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Abstract

The impressive performance of proprietary
LLMs like GPT4 in code generation has led
to a trend to replicate these capabilities in
open-source models through knowledge dis-
tillation (e.g. Code Evol-Instruct). How-
ever, these efforts often neglect the crucial as-
pect of response quality, relying heavily on
teacher models for direct response distilla-
tion. This paradigm, especially for complex
instructions, can degrade the quality of syn-
thesized data, compromising the knowledge
distillation process. To this end, our study
introduces the Adaptive Modular Response
Evolution (AMR-Evol) framework, which em-
ploys a two-stage process to refine response
distillation. The first stage, modular decom-
position, breaks down the direct response
into more manageable sub-modules. The sec-
ond stage, adaptive response evolution, au-
tomatically evolves the response with the re-
lated function modules. Our experiments with
three popular code benchmarks—HumanEval,
MBPP, and EvalPlus—attests to the superior-
ity of the AMR-Evol framework over base-
line response distillation methods. By compar-
ing with the open-source Code LLMs trained
on a similar scale of data, we observed per-
formance enhancements: more than +3.0
points on HumanEval-Plus and +1.0 points on
MBPP-Plus, which underscores the effective-
ness of our framework. Our codes are avail-
able at https://github.com/ChiYeungLaw/
AMR-Evol.

1 Introduction

Recently, the powerful proprietary large language
models (LLMs), like GPT3 (Brown et al., 2020),
GPT4 (OpenAI, 2023), Gemini (Anil et al., 2023a)
and Claude (Anthropic, 2023), have showcased
impressive code generation ability. Especially,
GPT4, the most performant model, has recorded

*Corresponding Authors.

 Coding Tasks  Design a function that implements the
Laplace expansion theorem to calculate the determinant of a
3x3 matrix, but now with the added condition of utilizing
nested for loops and ensuring that the matrix elements are
limited to integers only.

 Teacher Model 

 Response 
def calculate_determinant(matrix):
    if len(matrix) != 3 or len(matrix[0]) != 3:
        raise ValueError('Matrix must be a 3x3 matrix')
    determinant = 0
    for i in range(3):
        submatrix = [[matrix[j][k] for k in range(3) if k != i] for j in
range(1, 3)]
        sub_determinant = calculate_determinant(submatrix)
        sign = (-1) ** i
        determinant += sign * matrix[0][i] * sub_determinant
    return determinant if len(matrix) == 2 else round(determinant) Direct Distillation 

 Student Model 

Low Quality Response

Figure 1: Direct distillation from the teacher model
possibly yields low quality responses for complex tasks,
thereby causing confusion within the student model.

pass rates exceeding 85% on the well-known Hu-
manEval benchmark (Chen et al., 2021). Despite
their strengths, the closed-source nature sparks ac-
cessibility and privacy concerns (Wu et al., 2023).
In response, there is a trend of adopting knowl-
edge distillation (Xu et al., 2024) to transfer the
advanced code generation ability from the propri-
etary LLMs to open-source counterparts, thereby
enhancing their capabilities while ensuring broader
availability and owner autonomy.

Given that accessing the model weights of pro-
prietary LLMs is infeasible, the knowledge distilla-
tion pipeline is considered as a process where the
teacher models synthesize supervised data, primar-
ily consisting of instruction-response pairs (Liu
et al., 2024). Student models are subsequently
trained on this data, enabling the transfer of ca-
pabilities from the teacher models. For exam-
ple, Chaudhary (2023) employs the self-instruct
method (Wang et al., 2022) to prompt the teacher
model to generate new coding instructions based on
predefined seed tasks. Similarly, OSS-Instruct (Wei
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et al., 2023) utilizes a variety of code snippets
sourced from GitHub to inspire GPT-3.5 to pro-
duce novel coding instructions. Likewise, Code
Evol-Instruct (Luo et al., 2024) employs iterative
prompting to progressively elevate the complexity
of code instructions provided by teacher models.
Each of these methods has proven effective in dis-
tilling coding knowledge from teacher models.

Despite these advancements, there remains an
unresolved challenge in enhancing the quality of
code response distillation within the data synthe-
sis process. In this setting, code responses serve
as labels that teach the student models. Previous
works have shown that higher-quality responses
can lead to more effective distillation (Zhou et al.,
2023; Mukherjee et al., 2023). However, current
methods (Chaudhary, 2023; Wei et al., 2023; Luo
et al., 2024) tend to rely solely on teacher models
for direct response distillation. As shown in Fig-
ure 1, this approach is limited by the capabilities of
the teacher models, making it difficult to produce
accurate responses for complex tasks. The issue
becomes even more challenging with methods like
Code Evol-Instruct, which deliberately amplify the
complexity of instructions. Consequently, relying
on direct distillation can result in lower-quality re-
sponses, ultimately affecting the performance of
the student models (Wang et al., 2024).

A straightforward yet costly solution to guaran-
tee response quality is to hire human annotators to
craft the unit tests for each response. These tests
could then be used in an execution-based strategy
to validate answers. However, this method is fi-
nancially prohibitive because it requires the recruit-
ment of annotators with extensive programming
expertise. Alternatively, depending on the teacher
model to automatically generate unit tests for self-
repair (Chen et al., 2023a; Olausson et al., 2023;
Chen et al., 2023c) introduces the same concern of
response quality, providing no certainty regarding
the correctness of the code repair.

To address the challenge of distilling high-
quality code responses from teacher models, we
introduce a novel framework named Adaptive
Modular Response Evolution (AMR-Evol). In
Figure 1, the example reveals that the direct re-
sponse distillation can somewhat capture the es-
sential concepts required for solving coding tasks;
however, it often deviates from the specific require-
ments and incorporates logical errors. Motivated
by this observation, AMR-Evol leverages the out-
puts of direct distillation as seed data and employs

a two-stage process—namely, modular decomposi-
tion and adaptive response evolution—to gradually
refine the distilled code responses. By intricately
refining the process of response distillation, our
framework elicits better knowledge distillation of
the student models.

In the first stage of our AMR-Evol, we adopt the
idea from modular programming (Dijkstra, 1967)
to manage the complexity of distilling code re-
sponses. By utilizing direct responses as the seeds,
this method breaks down the coding task into
smaller, more manageable sub-modules. This strat-
egy shifts the focus of the teacher models towards
solving these sub-modules step-by-step rather than
generates a complete solution in a single attempt,
whose effectiveness has been verified in recent
Chain-of-X works (Wei et al., 2022; Le et al., 2023;
Xia et al., 2024).

Additionally, while coding tasks may vary signif-
icantly in objectives, the modular components need
to construct their solutions frequently exhibit com-
monalities, or can even be identical (Parnas, 1972).
Hence, our adaptive response evolution stage lever-
ages an auxiliary functional module database to
store all validated modules for reuse. During re-
sponse generation, this process utilizes the modules
formulated in the decomposition stage to retrieve
suitable, pre-validated modules from the database.
These related modules serve as in-context exam-
ples, aiding the adaptive refinement of responses,
thus reducing our sole reliance on teacher models.
As evolution progresses, any newly created mod-
ules that differ from those in the database are added
after a verification process by the teacher model.

