs on MBPP dataset in terms of minimum, maximum,
mean, and standard deviation (STD) of Pass@1 values.

bar chart shown in Fig. 13 to visually present the average
number of samples per round of testing for all NameErrors
and SyntaxErrors (including IndentationError) with LlmFix
and without LlmFix. We found that LlmFix fixed an average
of 91.47% of NameErrors and 100% of SyntaxErrors.

Answer to RQ4: Our proposed method, LlmFix, demon-
strates the capability to resolve nearly all errors that are
amenable to automated fixing in both the HumanEval and
MBPP datasets. LlmFix can provide 9.5% and 5.4% aver-
age accuracy improvements for 14 LLMs on HumanEval
and MBPP, respectively.

VI. DISCUSSION

A. Implication

Based on our experimental results and discussion, this
section provides implications for model developers and future
research.

For model developers, when introducing a new LLM, it
is beneficial to concurrently develop a customized version
of LlmFix, thereby further enhancing the model’s practical
performance. We developed a general-purpose LlmFix based
on the experimental results of 14 LLMs on the HumanEval
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Fig. 13: The average sample number of all NameErrors and
SyntaxErrors (including IndentationErrors) per round of tests
using the MBPP dataset, without or with LlmFix.

dataset, as discussed in Section V. This version has demon-
strated excellent performance on both the HumanEval and
MBPP datasets, thus serving as a benchmark tool applicable
to various models and datasets. However, to achieve better
results, model developers can fine-tune the baseline LlmFix
specifically for their models, potentially leading to more signif-
icant performance improvements for those particular models.

For future research directions, LlmFix can serve as a
novel metric for assessing code quality. We can posit that code
passing tests without requiring LlmFix processing is of higher
quality than code needing LlmFix treatment to pass tests. As
mentioned in subsection IV-A, LlmFix comprises three steps,
though not all code requires all three steps as illustrated in
Fig. 10. Building on this observation, we can further infer
that when m < n, code passing tests after only m steps of
LlmFix processing is of higher quality than code requiring n
steps to pass tests. This provides a new perspective for a more
nuanced evaluation of code quality.

B. Threats to Validity

There are some potential threats affecting the validity of our
experimental results and conclusions.

Limited Dataset. In our research, we evaluated the code
generation accuracy of 14 selected models. Due to our limited

computation resources, we focused our testing on two widely-
used datasets: HumanEval and MBPP. While these datasets
are well-established in the field, the narrow scope of our data
selection raises questions about the generalizability of our
experimental results and findings. The limited dataset diversity
leaves room for uncertainty regarding how our conclusions
might apply to other, potentially more diverse, or specialized,
coding datasets. This limitation underscores the need for future
studies to incorporate a broader range of datasets to validate
and potentially extend our findings.

Limited Testing. Our study focused on testing the Pass@1
results of 14 LLMs on the HumanEval and MBPP datasets,
leading to the development and validation of LlmFix. How-
ever, due to constraints in cost and time, we were unable
to conduct tests for Pass@10 or even Pass@100. Extending
our experiments to include these higher sampling numbers
would undoubtedly make our study more comprehensive,
thereby strengthening the persuasiveness and reliability of our
conclusions. This highlights a potential area for improvement
in future research.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this study, we conducted ten rounds of tests on 14 LLMs
(such as codeLlama-Python, WizardCoder-Python, and GPT-
3.5-turbo) using the HumanEval dataset. Through manual anal-
ysis of the test results, we found that these LLMs achieved an
average of 84.07% of their reported performance, demonstrat-
ing high reproducibility. We also investigated the relationship
between Pass@1 results, model inference time, and model
parameter size. Our analysis revealed a positive correlation
between Pass@1 results and model parameter size, while no
significant correlation was observed between inference time
and parameter size. Subsequently, we performed an in-depth
analysis of errors in the test results, extracting and categorizing
12,837 errors into 14 types. Through in-depth manual analysis,
we ultimately identified 19 specific causes leading to these
errors. Based on established evaluation criteria, we assessed
whether each error cause could be automatically fixed, leading
to our development of LlmFix, a method designed to ad-
dress code generation errors. Evaluation of LlmFix on both
HumanEval and MBPP datasets showed that it effectively
resolved almost all automatically fixable errors. LlmFix can
improve the performance of 14 LLMs by an average of 9.5%
and 5.4% on HumanEval and MBPP, respectively.

