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Abstract
While there have been extensive studies in code
generation by large language models (LLM),
where benchmarks like HumanEval(Chen et al.,
2021) have been surpassed with an impres-
sive 96.3% success rate, these benchmarks pre-
dominantly judge a model’s performance on
basic function-level code generation and lack
the critical thinking and concept of scope re-
quired of real-world scenarios such as solving
GitHub issues. This research introduces the
application of the Tree of Thoughts (ToT) (Yao
et al., 2023b) language model reasoning frame-
work for enhancing the decision-making and
problem-solving abilities of LLMs for this com-
plex task. Compared to traditional input-output
(IO) prompting and Retrieval Augmented Gen-
eration (RAG) techniques, ToT is designed to
improve performance by facilitating a struc-
tured exploration of multiple reasoning trajec-
tories and enabling self-assessment of poten-
tial solutions. We experimentally deploy ToT
in tackling a Github issue contained within
an instance of the SWE-bench(Jimenez et al.,
2024a).
However, our results reveal that the ToT frame-
work alone is not enough to give LLMs the
critical reasoning capabilities to outperform ex-
isting methods. In this paper we analyze the po-
tential causes of these shortcomings and iden-
tify key areas for improvement such as deepen-
ing the thought process and introducing agen-
tic(Ng, 2024) capabilities. The insights of this
research are aimed at informing future direc-
tions for refining the application of ToT and
better harnessing the potential of LLMs in real-
world problem-solving scenarios.

1 Introduction

Tree of Thoughts (ToT) (Yao et al., 2023b) is a
language model reasoning framework designed to
enhance the autonomy and intelligence of language
models (LMs) in decision-making and problem-
solving tasks. ToT managed to outperform Input-
Output prompting (IO), Chain of Thought (CoT)

(Wei et al., 2022), and Self Consistency with CoT
(CoT-SC) in several reasoning based tasks such
as Game of 24, Crosswords and Creative Writing.
Despite the promising results of ToT on these ba-
sic tasks, there is an absence of studies that apply
ToT towards more complex tasks that more closely
model the real-world. Our research aims to put this
framework to test in one of the most challenging
software engineering tasks for large language mod-
els: resolving GitHub issues. This task requires
an overall sense of scope and understanding of the
repository when making changes, which requires
stronger critical reasoning skills than previous ba-
sic code generation tasks. We anticipate that the
ToT method will outperform both IO prompting
and Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) tech-
niques in this task. This expectation is based on
ToT’s ability to instill a stronger ability in LLMS
for decision-making, evaluating multiple reasoning
paths and self-assessing choices to determine the
subsequent course of action.

2 Related Work

Prior work on solving Github issues has been
done by the Princeton NLP team as part of
SWE-Bench(Jimenez et al., 2024a). They re-
leased two fine-tuned models, SWE-Llama 7B and
SWE-Llama 13B based on CodeLlama(Rozière
et al., 2023) with Retrieval Augmented Generation
(RAG). Further work then was done with the intro-
duction of SWE-agent(Yang et al., 2024) which is
a large language model-based agent system that op-
erates within an Agent-Computer Interface (ACI).
Another recent work is LLM-Based Multi-Agent
Framework for GitHub Issue ReSolution (MAGIS)
(Tao et al., 2024) which introduces Multi-Agency
whereby leveraging the collaboration of various
agents with distinct roles in the planning and cod-
ing process to resolve GitHub issues.
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3 Data

3.1 SWE-bench
We utilized the dataset provided by SWE-
Bench(Jimenez et al., 2024a) as the basis for the
experiments. SWE-bench is a benchmark for evalu-
ating large language models on real world software
issues collected from GitHub. Given a code-base
and an issue, a language model is tasked with gen-
erating a code patch that resolves the described
problem. With SWE-Bench, you can:

• Train or fine-tune a model with their pre-
processed datasets.

• Run inference on existing models.

• Evaluate a model against the benchmark and
determine the correctness of a solution pro-
posed by the model.

This dataset is composed of a wide variety of tasks,
such as filing a bug report or making a feature
request, that the model will be charged with com-
pleting. The main similarity between these tasks
is that they all require the model to generate a git
patch to an existing code-base based on the prob-
lem statement of the Github issue. The revised
code-base is then evaluated using the internal test-
ing framework of the repository. If the proposed
patch passes these tests then the model’s proposed
changes are considered successful and the task is
counted as passed.