We apply our AMR-Evol framework to different
student models and select the most representative
coding benchmarks, including HumanEval (Chen
et al., 2021), MBPP (Austin et al., 2021), and
EvalPlus (Liu et al., 2023), for evaluation. The
results reveal that our AMR-Evol framework con-
sistently surpasses other response distillation meth-
ods, namely direct response distillation, chain-of-
thought distillation, and response repairing. These
results affirm the superiority of our approach in im-
proving knowledge distillation for LLMs in code
generation. Moreover, by integrating our AMR-
Evol with Code Evol-Instruct, one of the SOTA in-
struction construction methods, our models achieve
better performance than the open-source alterna-
tives trained on a comparable data scale. Specifi-
cally, we observed an improvement of more than
+3.0 on HumanEval-Plus and +1.0 on MBPP-Plus.



2 Related Work

LLMs and Code Generation. Recently, LLMs
have showcased significant achievements across
a vast array of tasks. Leading tech firms have
made substantial progress in developing highly ad-
vanced close-source LLMs, including OpenAI’s
GPT4 (OpenAI, 2023), Google’s PaLM (Chowd-
hery et al., 2022; Anil et al., 2023b) and Gem-
ini (Anil et al., 2023a), as well as Anthropic’s
Claude (Anthropic, 2023). On the other side, the
AI community has also seen the launch of sev-
eral open-source LLMs, with model weights be-
coming publicly available. MistralAI has con-
tributed the Mistral-Series (Jiang et al., 2023).
Google has released UL2-20B (Tay et al., 2022)
and Gemma (Mesnard et al., 2024). Tsinghua
University introduced GLM-130B (Zeng et al.,
2022) and MiniCPM (Hu et al., 2024), while Meta
has made available OPT (Zhang et al., 2022) and
LLaMA1&2&3 (Touvron et al., 2023a,b; Meta,
2024). Furthermore, Allen AI has introduced
the wholly open-sourced LLM, OLMo (Groen-
eveld et al., 2024), and Microsoft has released Phi-
series (Gunasekar et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023b).
Although a gap remains between the open-source
models and their closed-source counterparts, this
gap is gradually narrowing.

In parallel, recent research efforts have been
directed towards leveraging LLMs for code-
related tasks to address the understanding and
generation of code. OpenAI has unveiled
Codex (Chen et al., 2021), Google has pro-
posed CodeGemma (Google, 2024), and Salesforce
has introduced CodeGen-Series (Nijkamp et al.,
2023b,a), and CodeT5&Plus (Wang et al., 2021,
2023). Contributions from Tsinghua University
include CodeGeeX (Zheng et al., 2023), and the
BigCode Project has developed StarCoder1&2 (Li
et al., 2023a; Lozhkov et al., 2024). Meta has
also made its mark with the CodeLlama (Rozière
et al., 2023), while DeepSeek has open-sourced
the DeepSeekCoder (Guo et al., 2024). These
initiatives underscore the growing interest in em-
ploying powerful base LLMs for code generation.
Our work introduces a novel method for more ef-
fectively distilling code knowledge from closed-
source models to these open-source base models,
thereby enhancing the coding performance.

Knowledge Distillation for Code Generation.
To enhance the capabilities of open-source LLMs
for code generation, recent works have adopted the

knowledge distillation paradigm, utilizing closed-
source LLMs as teachers for supervised data syn-
thesis (Chen et al., 2023b; Zheng et al., 2024;
Li et al., 2024; Yuan et al., 2024). For exam-
ple, Chaudhary (2023) employs the self-instruct
method (Wang et al., 2022) to generate training
data, while Magicoder (Wei et al., 2023) generates
training content using code snippets from GitHub.
WizardCoder (Luo et al., 2024), on another hand,
introduces the Code Evol-Instruct approach to pro-
gressively increase the complexity of coding tasks.
Despite these advancements, a common limitation
among these efforts is their primary focus on the
creation of code instructions, often overlooking
the criticality of enhancing code response distil-
lation. Our research takes an orthogonal path by
concentrating on the refinement of code response
distillation, offering a novel perspective compared
to previous works.

3 Method

As depicted in Figure 2, we introduce our novel
framework, AMR-Evol, aimed at improving code
response distillation to elicit better performance of
the student models. In this section, we will provide
a detailed discussion of our framework’s pipeline.

3.1 Direct Response Distillation

In the knowledge distillation framework, the fore-
most goal is enabling the student model Ms to
assimilate the strategies deployed by the teacher
modelMt in tackling code generation tasks. Utiliz-
ing approaches like Code Evol-Instruct facilitates
the generation of an extensive dataset of code in-
structions {I} by the teacher model. Subsequently,
the direct response distillation method employs the
teacher model to process these task instructions to
produce the corresponding code responses Rd, re-
sulting in a paired dataset, Ddirect = {(I,Rd)}.
Then, the student model Ms learns from this
dataset through supervised fine-tuning.

3.2 Adaptive Modular Response Evolution

As discussed in Section 1, direct responses Ddirect

to complex instructions can result in suboptimal
quality, which in turn impacts the performance of
the student modelMs. While these responses often
include logical errors or may not fully align with
the precise requirements of the tasks, they generally
remain close to correct and capture the essential
concepts needed for task solution. To address this,



 Module 3 
def validate_matrix(matrix: list) -> None:
    """
    Description:
        Validates if the input matrix is a 3x3 matrix.
    Parameters:
        - matrix (list): The input matrix to be validated.
    

Raises:
        - ValueError: If the matrix is not a 3x3 matrix.
    """

 Coding Tasks  Design a function that implements the Laplace expansion theorem
to calculate the determinant of a 3x3 matrix, but now with the added condition of
utilizing nested for loops and ensuring that the matrix elements are limited to
integers only.

 Teacher Model 

 Response 
def calculate_determinant(matrix):
    if len(matrix) != 3 or len(matrix[0]) != 3:
        raise ValueError('Matrix must be a 3x3 matrix')
    determinant = 0
    for i in range(3):
        submatrix = [[matrix[j][k] for k in range(3) if k != i] for j in
range(1, 3)]
        sub_determinant = calculate_determinant(submatrix)
        sign = (-1) ** i
        determinant += sign * matrix[0][i] * sub_determinant
    return determinant if len(matrix) == 2 else round(determinant)

 Direct Distillation 

 Module 2 
def calculate_minor_matrix(matrix: list, row: int, col: int) -> list:
    """
    Description:
        Calculates the minor matrix by removing the specified row 
    Parameters:
        - matrix (list): The input matrix.
        - row (int): The row index to be removed.
        - col (int): The column index to be removed.
    Returns:
        - list: The minor matrix after removing the specified row 
    """

 Module 1 
def calculate_determinant(matrix: list) -> int:
    """
    Description:
        Calculates the determinant of a 3x3 matrix using Laplace

expansion theorem.
    Parameters:
        - matrix (list): The 3x3 matrix for which determinant needs to

be calculated.
    Returns:
        - int: The determinant of the input matrix.
    """

 Modular 
 Decomposition 

 Retrieved Module 3 
def search_element(matrix, x):
    """
    Search for a given element in a sorted matrix.
    Args:

 Retrieved Module 2 
def Determinant(A: list) -> float:
    """
    Calculate the determinant of the provided matrix A.
    Args:
        A (list): The input matrix to calculate the determinant.