REFERENCES

[1] J. Manning, “Code generation in action,” 2003.
[2] P. Gabriel, P. Oleksandr, L. Vu, T. Ashish, S. Gustavo,

M. Christopher, and G. Sumit, “Synchromesh: Reli-
able code generation from pre-trained language models,”
2022.

[3] F. X. Frank, J. Zhengbao, Y. Pengcheng, V. Bogdan, and
N. Graham, “Incorporating external knowledge through
pre-training for natural language to code generation,”
2020.

[4] D. Guo, S. Ren, S. Lu, Z. Feng, D. Tang, S. Liu, L. Zhou,
N. Duan, A. Svyatkovskiy, S. Fu et al., “Graphcode-



ARXIV PREPRINT 16

bert: Pre-training code representations with data flow,”
arXiv:2009.08366, 2020.

[5] A. Dogu, “Finbert: Financial sentiment analysis with pre-
trained language models,” 2019.

[6] J. Zhou, J. Tian, R. Wang, Y. Wu, W. Xiao, and L. He,
“Sentix: A sentiment-aware pre-trained model for cross-
domain sentiment analysis,” in Proceedings of the 28th
international conference on computational linguistics,
2020, pp. 568–579.

[7] B. Gunel, J. Du, A. Conneau, and V. Stoyanov, “Super-
vised contrastive learning for pre-trained language model
fine-tuning,” arXiv:2011.01403, 2020.

[8] J. Liu, C. S. Xia, Y. Wang, and L. Zhang, “Is your code
generated by chatgpt really correct? rigorous evaluation
of large language models for code generation,” Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 36, 2024.

[9] Z. Zheng, K. Ning, Y. Wang, J. Zhang, D. Zheng,
M. Ye, and J. Chen, “A survey of large language models
for code: Evolution, benchmarking, and future trends,”
arXiv:2311.10372, 2023.

[10] C. Liu, X. Bao, H. Zhang, N. Zhang, H. Hu, X. Zhang,
and M. Yan, “Guiding chatgpt for better code generation:
An empirical study,” in 2024 IEEE International Confer-
ence on Software Analysis, Evolution and Reengineering
(SANER). IEEE, 2024, pp. 102–113.

[11] W. Jules, F. Quchen, H. Sam, S. Michael, O. Carlos,
G. Henry, E. Ashraf, S.-S. Jesse, and C. S. Douglas, “A
prompt pattern catalog to enhance prompt engineering
with chatgpt,” 2023.

[12] A. Chen, J. Scheurer, T. Korbak, J. A. Campos, J. S.
Chan, S. R. Bowman, K. Cho, and E. Perez, “Improving
code generation by training with natural language feed-
back,” arXiv:2303.16749, 2023.

[13] M. Chen, J. Tworek, H. Jun, Q. Yuan, H. P. D. O.
Pinto, J. Kaplan, H. Edwards, Y. Burda, N. Joseph,
G. Brockman et al., “Evaluating large language models
trained on code,” arXiv:2107.03374, 2021.

[14] W. Hao, Z. Yueheng, R. Xiaoxue,
D. Weiwei, and Y. Meng, “Our replica-
tion package,” https://github.com/YXingo/
Fixing-Code-Generation-Errors-for-Large-Language-Models,
2024.

[15] M. Puschel, J. M. Moura, J. R. Johnson, D. Padua, M. M.
Veloso, B. W. Singer, J. Xiong, F. Franchetti, A. Gacic,
Y. Voronenko et al., “Spiral: Code generation for dsp
transforms,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 93, no. 2, pp.
232–275, 2005.