3.2 SWE-bench Lite
In order to reduce costs we used the SWE-
bench_Lite(Jimenez et al., 2024b) dataset which
is a canonical subset of SWE-bench that has been
curated to make evaluation less costly. Instances
from the original dataset that match the following
criteria are not considered:

1. Include images, external links, references to
specific commits, and references to other pull
requests

2. Contain problem statements with fewer than
40 words

3. Edit more than one file

4. Have a gold patch with more than three edit
hunks

5. Create or delete files

6. Contain tests with error messages checks

After filtering out the instances who violated the
above standards, the result is a smaller dataset of
23 instances in the dev split and 300 instances in
the test split.

3.3 Motivation

Traditional benchmarks in Natural Language Pro-
cessing (NLP) often focus on relatively short input
and output sequences that are not representative of
real-world tasks.

Table 1: HumanEval Leaderboard

Model Success Rate(%)

AgentCoder(GPT-4) (Huang et al., 2024) 96.3
LDB + Reflexion(GPT-3.5) (Zhong et al., 2024) 95.1
Language Agent Search Tree(GPT-4) (Zhou et al., 2023) 94.4
L2MAC(GPT-4) (Holt et al., 2024) 90.2

As shown in table 1 LLMs demonstrate remark-
able performance on the HumanEval(Chen et al.,
2021) benchmark. However, this benchmark ex-
hibits several notable weaknesses: scope limited to
function-level code generation, lack of diversity by
focusing mainly on algorithmic tasks, and a lack of
contextual and environmental interaction. In con-
trast, we considered that SWE-bench, emphasizes
tasks that adequately model real-world scenarios
where the interdependencies of the code base as a
whole must be take into account when generating
new patches, and the testing framework is able to
use a built in testing framework to evaluate if the
model’s code correctly fits into the existing code
base.

Table 2: SWE-bench Lite Leaderboard

Model Success Rate(%)

SWE-agent + GPT 4 17.00
SWE-agent + Claude 3 Opus 11.67
RAG + Claude 3 Opus 4.00
RAG + GPT4 2.67
RAG + Claude 2 2.00
RAG + SWE-Llama 13B 1.67
RAG + SWE-Llama 7B 1.33
RAG + GPT 3.5 0.33
GPT 4 0.00
ChatGPT 3.5 0.00

Table 2 paints a different picture. Even with Re-
trieval Augmented Generation, performance sees
limited improvement due to the difficulties that
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LLMs face when handling long context inputs, no-
tably in tasks like resolving GitHub issues at the
repository level, where using large portions of the
repository as input is impractical.

4 Models

We utilized three open-source models for this re-
search. The first model was CodeLlama 34B.
(Jimenez et al., 2024a) highlighted that variants of
CodeLlama were not capable of following detailed
instructions in order to make repository-wide code
edits, and typically resorted to outputting place-
holder responses or unrelated code. To address
this issue, they performed supervised fine-tuning
on the 7 billion-parameter and 13 billion-parameter
variants. The resulting models were shown to be
highly successful at maintaining specialized repos-
itories and could be run on consumer hardware to
resolve GitHub issues. Based on these observa-
tions, we opted for the 34 billion parameter version
of CodeLlama, which had been quantized to 4-bit
precision and fine-tuned using a select portion of
the SWE-bench dataset.

Table 3: Models

Model Patch generation
strategy

CodeLlama 34B Supervised fine-tuning
Mixtral-8x7B In-context learning
Llama2 70B In-context learning
Llama3 70B Instruct In-context learning

Table 3 presents the models employed in this re-
search and their respective patch generation strate-
gies. We broadened our approach by adding three
larger models: Mixtral-8x7B (Jiang et al., 2024),
which comprises eight 7-billion parameter mod-
els with a Sparsely-Gated Mixture-of-Experts layer
(MoE) (Shazeer et al., 2017), and the 70-billion
parameter models Llama2 70B and Llama3 70B
Instruct.
Considering their in-context learning capabilities,
we hypothesized that these larger models would
correctly generate patches in the unified diff format
when presented with few-shot examples.

5 Methods

5.1 Baselines
We use a standard input-output (IO) prompt with
five-shot examples.

5.2 Tree of Thoughts setup

Input

Plan 1 Plan 2 Plan 3 Plan 4 Plan 5

Patch 2 Patch 3Patch 1 Patch 4 Patch 5

. . .