    Returns:
        float: The determinant of the matrix.
    """
    def Submatrix(A, i, j):

 Retrieved Module 1 
def Submatrix(A: list, i: int, j: int) -> list:
    """
    Get the submatrix of A by removing the ith row and jth column.
    Args:
        A (list): The input matrix to extract the submatrix from.
        i (int): The index of the row to remove.
        j (int): The index of the column to remove.
    Returns:
        list: The submatrix of A.
    """
    return [row[:j] + row[j+1:] for row in (A[:i] + A[i+1:])]

 Refined Response 
def determinant_3x3(matrix: list) -> int:
    det = 0
    for i in range(3):
        det += (-1) ** i * matrix[0][i] * determinant_2x2(

submatrix_2x2(matrix, 0, i))
    return det

def determinant_2x2(matrix: list) -> int:
    return matrix[0][0] * matrix[1][1] - matrix[0][1] * matrix[1][0]

def submatrix_2x2(matrix: list, i: int, j: int) -> list:
    submatrix = [row[:j] + row[j + 1:] for row in matrix[:i] + matrix[i + 1:]]
    return submatrix

 Adaptive Response 
 Evolution  

 Functional Module 
 Database 

 Teacher Model  Decomposed, Verification, and Cached 

 Retrieval 

 Student Model 

 Teacher Model 

 Modules Update  Learning 

Figure 2: Our Adaptive Modular Response Evolution (AMR-Evol) framework with modular decomposition and
adaptive response evolution elicits better response distillation for LLMs in code generation.

our AMR-Evol framework capitalizes on these di-
rect response distillations as a starting point. It
incorporates a two-stage method—modular decom-
position and adaptive response evolution—for an
automated refinement process that improves the
quality of responses, thereby enhancing the effi-
cacy of distillation.

Modular Decomposition (MD). In the first stage
of our framework, we employ the principle of mod-
ular programming (Dijkstra, 1967) to tackle the
complexity inherent in distilling code responses.
Our method utilizes direct responses Rd as a start-
ing point, guiding the teacher modelMt in break-
ing down the given code instructions into a series of
smaller, well-defined sub-modular functions. We
represent this process mathematically as follows:

{Fm
1 , Fm

2 , . . . , Fm
n } ←Mt (I,Rd) , (1)

where each function module Fm
i is conceptualized

to fulfill a distinct subset of requirements stipu-
lated by the code instruction I . This decomposition
breaks down complex instructions into a series of
easier and more manageable sub-modules, enabling
the teacher model to tackle each one with less dif-
ficulty. This results in a more effective response
distillation process.

Adaptive Response Evolution (ARE). In the
second stage, we observe that while coding instruc-
tions may greatly differ, the sub-modules needed
for assembling the final solution often share similar-
ities or can even be identical (Parnas, 1972). Lever-
aging this insight, we establish an auxiliary func-
tional module database {F v

i }, which archives all
validated modules for future reuse. This database
acts as a repository, enabling the retrieval of previ-
ously validated sub-modules to foster the creation
of new code responses.

Building upon the modular decomposition
achieved in the first stage, {Fm

1 , Fm
2 , . . . , Fm

n }, we
initially convert both the newly decomposed and
previously archived functional modules into dense
vector representations through a sentence embed-
dings modelMr:

V
f
(·)
i

←Mr

(
F

(·)
i

)
, (2)

where V
f
(·)
i

denotes the dense representation of any

given functional module F
(·)
i . Then, to facilitate

the retrieval of the most suitable archived module
for each new sub-module, we apply:

Sim
(
Fm
i , F v

j

)
← CosineSimilarity

(
Vfm

i
, Vfv

j

)
,

(3)



where Sim
(
Fm
i , F v

j

)
calculates the similarity be-

tween the dense representations of two modules
using cosine similarity. The archived modules that
exhibit the highest similarity are then used as ad-
ditional in-context contents, assisting the teacher
model in refining the final code responses:

Ramr ←Mt (I, {Fm
i }, {F v

i }) , (4)

where Ramr represents the refined code responses.
These responses, alongside the original instruction
I , compile an evolved dataset aimed at optimizing
the knowledge distillation process.

As the process evolves, our framework iden-
tifies new modules within Ramr that exhibit no-
table differences from those currently in the
database—judged by the cosine similarity between
the new modules and existing ones. Modules that
are distinct undergo a rigorous verification stage
prior to their integration into the database. This crit-
ical stage harnesses the capabilities of the teacher
model for generating unit tests tailored to the func-
tionalities of the specific modules. This procedure
not only assesses the functional correctness of the
new modules but also ensures that they meet the
predefined quality standards, thereby streamlining
the process of enriching the module database with
reliable and effective components.

Functional Module Database. The functional
module database is pivotal within our AMR-Evol
framework. We begin by compiling a collection
of seed functions that have been validated. Lever-
aging the self-instruct method (Wang et al., 2022),
we prompt our teacher models to generate a di-
verse range of function modules. Following this,
we adopt a strategy similar to CodeT (Chen et al.,
2023a), instructing the teacher models to produce
unit tests that verify the functionality of these mod-
ules. Only the functions that pass these unit tests
are included in our dataset. Through this stringent
process, we construct a seed functional module
database that becomes a fundamental component
of our framework.

3.3 Knowledge Distillation

Upon completing the data synthesis process with
the help of teacher models, we acquire a dataset
that consists of paired instructions and responses,
Damr = {(I,Ramr)}. This dataset equips the stu-
dent modelMs for the task of knowledge distilla-
tion, where it is trained to use I as input with the

goal of generating responses Ramr that closely re-
semble those produced by the teacher model. The
training follows an auto-regressive learning objec-
tive, formalized as follows:

L(θ) = −
∑

(I,Ramr)∈Damr

logP (Ramr|I; θ), (5)

where L(θ) denotes the loss function minimized
during training, and θ signifies the parameters of
the student modelMs. This objective encourages
the student model to accurately predict the next to-
ken in the response sequence, given the instruction
I and the current state of the generated response.

4 Experiment

4.1 Setup
Baselines. Within our evaluation framework, we
compare the performance of our framework against
several baselines in code response distillation. The
first of these, referred to as direct, utilizes teacher
models to distill code responses in a straightfor-
ward manner, as detailed in Section 3.1. The sec-
ond baseline employs the Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
prompting method for distilling responses (Hsieh
et al., 2023). This approach is analogous to the
few-shot CoT method (Wei et al., 2022), in which
the teacher model first provides a step-by-step ex-
planation leading up to the formulated response.
Our third baseline, AnsRepair, draws inspiration
from previous works (Chen et al., 2023a; Olausson
et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023d), where the teacher
models are utilized to generate unit tests. These
tests serve to evaluate the correctness of the gen-
erated responses. If the responses fail these tests,
the teacher models are subsequently invoked to
make the necessary corrections. More details about
baseline methods are included in the Appendix A.

Datasets and Benchmarks. Our framework fo-
cuses on distilling responses and necessitates a
dataset of instructions. To this end, we utilize a
subset of the training set from the MBPP as our
seed data. This is then expanded using the self-
instruct method with the teacher model to generate
around 10k instructions. With these newly derived
instructions, we employ a process akin to the Code
Evol-Instruct to iteratively synthesize a spectrum
of complex coding instructions across three distinct
levels of complexity. This variety allows us to as-
sess our framework’s efficacy in handling complex
instructions. More data construction and decontam-
ination details can be found in the Appendix B.



Method HE HE-Plus MBPP MBPP-Plus

Complexity Level 1
Direct 54.9 46.3 65.9 54.1
CoT 52.4 45.7 65.7 53.4
AnsRepair 53.7 45.1 63.2 52.1

AMR-Evol 58.5 49.4 68.7 58.1
∆ +3.6 +3.1 +2.8 +4.0

Complexity Level 2
Direct 53.7 46.3 64.4 52.6
CoT 54.9 46.3 65.7 53.9
AnsRepair 56.1 47.6 63.4 52.9

AMR-Evol 56.1 47.6 68.7 56.6
∆ +0.0 +0.0 +3.0 +2.7

Complexity Level 3
Direct 52.4 45.7 65.2 53.9
CoT 52.4 43.9 65.7 53.9
AnsRepair 55.5 47.6 65.4 53.1

AMR-Evol 56.1 49.4 67.7 56.4
∆ +0.6 +1.8 +2.0 +2.5

Table 1: Comparison of various response dis-
tillation methods for code generation, utilizing
deepseek-coder-6.7b-base as the student model.