[16] Y. Pengcheng and N. Graham, “A syntactic neural model
for general-purpose code generation,” 2017.

[17] E. Syriani, L. Luhunu, and H. Sahraoui, “Systematic
mapping study of template-based code generation,” Com-
puter Languages, Systems & Structures, vol. 52, pp. 43–
62, 2018.

[18] A. Svyatkovskiy, S. K. Deng, S. Fu, and N. Sundare-
san, “Intellicode compose: Code generation using trans-
former,” in Proceedings of the 28th ACM joint meeting
on European software engineering conference and sym-
posium on the foundations of software engineering, 2020,

pp. 1433–1443.
[19] B. Roziere, J. Gehring, F. Gloeckle, S. Sootla, I. Gat,

X. E. Tan, Y. Adi, J. Liu, T. Remez, J. Rapin
et al., “Code llama: Open foundation models for code,”
arXiv:2308.12950, 2023.

[20] Y. Danilchenko and R. Fox, “Automated code generation
using case-based reasoning, routine design and template-
based programming,” in Midwest Artificial Intelligence
and Cognitive Science Conference, 2012, pp. 119–125.

[21] I. S. Bajwa, M. I. Siddique, and M. A. Choudhary, “Rule
based production systems for automatic code generation
in java,” in 2006 1st International Conference on Digital
Information Management. IEEE, 2006, pp. 300–305.

[22] C. van der Lee, E. Krahmer, and S. Wubben, “Auto-
mated learning of templates for data-to-text generation:
comparing rule-based, statistical and neural methods,”
in Proceedings of the 11th International Conference on
Natural Language Generation, 2018, pp. 35–45.

[23] L. S.-T. Memory, “Long short-term memory,” Neural
computation, vol. 9, no. 8, pp. 1735–1780, 2010.

[24] H. Le, Y. Wang, A. D. Gotmare, S. Savarese, and
S. C. H. Hoi, “Coderl: Mastering code generation through
pretrained models and deep reinforcement learning,”
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 35, pp. 21 314–21 328, 2022.

[25] Z. Yang, S. Chen, C. Gao, Z. Li, G. Li, and R. Lv, “Deep
learning based code generation methods: A literature
review,” arXiv:2303.01056, 2023.

[26] T. Brown, B. Mann, N. Ryder, M. Subbiah, J. D. Ka-
plan, P. Dhariwal, A. Neelakantan, P. Shyam, G. Sastry,
A. Askell et al., “Language models are few-shot learn-
ers,” Advances in neural information processing systems,
vol. 33, pp. 1877–1901, 2020.

[27] A. Vaswani, N. Shazeer, N. Parmar, J. Uszkoreit,
L. Jones, A. N. Gomez, Ł. Kaiser, and I. Polosukhin,
“Attention is all you need,” Advances in neural informa-
tion processing systems, vol. 30, 2017.

[28] M. Alawida, S. Mejri, A. Mehmood, B. Chikhaoui, and
O. Isaac Abiodun, “A comprehensive study of chatgpt:
advancements, limitations, and ethical considerations in
natural language processing and cybersecurity,” Informa-
tion, vol. 14, no. 8, p. 462, 2023.

[29] S. Lu, D. Guo, S. Ren, J. Huang, A. Svyatkovskiy,
A. Blanco, C. Clement, D. Drain, D. Jiang, D. Tang et al.,
“Codexglue: A machine learning benchmark dataset for
code understanding and generation,” arXiv:2102.04664,
2021.

[30] N. Mohamed, Z. Luca, S. Fabian, and W. Ingo, “Llms
for science: Usage for code generation and data analysis,”
2023.
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APPENDIX A
CODE EXAMPLES REPOSITORY

Listing 1: The original code generated by the model,
task id = 162.

1 def string_to_md5(text):

2 if text == ’’:

3 return None

4 else:

5 return hashlib.md5(text.encode(’utf-8’))

6 .hexdigest()

Listing 2: The code after one round of manual error
correction, task id = 162.

1 import hashlib

2

3 def string_to_md5(text):

4 if text == ’’:

5 return None

6 else:

7 return hashlib.md5(text.encode(’utf-8’))

8 .hexdigest()

Listing 3: An example of an error caused by inappropriate
value, task id = 67.

1 def fruit_distribution(s,n):

2 apples, oranges = s.split(" ")

3 apples = int(apples.split("apples")[0])

4 oranges = int(oranges.split("oranges")[0])

5 return n - apples - oranges

Listing 4: The error-causing part of the original code
generated by the model, task id = 54.

1 def play_hand(hand: str, word_list: List[str])->None:

2

3 score = 0

4

5 while calculate_handlen(hand) > 0:

6

7 display_hand(hand)

8 user_word = input(’Enter word, or a "." to

indicate that you are finished: ’)

9

10 if user_word == ’.’:

11 break

12

13 if is_valid_word(user_word, hand, word_list):

14 score += get_word_score(user_word,

15 calculate_handlen(hand))

16 hand = update_hand(hand, user_word)

Listing 5: The error-causing part of the original code
generated by the model, task id = 53.

1 def vigenere_cipher(s: str, k: str):

2 alphabet = ’abc

Listing 6: The error-causing part of the original code
generated by the model, task id = 39.

1 def is_prime(num):

2 if num < 2:

3 return False

4 for i in range(2, int(num ** 0.5) + 1):

5 if num % i == 0:

6 return False

7 return True

8

9 def prime_fib(n: int):

10 if n == 1:

11 return 2

12 elif n == 2:

13 return 3

14 fib_list = [2, 3]

15 i = 2

16 while len(fib_list) < n:

17 next_fib = fib_list[i-1] + fib_list[i-2]

18 if is_prime(next_fib):

19 fib_list.append(next_fib)

20 i += 1

21 return fib_list[-1]

Listing 7: An example of code where pass is used in place
of the function body, task id = 81.

1 def numerical_letter_grade(grades):

2 pass

Listing 8: An error examples caused by the model ”misre-
membering” function names, task id = 127.

1 def intersection(interval1, interval2):

2 if interval1[1] < interval2[0] or interval2[1] <

3 interval1[0]:

4 return "NO"

5 else:

6 start = max(interval1[0], interval2[0])

7 end = min(interval1[1], interval2[1])

8 length = end - start

9 if isPrime(length):

10 return "YES"

11 else:

12 return "NO"

13

14 def is_prime(num):

15 if num == 1:

16 return False

17 else:

18 for i in range(2, num):

19 if num % i == 0:

20 return False

21 return True
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Listing 9: Example: LLMs tend to generate as many code
examples as possible, task id = 9.

1 def encode_cyclic(s: str):

2 # split string to groups. Each of length 3.

3 groups = [s[(3 * i):min((3 * i + 3), len(s))] for

4 i in range((len(s) + 2) // 3)]

5 # cycle elements in each group. Unless group has

6 # fewer elements than 3.

7 groups = [(group[1:] + group[0]) if len(group) ==

8 3 else group for group in groups]

9 return "".join(groups)

10

11

12 def decode_cyclic(s: str):

13 # split string to groups. Each of length 3.

14 groups = [s[(3 * i):min((3 * i + 3), len(s))] for

15 i in range((len(s) + 2) // 3)]

16 # cycle elements in each group. Unless group has

17 # fewer elements than 3.

18 groups = [(group[1:] + group[0]) if len(group) ==

19 3 else group for group in groups]

20 return "".join(groups)

21

22 def encode_caesar(s: str, k: int):

23 return "".join([chr((ord(c) - 97 + k) % 26 + 97)

24 for c in s])

25

26 def decode_caesar(s: str, k: int):

27 return "".join([chr((ord(c) - 97 - k) % 26 + 97)

28 for c in s])

29

30 def encode_vigenere(s: str, k: str):

31 # convert key to lowercase

32 k = k.lower()

33 # repeat key until it is as long as the message

34 k = k * ((len(s) + len(k) - 1) // len(k))