Method HE HE-Plus MBPP MBPP-Plus

Complexity Level 1
Direct 36.6 31.1 54.4 44.1
CoT 36.0 31.1 55.1 45.6
AnsRepair 35.4 29.3 56.4 45.4

AMR-Evol 37.8 32.3 57.4 45.6
∆ +1.2 +1.2 +1.0 +0.0

Complexity Level 2
Direct 37.2 31.1 55.4 44.6
CoT 36.0 31.1 54.6 45.6
AnsRepair 35.4 29.3 56.6 45.9

AMR-Evol 39.6 32.3 59.4 47.6
∆ +2.4 +1.2 +2.8 +1.7

Complexity Level 3
Direct 36.0 30.5 56.4 45.6
CoT 37.2 30.5 55.6 46.4
AnsRepair 37.2 29.3 55.6 44.9

AMR-Evol 39.0 32.9 59.1 46.9
∆ +1.8 +2.4 +2.7 +0.5

Table 2: Comparison of various response dis-
tillation methods for code generation, utilizing
CodeLlama-7b-hf as the student model.

For performance evaluation, we utilize the
well-known coding benchmark, namely Hu-
manEval (Chen et al., 2021), MBPP (Austin et al.,
2021), and EvalPlus (Liu et al., 2023). HumanEval
contains 164 coding problems with an average of
9.6 test cases per problem. MBPP includes 399
coding problems, each with three automated test
cases. EvalPlus extends the number of test cases for

both HumanEval and MBPP, resulting in enhanced
versions named HumanEval-Plus and MBPP-Plus.
Following EvalPlus, we report our method’s effec-
tiveness in terms of pass rates using greedy decod-
ing, which helps minimize the impact of any ran-
domness in the results. More details are included
in the Appendix C.

Implementation Details. For all experiments,
we employ OpenAI’s close-sourced LLM,
gpt-3.5-turbo-1106 as our teacher model and
choose two popular open-sourced code LLMs,
deepseek-ai/deepseek-coder-6.7b-base
(Guo et al., 2024) and
meta-llama/CodeLlama-7b-hf (Rozière et al.,
2023) as our student models. For the dense em-
beddings, we adopt one of the SOTA embeddings
models, Alibaba-NLP/gte-large-en-v1.5 (Li
et al., 2023c) as our representation model. The
supervised knowledge distillation phases of all
experiments are conducted with 200 training steps,
3 epochs, a sequence length of 2048 and the
AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov and Hutter, 2019).
For further training details and prompting designes,
please refer to the Appendix D.

4.2 Main Results

In Table 1, our AMR-Evol consistently out-
performs various response distillation meth-
ods for code generation, when adopt the
deepseek-coder-6.7b-base as the student
model. Specifically, at Complexity Level 1,
AMR-Evol exhibited superior results, with
improvements ranging between +2.8 to +4.0 across
all tasks. Our method maintained this lead in
Complexity Level 2, with the most substantial
gains in MBPP and MBPP-Plus, at +3.0 and
+2.7, respectively. Notably, even at the highest
complexity (Level 3), the method continued to
show incremental enhancements, most prominently
a +2.5 increase in MBPP-Plus. The performance
exhibits AMR-Evol’s consistent proficiency in
eliciting better code knowledge distillation across
varying degrees of complexity.

When utilizing CodeLlama-7b-hf as the student
model, Table 2 reveals that the performance pat-
terns of AMR-Evol closely paralleled its efficacy
with the previous model. Albeit with modest im-
provements at Complexity Level 1, AMR-Evol
showed more enhancement in higher complexity
scenarios. At Complexity Level 2, our method
achieves increases of +2.4 on HE and +2.8 on



(a) Complex 1. (b) Complex 2. (c) Complex 3.

Figure 3: Manual evaluation of the accuracy of various code response distillation methods across 120 randomly
selected samples from each complexity level.

MBPP. The upward trend persisted through Com-
plexity Level 3, as the method underscored its ro-
bustness with increases such as +2.4 on HE-Plus
and +2.7 on MBPP. These results solidify AMR-
Evol as an effective method for code knowledge
distillation, adaptable to various instruction com-
plexity levels.

4.3 Analysis

Quality Comparison. Our experimental findings
illustrate the effectiveness of our AMR-Evol in
enhancing the knowledge distillation. To further
validate the efficacy of AMR-Evol in producing
better instruction fine-tuning data, we conducted
a manual evaluation. We randomly selected the
sample sets of 120 coding problems for each lev-
els of complexity. Given that all samples are cod-
ing challenges, their responses can be definitively
classified as either correct or incorrect. Two ex-
perienced programmers were engaged to review
and label the code responses generated by various
methods as suitable or not. The manual assessment
results, depicted in Figure 3, reveal that although
no method attained complete perfect, AMR-Evol
demonstrated consistently superior performance
compared to all other baseline methods across all
complexity levels. In Appendix E, we also include
some examples of responses generated by different
methods to qualitatively compare their quality.

Ablation. In Table 3, we present an ablation
study meticulously designed to identify the individ-
ual contributions of modular decomposition (MD)
and adaptive response evolution (ARE) to the effi-
cacy of our framework. First, we remove the MD
stage in our framework by adopting direct response
to retrieve the related function modules for ARE.
This led to a performance drop, underscoring its
crucial role in our framework. Specifically, the

Method HE HE-Plus MBPP MBPP-Plus

Complexity Level 1
AMR-Evol 58.5 49.4 68.7 58.1

w/o MD 57.9 49.4 67.4 55.9
w/o ARE 56.1 48.8 69.4 57.1

Complexity Level 2
AMR-Evol 56.1 47.6 68.7 56.6

w/o MD 54.9 46.3 67.7 54.4
w/o ARE 54.9 47.0 67.4 55.9

Complexity Level 3
AMR-Evol 56.1 49.4 67.7 56.4

w/o MD 54.3 47.6 66.4 53.6
w/o ARE 53.0 47.0 67.4 54.6

Table 3: Ablation studies by removing modular decom-
position (MD) or adaptive response evolution (ARE) in
our framework.

omission of MD typically results in the recall of
only one function module based on the direct re-
sponse. However, while direct responses address
more complex or larger coding tasks, function mod-
ules target tasks with finer granularity. This differ-
ence creates a gap, making it challenging for the
retrieved function modules to effectively contribute
to refining the direct responses.

Subsequently, we exclude the ARE stage, which
also resulted in a performance decline, highlighting
its vital role in the framework. Without ARE, the
generation of responses is solely reliant on the mod-
ular decomposition output, lacking the improve-
ments that come from in-context learning with
related function modules. This places the entire
responsibility for refining responses on the inher-
ent capabilities of the teacher model. This anal-
ysis strongly reinforces the indispensable nature
of both MD and ARE within our framework. In
Appendix F, we also present examples to showcase
the output of the MD stage and the top-1 function
modules retrieved from the database.