35 # apply vigenere cipher to each character in s

36 return "".join([chr(((ord(c) - 97 + ord(k[i]) -

37 97) % 26 + 97) for c in s])

38

39 def decode_vigenere(s: str, k: str):

40 # convert key to lowercase

41 k = k.lower()

42 # repeat key until it is as long as the message

43 k = k * ((len(s) + len(k) - 1) // len(k))

44 # apply vigenere cipher to each character in s

45 return "".join([chr(((ord(c) - 97 - ord(k[i]) +

46 26) % 26 + 97) for c in s])

47

48 def encode_substitution(s: str, d: dict):

49 return "".join([d[c] for c in s])

50

51 def decode_substitution(s: str, d: dict):

52 return "".join([c for c in s if c in d])

Listing 10: An example of code with logical errors leading
to an AssertionError, task id = 18.

1 def how_many_times(string: str, substring: str)->int:

2 return len(string) - len(string.replace(substring,

3 ’’, len(string)))

Listing 11: An example of code implementing an empty
function, task id = 54.

1 def same_chars(s0: str, s1: str):

Listing 12: An error examples caused by missing imports
of the corresponding modules, classes, or functions within
those modules, task id = 162.

1 def string_to_md5(text):

2 if text == ’’:

3 return None

4 else:

5 return hashlib.md5(text.encode(’utf-8’))

6 .hexdigest()

Listing 13: An example of an error caused by unclosed
parentheses, task id = 58.

1 def common(l1: list, l2: list):

2 return sorted(list(set(l1) & set(l2))

Listing 14: An example of an error caused by improperly
truncated code, task id = 98. Here, only the first and the
last functions in the generated results are retained, with the
other intermediate functions being replaced by ’...’.

1 def add(x: int, y: int):

2 return x + y

3

4 ...

5

6 def vigenere_cipher(s: str, k: str):

7 alphabet = ’abc

Listing 15: An example of an error caused by passing
incorrect arguments, task id = 70.

1 def strange_sort_list(lst):

2 if not lst:

3 return []

4 min_val = min(lst)

5 max_val = max(lst)

6 result = [min_val]

7 lst.remove(min_val)

8 lst.remove(max_val)

9 result.append(max_val)

10 return result + strange_sort_list(lst)
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Listing 16: An example of an error caused by intentional
raise, task id = 32.

1 import math

2

3 def poly(xs: list, x: float):

4 return sum([coeff * math.pow(x, i) for i, coeff in

enumerate(xs)])

5

6 def find_zero(xs: list):

7 if len(xs) % 2!= 0:

8 raise ValueError("xs must have even number of

coefficients")

9 if xs[0]!= 0:

10 raise ValueError("largest non zero coefficient

must be 0")

11 x = 0

12 while poly(xs, x)!= 0:

13 x += 1

14 return x

Listing 17: An example of an error caused by index out-
of-bounds, task id = 134.

1 def check_if_last_char_is_a_letter(txt):

2 if txt[-1].isalpha() and not txt[-2].isalnum():

3 return True

4 else:

5 return False

Listing 18: An example of an error caused by performing
an operation or applying a function to an object of an
inappropriate type, task id = 88.

1 def sort_array(array):

2 if not array:

3 return []

4 if len(array) == 1:

5 return array

6 if sum(array[0], array[-1]) % 2 == 0:

7 return sorted(array)

8 else:

9 return sorted(array, reverse=True)

Listing 19: An example of an error raised due to the error
of attribute reference or assignment, task id = 95.

1 def check_dict_case(dict):

2 if len(dict) == 0:

3 return False

4 else:

5 return all(k.islower() for k in dict.keys()) or

all(k.isupper() for k in dict.keys())

Listing 20: An example of an error caused by an infinite
loop, task id = 129.