Model Size #SFT Ins HE HE-Plus MBPP MBPP-Plus

Proprietary models
GPT4 - - 85.4 81.7 83.0 70.7
GPT3.5 - - 72.6 65.9 81.7 69.4
Gemini Pro - - 63.4 55.5 72.9 57.9

Base model: deepseek-ai/deepseek-coder-6.7b-base
†DeepSeekCoder-Instruct 6.7B >1M 73.8 70.1 72.7 63.4
MagiCoder-DS 6.7B 75k 63.4 57.3 75.2 61.9
‡WaveCoder-DS 6.7B 20k 66.5 57.9 73.7 60.4

DeepSeekCoder-AMR-Evol 6.7B 50k 68.9 61.0 74.4 62.9

Base model: meta-llama/CodeLlama-7b-Python-hf
†CodeLlama-Instruct 7B 80k 32.9 26.8 59.1 45.6
WizardCoder-CL 7B 78k 55.5 48.2 64.9 53.9
MagiCoder-CL 7B 75k 54.3 48.8 63.7 51.9

CodeLlama-AMR-Evol 7B 50k 59.1 51.8 64.7 55.4
†: Official instruction models. Responses are distilled from unknown, humans or themselves.
‡: Responses are distilled from GPT4.

Table 4: Comparison of our fine-tuned models against both publicly available academic Code LLMs, similarly
scaled in terms of SFT data and based on the same student models as ours, and the official instruction-based LLMs.
We either download the model weights or utilize the APIs for performance reproduction.

4.4 Comparing with Open Code LLMs

To delve deeper into the efficacy of our frame-
work, we have incorporated AMR-Evol with one of
the SOTA instruction construction methods, Code
Evol-Instruct, to expand our SFT data set. We have
generated around 50k instructions using this ap-
proach and employed AMR-Evol to distill code
responses from the teacher models (GPT3.5). Sub-
sequently, we used deepseek-coder-6.7b-base
and CodeLlama-7b-Python-hf as our two student
models for training. For a relative fair comparison,
we compare our fine-tuned student models against
publicly available academic Code LLMs, which
are trained with a similar scale of SFT data and em-
ploy the same base models as ours. This includes
MagiCoder-DS/CL (Wei et al., 2023), WaveCoder-
DS (Yu et al., 2023), and WizardCoder-CL (Luo
et al., 2024). We also compare against official in-
struction models, namely DeepSeek-Coder-Instruct
and CodeLlama-Instruct, to showcase performance
gaps. For more discussions about baseline selection
and SFT details, please refer to the Appendix G.

Table 4 showcases the exceptional performance
of DeepSeekCoder-AMR-Evol across all tasks.
When compared to MagiCoder-DS, trained with
75k SFT data, and WaveCoder-DS, distilled from
GPT4, the AMR-Evol version notably stands out

Model CC Val CC Test APPS

DS-Instruct 7.69 6.67 11.67
MagiCoder-DS 8.55 12.73 13.00
DS-AMR-Evol 10.26 12.73 14.22

Table 5: Comparing different models on the harder code
generation tasks, CodeContest (CC) (Li et al., 2022)
and APPS (Hendrycks et al., 2021). DS-Instruct =
DeepSeekCoder-Instruct. DS-AMR-Evol is our model.

by demonstrating substantial performance gains:
+2.4 on HE, +3.2 on HE-Plus, and +1.0 on MBPP-
Plus. Even when compared to the official instruc-
tion model, which is trained with more than 20
times as much data, our model achieves comparable
performance on MBPP and MBPP-Plus. Similarly,
the CodeLlama-AMR-Evol variant exhibits supe-
rior performance in most tasks, with performance
improvements of +3.6 on HE, +3.0 on HE-Plus,
and +1.5 on MBPP-Plus, respectively. Moreover,
our model significantly outperforms CodeLlama-
Instruct, which is an official model from Meta. In
addition, the Pass@k sampling results, presented
in Appendix G, Table 8, also evident the better
performance of our models.

Since HumanEval and MBPP cover basic cod-
ing tasks, we’ve gone further to evaluate dif-



ferent models on advanced coding challenges,
specifically CodeContest (Li et al., 2022) and
APPS (Hendrycks et al., 2021). All models gener-
ate the answers with greedy decoding. As seen in
Table 5, our model not only performs better overall
but also beats the official instruction model, despite
it being trained on much more data than ours.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we present a novel framework, AMR-
Evol, that leverages a two-stage approach—namely,
modular decomposition and adaptive response evo-
lution—to enhance code response distillation from
teacher models, thereby improving knowledge dis-
tillation in code generation. Our experiments
across three well-known coding benchmarks, Hu-
manEval, MBPP, and EvalPlus, demonstrate the
effectiveness of our method.
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Limitation

Our framework has room for enhancement in sev-
eral aspects:

• First, despite Figure 3 showcasing our
method’s capacity to improve the accuracy
of code response distillation, achieving 100%
accuracy remains unattainable. While our ap-
proach does alleviate this concern to some
extent, the risk of delivering low-quality re-
sponses that could potentially mislead the stu-
dent models cannot be entirely eliminated. Fu-
ture endeavors could explore the integration
of tools, such as compilers, to further refine
the quality of the responses.

• Second, our framework’s enhanced capability
for code knowledge distillation is accompa-
nied by a requirement for multi-stage genera-
tion, leading to increased costs in leveraging
the teacher models. This cost-performance
trade-off has been discussed in Appendix H,
where we conclude that the benefits in per-
formance outweigh the incremental costs in-
curred.

• Third, the design of our method is narrowly
focused on code knowledge distillation, lim-
iting its broader application across general
domains. The foundation of our framework
in modular programming principles presents
considerable obstacles in adapting its method
for use in non-coding areas.
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A Baselines

To ensure a fair comparison, we incorporate
three distinct response distillation methods as our
baselines. The first method is direct distillation.
As outlined in Section 3.1, this approach involves
using the teacher model to directly produce re-
sponses based on the provided code instructions.
The prompt used is as follows:

Prompt for Direct Distillation

System: You are a professional coder.
Your answer must include Python code in
Markdown format.

User: {instruction}

The second method involves response distillation
utilizing the Chain-of-Thought (CoT) approach.
We adopt the method from the few-shot CoT (Wei
et al., 2022), prompting the teacher model to pro-
duce the responses. To minimize costs, we opt to
include a single example in our prompt:

Prompt for CoT Distillation

System: You are a professional coder. You
will be given a Python Question. Your ob-
jective is to develop an accurate solution to
the Python Question. Begin by step-by-step
think about your approach to solve this
question, then proceed to generate your
final code response in Markdown format.

## One-Shot Example
### Python Question:
{one-shot-example-question}

### Correct Solution:
{one-shot-example-solution}

User: ## New Task
### Python Question:
{question}

### Correct Solution:

The third baseline, AnsRepair, incorporates self-
repair techniques (Chen et al., 2023a; Olausson
et al., 2023). This method employs the teacher
model to generate unit test functions for each sam-

Data Source Number

Seed MBPP-Train 332
Self-Instruct Seed 10k
Complex 1 Self-Instruct 9.8k
Complex 2 Complex 1 9.7k
Complex 3 Complex 2 9.7k

Table 6: Statistics of Our Instruction Dataset.

Data #Question #Avg. Tests

HumanEval 164 9.6
HumanEval-Plus 164 x80
MBPP 399 3
MBPP-Plus 399 x35

Table 7: Statistics of Our Benchmarks.

ple, enabling the model to verify the correctness
of its own answers. The employed prompt is as
follows:

Prompt for Test Function Generation

System: You are a professional coder. You
will be given a Python Question and its
possible code solution. Your objective is
to provide a test function to test whether
the code solution is correct or not. Your
response should be in Markdown format.

## One-Shot Example
### Python Question:
{one-shot-example-question}

### Possible Code Solution:
{one-shot-example-solution}

### Tests Function:
{one-shot-example-tests}

User: ## New Task
### Python Question:
{question}

### Possible Code Solution:
{answer}

### Tests Function:

Upon obtaining the test functions for each sam-
ple, we execute these tests to assess the output’s
correctness. Should the output fail to meet the crite-
ria set by the test functions, we prompt the teacher



model to regenerate the output. The prompt used
for this process is as follows:

Prompt for AnsRepair Distillation

System: You are a professional coder. You
will be given a Python Question and its
wrong solution. You need to provide the
correct solution for the Python Question in
Markdown format.

## One-Shot Example
### Python Question:
{one-shot-example-question}

### Wrong Solution:
{one-shot-example-wrong-answer}

### Correct Solution:
{one-shot-example-correct-answer}

User: ## New Task
### Python Question:
{question}

### Wrong Solution:
{answer}

### Correct Solution:

B Datasets

Our framework concentrates on distilling re-
sponses and requires a dataset of instructions for
this purpose. As indicated in Table 6, we enumerate
the quantity of instructions used in our experiments.
We initiate our process with the MBPP training
set (task-ids 601-974) as a seed dataset, which en-
hances our ability to generate Python code effec-
tively. To prevent any overlap with the EvalPlus
test data, we are diligent in omitting any samples
that coincide with the test set, thereby narrowing
our training set to 332 unique MBPP tasks. We
then utilize this filtered seed data and apply the
self-instruction method to construct instructions.
Subsequently, we employ the Code Evol-Instruct
method to iteratively generate instructions of vary-
ing complexity across three distinct levels.

To ensure decontamination of our datasets, we
invoke a method akin to the work of Code Evol-
Instruct (Luo et al., 2024) for data filtering. This in-
volves employing the gte-large-en-v1.5 model

to treat each test set sample as a query, which re-
trieves the top five most similar samples from the
training data. Subsequently, these pairs are eval-
uated by GPT4 in a binary classification task to
decide whether a match exists. Detected matches
lead to the exclusion of those specific training sam-
ples to eliminate potential data leakage.

Prompt for Modular Decomposition

System: You will be presented with a
Python coding question along with a poten-
tial solution. Your task is to deconstruct
the given solution into smaller, manageable
modules. Each module should be clearly
defined with specific function names,
detailed input/output specifications, and
concise function descriptions. Do NOT re-
peat the functions in the One-Shot Example.

## One-Shot Example
### Python Question:
{one-shot-example-question}

### Potential Solution:
{one-shot-example-solution}

### RESPONSE:
{one-shot-example-modules}

User: ## New Task
### Python Question:
{question}

### Potential Solution:
{answer}

### RESPONSE:

C Benchmark

Table 7 details the quantity of questions along
with the average number of unit tests per ques-
tion across all the benchmarks utilized in our study.
The license of HumanEval is MIT.1 The license of
MBPP is cc-by-4.0.2 The license of EvalPlus is
Apache-2.0.3

1https://huggingface.co/datasets/openai/
openai_humaneval

2https://huggingface.co/datasets/
google-research-datasets/mbpp

3https://github.com/evalplus/evalplus

https://huggingface.co/datasets/openai/openai_humaneval
https://huggingface.co/datasets/openai/openai_humaneval
https://huggingface.co/datasets/google-research-datasets/mbpp
https://huggingface.co/datasets/google-research-datasets/mbpp
https://github.com/evalplus/evalplus


D Implementation Details

Our AMR-Evol framework encompasses a two-
stage process. In the first stage, Modular Decom-
position is applied to break down the code instruc-
tions into multiple sub-modules, using the direct
responses as the initial seed data. The prompt uti-
lized for this stage is demonstrated above. During
the second stage, Adaptive Response Evolution re-
fines these decomposed sub-modules, utilizing the
retrieved modules to develop the final answer. The
corresponding prompt for this stage is as follows:

Prompt for Adaptive Response Evolution

System: You are a professional coder. You
will be given a Python Question and a
selection of relevant, modularized functions
intended to inspire your approach. Your
objective is to develop a more refined
and accurate solution to the Python Ques-
tion. Your response should pretend that
you have never seen the Relevant Functions.

## One-Shot Example
### Python Question:
{one-shot-example-question}

### Relevant Functions:
{one-shot-example-similar-functions}

### Correct Solution:
{one-shot-example-solution}

User: ## New Task
### Python Question:
{question}

### Relevant Functions:
{similar-functions}

### Correct Solution:

For all instruction construction processes, we set
the temperature to 0.7 and the sequence length to
2048. For all response distillation processes, the
temperature is fixed at 0.0, and the sequence length
is set to 3000. We train the models for 200 steps
across 3 epochs with a sequence length of 2048,
employing the AdamW optimizer, BF16 precision,
and DeepSpeed Zero-2 (Rasley et al., 2020). The
training is conducted on 4 A800 GPUs.

E Qualitative Comparison

Table 10 11 12 display distilled responses ob-
tained through various methods. It is evident from
the comparison that our framework facilitates the
generation of better responses for code knowledge
distillation.

F Modular Decomposed and Retrieval
Examples

Table 13 14 15 showcase the modular decom-
posed (MD) and retrieved top-1 (Recall) examples.

G Comparing with Open Code LLMs

To compare with other Open Code LLMs, we in-
tegrate our AMR-Evol framework with Code Evol-
Instruct to continually expand our SFT dataset. We
also employ the same data decontamination method
to prevent data leakage. We have generated ap-
proximately 50k training samples. Subsequently,
we fine-tuned our models using settings similar to
those detailed in Appendix D. Given the larger vol-
ume of data, we opted to increase the number of
training steps to 400.

To obtain a relative fair comparison, we only in-
clude the open code LLMs which are trained with
a similar scale of SFT data and employ the same
base models as ours, including MagiCoder-DS/CL,
WaveCoder-DS, and WizardCoder-CL. We also
compare against official instruction-based models,
namely DeepSeekCoder-Instruct and CodeLlama-
Instrut. However, these official models are trained
with more than 20 times data than ours, which lead
to unfair comparison. We only want to showcase
the performance gaps.

Models with a higher parameter count have
been excluded from our comparison, such as
DeepSeekCoder-Instruct-33B, WizardCoder-33B-
v1.1, Codestral-22B-v0.1,4, CodeLlama-Instruct-
34B, and Starcoder2-15b-Instruct.5 These models
considerably exceed the size of our own, rendering
a direct comparison unfair. Additionally, models
that primarily derive their learning from GPT4 are
excluded, including MagiCoder-S-DS, WaveCoder-
DS-Ultra, and OpenCodeInterpreter (Zheng et al.,

4https://huggingface.co/mistralai/
Codestral-22B-v0.1

5https://huggingface.co/bigcode/
starcoder2-15b-instruct-v0.1

https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Codestral-22B-v0.1
https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Codestral-22B-v0.1
https://huggingface.co/bigcode/starcoder2-15b-instruct-v0.1
https://huggingface.co/bigcode/starcoder2-15b-instruct-v0.1


Model HE-Plus (Pass@1) HE-Plus (Pass@10) MBPP-Plus (Pass@1) MBPP-Plus (Pass@10)

MagiCoder-DS 56.0 72.5 61.7 68.5
WaveCoder-DS 56.6 63.2 57.6 63.0
DS-AMR-Evol 59.1 75.2 61.3 70.7

Table 8: Results of pass@k(%) on HE-Plus, MBPP-Plus. We follow the previous works (Chen et al., 2021)
to generate n=200 samples to estimate the pass@k scores our models with the same set of hyper-parameters:
temperate=0.2, and top_p=0.95. DS-AMR-Evol is our model.