1 def minPath(grid, k):

2 n = len(grid)

3 dp = [[float(’inf’)] * n for _ in range(n)]

4 dp[0][0] = 0

5 for i in range(n):

6 for j in range(n):

7 if i > 0:

8 dp[i][j] = min(dp[i][j], dp[i-1][j]

9 + grid[i][j])

10 if j > 0:

11 dp[i][j] = min(dp[i][j], dp[i][j-1]

12 + grid[i][j])

13 path = []

14 i = n-1

15 j = n-1

16 while i >= 0 and j >= 0:

17 path.append(grid[i][j])

18 if i > 0 and dp[i-1][j] == dp[i][j]

19 + grid[i][j]:

20 i -= 1

21 elif j > 0 and dp[i][j-1] == dp[i][j]

22 + grid[i][j]:

23 j -= 1

24 path.reverse()

25 return path[:k]

Listing 21: An example of an error caused by inconsistent
indentation levels within the same block of code, task id
= 31. To save space, we only display the function where
the error occurred here. The remaining functions are rep-
resented by ellipses ’...’ for brevity.

1 ...

2

3 def play_hand(hand, word_list):

4 total_score = 0

5 while calculate_handlen(hand) > 0:

6 display_hand(hand)

7 word = input("Enter word, or a ’.’ to indicate

that you are finished: ")

8 if word == ".":

9 break

10 elif is_valid_word(word, hand, word_list):

11 score = get_word_score(word,

12 calculate_handlen(hand))

13 total_score += score

14

15 ...

Listing 22: An example of an error caused by importing a
non-standard library module, task id = 156.

1 import roman

2

3 def int_to_mini_roman(number):

4 return roman.toRoman(number).lower()
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Listing 23: An example of code with logical errors leading
to an KeyError, task id = 17.

1 from typing import List

2

3

4 def parse_music(music_string: str) -> List[int]:

5 notes = {’o’: 4, ’o|’: 2, ’.|’: 1}

6 music = music_string.split(’ ’)

7 return [notes[note] for note in music]

Listing 24: An example of code with logical errors leading
to an UnboundLocalError, task id = 10.

1 def is_palindrome(string: str) -> bool:

2 return string == string[::-1]

3

4 def make_palindrome(string: str) -> str:

5 if not string:

6 return string

7

8 # Find the longest palindromic suffix of the

9 # string

10 i = 1

11 while i <= len(string) // 2:

12 prefix = string[:-i]

13 suffix = string[-i:]

14 if is_palindrome(suffix):

15 break

16 i += 1

17

18 # Reverse the prefix

19 prefix = prefix[::-1]

20

21 return prefix + string

Listing 25: An example of an error caused by performing
an operation or applying a function to an object of an
inappropriate type, task id = 139.

1 def special_factorial(n):

2 if n == 1:

3 return 1

4 else:

5 return n * special_factorial(n-1)

6 * special_factorial(n-2)

Listing 26: An example of code with logical errors leading
to an UnboundLocalError, task id = 1.

1 from typing import List

2

3 def separate_paren_groups(paren_string: str) ->

4 List[str]:

5 # TODO: implement this function

6 raise NotImplementedError

Listing 27: The original code generated by the model,
task id = 133.

1 def sum_squares(lst):

2 """

3 You are given a list of numbers.

4 You need to return the sum of squared numbers in

5 the given list, round each element in the list

6 to the upper int(Ceiling) first.

7 Examples:

8 For lst = [1,2,3] the output should be 14

9 For lst = [1,4,9] the output should be 98

10 For lst = [1,3,5,7] the output should be 84

11 For lst = [1.4,4.2,0] the output should be 29

12 For lst = [-2.4,1,1] the output should be 6

13 """

14 lst = [int(math.ceil(num**2) for num in lst)

15 return sum(lst)

Listing 28: The code after one round of manual error
correction, task id = 133.

1 def sum_squares(lst):

2 lst = [int(math.ceil(num**2) for num in lst)]

3 return sum(lst)

Listing 29: The code after two rounds of manual error
correction, task id = 133.

1 import math

2

3 def sum_squares(lst):

4 lst = [math.ceil(num)**2 for num in lst]

5 return sum(lst)
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