Teacher HE-Plus MBPP-Plus

GPT3.5-Turbo 61.0 62.9
Llama-3-70B 62.2 63.2

Table 9: Adopting open-source model, Llama-3-70B-
Instruct, as our teacher model.

2024). As our teacher model is based on GPT-3.5,
a direct comparison with these GPT4-based mod-
els would not be equitable. Non-academic models,
such as CodeQwen (Bai et al., 2023), are also ex-
cluded since the methods behind their construction
are not disclosed.

In Table 4, all models employ greedy decoding
to generate answers for each question. To present
additional results and align with some previous
studies (Chen et al., 2021; Luo et al., 2024), we
also display results obtained through sampling in
Table 8. The temperature is set to 0.2, and the
number of samples is fixed at 200. Following the
method of prior work (Chen et al., 2021), we cal-
culate the pass@1 and pass@10 scores. It is also
evident that our models outperform the baseline
models.

H Data Synthesis Cost Trade-off

Differing from direct distillation, our frame-
work necessitates multi-stage response distillation,
which increases the cost of using the API of the
teacher model (around 4 times). However, Ta-
ble 1 and 2 showcase that our method can out-
performance the direct distillation over all tasks
and different student models. In addition, we adopt
the gpt-3.5-turbo-1106 as our teacher model,
whose API price is low. Therefore, we conclude
that the benefits in performance outweigh the incre-
mental costs incurred.

I Adopting Open-Source LLMs as
Teachers

While our work primarily focuses on distilling the
code generation ability from closed-source models,

we also include an additional experiment using the
open-source model, Llama-3-70B-Instruct, as our
teacher model. Table 9 shows that our method is
also effective when using the open-source model
as the teacher.

J Broader Impact

Our research presents a novel framework for trans-
ferring code knowledge from closed-source LLMs
to open-source LLMs. This framework is designed
to generate code responses for various coding in-
structions during the data synthesis process. While
our approach has been shown to improve response
quality, as illustrated in Figure 3, it does not guar-
antee absolute correctness. Consequently, data gen-
erated through our method may still contain errors.
It is essential to filter out these erroneous samples
before deploying our approach in real-world appli-
cations to mitigate the risk of misuse.

K Manual Evaluation

In Figure 4, we present the interface used by human
annotators to determine whether a given response
is an appropriate answer for the coding tasks under
evaluation, as shown in Figure 3. The annotators
are the authors of this paper, possessing expertise
in programming.

L Use Of AI Assistants

The AI assistant, GPT4-Turbo, is used solely for
refining the writing of our paper.



Ins. Design a function that implements the Laplace expansion theorem to calculate the determinant of a 3x3 matrix,
but now with the added condition of utilizing nested for loops and ensuring that the matrix elements are limited to
integers only.

Direct

def calculate_determinant(matrix):
if len(matrix) != 3 or len(matrix [0]) != 3:

raise ValueError('Matrix must be a 3x3 matrix ')
determinant = 0
for i in range (3):

submatrix = [[ matrix[j][k] for k in range (3) if k != i] for j in
range(1, 3)]

sub_determinant = calculate_determinant(submatrix)
sign = (-1) ** i
determinant += sign * matrix [0][i] * sub_determinant

return determinant if len(matrix) == 2 else round(determinant)

(Wrong)

CoT

def determinant_3x3(matrix):
if len(matrix) != 3 or not all((len(row) == 3 for row in matrix)):

raise ValueError('Input matrix must be a 3x3 matrix ')
determinant = 0
for i in range (3):

determinant += matrix [0][i] * matrix [1][(i + 1) % 3] * matrix [2][(i
+ 2) % 3]

determinant -= matrix [0][i] * matrix [1][(i + 2) % 3] * matrix [2][(i
+ 1) % 3]
return determinant

(Correct)

Ans-
Repair

def calculate_determinant(matrix):
if len(matrix) != 3 or len(matrix [0]) != 3:

raise ValueError('Matrix must be a 3x3 matrix ')
determinant = 0
for i in range (3):

submatrix = [[ matrix[j][k] for k in range (3) if k != 0] for j in
range (3) if j != i]

sub_determinant = calculate_determinant(submatrix)
sign = (-1) ** i
determinant += sign * matrix [0][i] * sub_determinant

return determinant if len(matrix) == 2 else round(determinant)

(Wrong)

AMR-
Evol

def determinant_3x3(matrix: list) -> int:
det = 0
for i in range (3):

det += (-1) ** i * matrix [0][i] * determinant_2x2(submatrix_2x2(
matrix , 0, i))
return det

def determinant_2x2(matrix: list) -> int:
return matrix [0][0] * matrix [1][1] - matrix [0][1] * matrix [1][0]

def submatrix_2x2(matrix: list , i: int , j: int) -> list:
submatrix = [row[:j] + row[j + 1:] for row in matrix [:i] + matrix[i +
1:]]
return submatrix

(Correct)

Table 10: Examples of different response distillation methods.



Ins. Develop a algorithm to simulate multiple rounds of a custom coin flip game with distinct scoring mechanisms for
each outcome. The algorithm should efficiently manage a substantial number of players and monitor their scores in
real-time, while prioritizing minimal memory usage and computational complexity.

Direct

import random
def simulate_round ():

return random.choice (['heads ', 'tails '])
def simulate_game(num_players , num_rounds):

players = {i: 0 for i in range(1, num_players + 1)}
for _ in range(num_rounds):

outcome = simulate_round ()
for player in players:

players[player] = scoring_mechanisms[outcome ]( players[player ])
print('Scores after round ', _ + 1, ':', players)

return players

CoT

import random
def coin_flip_game(players):

scores = {}
for player in players:

scores[player] = 0
rounds = 10
for _ in range(rounds):

for player in players:
outcome = random.choice (['heads ', 'tails '])
if outcome == 'heads ':

scores[player] += heads_score
else:

scores[player] += tails_score
return scores

Ans-
Repair

import random
def simulate_round ():

return random.choice (['heads ', 'tails '])

def simulate_game(num_players , num_rounds):
players = {i: 0 for i in range(1, num_players + 1)}
scoring_mechanisms = {'heads ': lambda x: x + 1, 'tails ': lambda x: max
(0, x - 1)}
for _ in range(num_rounds):

outcome = simulate_round ()
for player in players:

players[player] = scoring_mechanisms[outcome ]( players[player ])
print('Scores after round ', _ + 1, ':', players)

return players

AMR-
Evol

import random
class CoinFlipGame:

def __init__(self):
self.scores = {}

def coin_flip(self , num_flips =10):
heads_count = sum(( random.randint(0, 1) for _ in range(num_flips)))
if heads_count < num_flips / 2:

return 'You lost the game!'
else:

return 'You won the game!'

def update_scores(self , player , amount):
if player not in self.scores:

self.scores[player] = 0
self.scores[player] += amount

def get_scores(self):
return self.scores

Table 11: Examples of different response distillation methods. Our AMR-Evol leads more suitable response.



Ins. Craft a program tasked with computing the Fibonacci sequence up to a user-defined boundary, ensuring that every
generated number is not only part of the Fibonacci sequence but also a prime number.

Direct

def is_prime(n):
...

def fibonacci_prime_sequence(boundary):
fib_sequence = [0, 1]
while fib_sequence [-1] <= boundary:

next_fib = fib_sequence [-1] + fib_sequence [-2]
if is_prime(next_fib):

fib_sequence.append(next_fib)
else:

fib_sequence.append(next_fib + 1)
return fib_sequence [:-1] # Wrong

CoT

def is_prime(num):
...

def fibonacci_prime_sequence(boundary):
fib_sequence = [1, 1]
while fib_sequence [-1] + fib_sequence [-2] <= boundary:

next_fib = fib_sequence [-1] + fib_sequence [-2]
if is_prime(next_fib):

fib_sequence.append(next_fib)
else:

fib_sequence.append(next_fib)
return fib_sequence # Wrong

Ans-
Repair

def is_prime(num):
...

def fibonacci_prime_sequence(boundary):
def fibonacci(n):

if n <= 0: return 0
elif n == 1: return 1
else: return fibonacci(n - 1) + fibonacci(n - 2)

fib_sequence , i = [], 0
while fibonacci(i) <= boundary:

next_fib = fibonacci(i)
if is_prime(next_fib):

fib_sequence.append(next_fib)
i += 1

return fib_sequence # Correct

AMR-
Evol

from typing import List
def is_prime(num: int) -> bool:

...

def generate_fibonacci_sequence(boundary: int) -> List[int]:
fibonacci_sequence = [0, 1]
while True:

next_num = fibonacci_sequence [-1] + fibonacci_sequence [-2]
if next_num <= boundary:

fibonacci_sequence.append(next_num)
else:

break
return fibonacci_sequence

def find_fibonacci_primes(boundary: int) -> List[int]:
fibonacci_sequence = generate_fibonacci_sequence(boundary)
prime_fibonacci_numbers = [num for num in fibonacci_sequence if
is_prime(num)]
return prime_fibonacci_numbers # Correct

Table 12: Examples of different response distillation methods. The is_prime has been omitted to save space.



Ins. Craft a program tasked with computing the Fibonacci sequence up to a user-defined boundary, ensuring that every
generated number is not only part of the Fibonacci sequence but also a prime number.

Direct See Table 10

MD

def validate_matrix(matrix: list) -> None:
"""
Description:

Validates if the input matrix is a 3x3 matrix.
...
"""

def calculate_minor_matrix(matrix: list , row: int , col: int) -> list:
"""
Description:

Calculates the minor matrix by removing the specified row and
column from the input matrix.
...
"""

def calculate_determinant(matrix: list) -> int:
"""
Description:

Calculates the determinant of a 3x3 matrix using Laplace expansion
theorem.
...
"""

Recall

def search_element(matrix , x):
"""
Search for a given element in a sorted matrix.
...
"""
# Start from the top right corner
i = 0
j = len(matrix [0]) - 1
while ( i < len(matrix) and j >= 0 ):

if (matrix[i][j] == x):
return True

if (matrix[i][j] > x):
j -= 1

else:
i += 1

return False

def Submatrix(A: list , i: int , j: int) -> list:
"""
Get the submatrix of A by removing the i-th row and j-th column.
...
"""
return [row[:j] + row[j+1:] for row in (A[:i] + A[i+1:])]

def Determinant(A: list) -> int:
"""
Calculate the determinant of the provided matrix A.
...
"""
if len(A) == 1:

return A[0][0]
if len(A) == 2:

return A[0][0]*A[1][1] - A[0][1]*A[1][0]
det = 0
for j in range(len(A)):

det += (-1) ** j * A[0][j] * Determinant(Submatrix(A, 0, j))
return det

Table 13: Examples of the modular decomposed (MD) functions and the retrieved top-1 (Recall) functions. We omit
some function descriptions to save space.



Ins. Develop a algorithm to simulate multiple rounds of a custom coin flip game with distinct scoring mechanisms for
each outcome. The algorithm should efficiently manage a substantial number of players and monitor their scores in
real-time, while prioritizing minimal memory usage and computational complexity.

Direct See Table 11

MD

def simulate_coin_flip () -> str:
"""
Description:

Simulates a single coin flip and returns the outcome.
...
"""

def update_player_scores(players: dict , outcome: str , scoring_mechanisms:
dict) -> None:
"""
Description:

Updates the scores of all players based on the outcome of the coin
flip.
...
"""

def simulate_multiple_rounds(num_players: int , num_rounds: int) -> dict:
"""
Description:

Simulates multiple rounds of the game for a given number of players
.
...
"""

Recall

import random
def coin_flip ():

""" Simulate a game of coin flip by flipping a coin 10 times and
determining the outcome based on the number of heads. ..."""
result = 0
for x in range (10):

n = random.randint(0, 1)
if n == 0:

result += 1
if result < 5:

return "You lost the game!"
else:

return "You won the game!"

def score_transactions(transactions):
""" Calculate the total amount of transactions for each sender and store
the scores in a dictionary. ..."""
scores = {}
for transaction in transactions:

if transaction['sender '] not in scores:
scores[transaction['sender ']] = 0

scores[transaction['sender ']] += transaction['amount ']
return scores

def determine_winner(scores: list) -> str:
""" Determine the winner of a match based on the scores provided. ..."""
team_names = [item [0] for item in scores]
point_diffs = [abs(item [1] - item [2]) for item in scores]
max_point_diff_idx = point_diffs.index(max(point_diffs))
if scores[max_point_diff_idx ][1] > scores[max_point_diff_idx ][2]:

return team_names[max_point_diff_idx]
else: return 'Draw'

Table 14: Examples of the modular decomposed (MD) functions and the retrieved top-1 (Recall) functions. We omit
some function descriptions to save space.



Ins. Craft a program tasked with computing the Fibonacci sequence up to a user-defined boundary, ensuring that every
generated number is not only part of the Fibonacci sequence but also a prime number.

Direct See Table 12

MD

def is_prime(n: int) -> bool:
"""
Description:

Checks if a number is a prime number.
Parameters:

- n (int): The number to be checked for primality.
Returns:

- bool: True if the number is prime , False otherwise.
"""

def fibonacci_prime_sequence(boundary: int) -> List[int]:
"""
Description:

Generates a Fibonacci sequence of prime numbers up to a user -
defined boundary.
Parameters:

- boundary (int): The upper limit for the Fibonacci sequence.
Returns:

- List[int]: A list of prime numbers within the Fibonacci sequence
up to the boundary.
"""

Recall

def is_prime(num: int) -> bool:
"""
Check if the provided number is a prime number.
Args:

num (int): The number to check for primality.
Returns:

bool: True if the number is prime , False otherwise.
"""
if num <= 1:

return False

for i in range(2, num):
if (num % i) == 0:

return False
return True

def prime_sequence(start: int , end: int) -> List[int]:
"""
Generate a list of prime numbers within the specified range from start
to end (inclusive).
Args:

start (int): The starting value of the range.
end (int): The ending value of the range.

Returns:
List[int]: A list of prime numbers within the specified range.

"""
prime_list = []
for num in range(start , end + 1):

if num > 1:
for i in range(2, num):

if (num % i) == 0:
break

else:
prime_list.append(num)

return prime_list

Table 15: Examples of the modular decomposed (MD) functions and the retrieved top-1 (Recall) functions.



Figure 4: Screenshot of the interface for the human annotators to annotate whether the responses are suitable or not.
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