Output

Figure 1: ToT setup with n = 5, k = 5 and b = 1

As shown in figure 1 we built a ToT with depth
d = 2 with one intermediate thought step. The
input is a Chain of Thought style prompt where
the model is asked to generate n plans and votes
for the best one, then similarly generate k patches
based on the best plan. In order to guarantee
plan diversity we increased the temperature to a
determined value t. The last step is to rate the
patches: the patch with the highest score is chosen.
The breadth limit is always set to b = 1 as a
consequence the breadth-first search (BFS) only
maintains the most promising state per step in a
greedy approach.

We forked the official Tree of Thoughts Github
repository(Yao et al., 2023a) and created a branch
to add a new Task class called SWETask. This
class was designed to solve the instances within the
SWE-bench Lite dataset, based on the mentioned
ToT setup.

5.2.1 Prompting
A zero-shot vote prompt was used to sample votes
for plan selection and zero-shot score prompt is
used to make patches scores. Example of prompts
used are in appendix A.

5.3 Metrics

We used the SWE-bench metrics which is the per-
centage of task instances that are correctly solved
by the model. In order to judge whether or not the
model correctly solves an individual task we will
use the following scoring method:

If the evaluation produces incorrect outputs for
any step in the task then the entire task is treated
as a failure. In order to be counted as a success,
the evaluation must succeed at every step of and
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Table 4: SWE-bench Evaluation

Result Score

Fails at any step 0
Correctly completes all steps 1

pass all the associated test cases. Taking the to-
tal number of successful tasks over the number of
attempted tasks will serve as our primary metric.

5.3.1 Evaluation
We will execute generated patches against the cor-
responding task instances of the benchmark to de-
termine whether or not it resolves the associated
Github issue. The SWE-bench refers to such patch
generations as the prediction patch. The bench-
mark framework performs the following steps for
testing:

1. Installs repository at base commit according
to task instructions

2. Applies test patch, prediction patch and run
tests

3. Checks prediction logs to see the pass/fail sta-
tus of each test

5.4 Fine-tuning
We loaded the CodeLlama model with Fast-
LanguageModel loader from the unsloth(Han and
Han, 2023) library that extends Hugging Face’s
Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) (Man-
grulkar et al., 2022) which provides several per-
formance optimizations for training and inference.

Table 5: CodeLlama training parameters.

Parameter Value

Quantization 4-bit
Learning rate 2e-4
Optimizer AdamW 8-bit
Warmup ratio 0.05
Number of epochs 1
Max seq length 16384
Weight decay 0.01
Per device train batch size 4
Grad accumulation Steps 4

The trainer was setup with the parameters shown
in table 5. Additionally, we applied the following
techniques:

1. Supervised training: Supervised Fine-tuning
Trainer SFTTrainer from Hugging Face’s
Transformer Reinforcement Learning (TRL)
(von Werra et al., 2020) library.

2. Quantization: We used a pre-quantized 4-bit
model to reduce memory usage.

3. Lower Ranking Adaptation(LoRA): Using
QLoRA(Dettmers et al., 2023) we only up-
dated 1 to 10% of all parameters.

4. Rotary Positional Embedding(RoPE) Scaling:
the of RoPE (Su et al., 2022) scaling using
Kiao Ken’s method(Ken, 2023) made the con-
text window flexible.

5.5 Inference via API
To mitigate the computational challenges and time
constraints associated with the experiments the
Groq API was utilized for both Mixtral-8x7B
and Llama2 70B, achieving an impressive aver-
age throughput of 500 tokens per second; A large
boost in the generation speed of patches. Looking
forward, we are encouraged by the expected arrival
of Language Processing Units (LPU) (Abts et al.,
2022) Inference Engines which promise to signifi-
cantly advance the field by facilitating the adoption
of frameworks like ToT across a broad spectrum of
applications.

6 Results

Table 6: SWE-bench Lite results.

Model Success Rate (%)

IO ToT

CodeLlama 34B+ 0 0
Llama-2 70B+ 0 0
Mixtral-8x7B+ 0 0

Llama-3 70B Instruct* 0 0

+33% and *50% of dataset respectively.

We conducted the experiments using a subset of
100 instances, representing 33% of the full dataset
from the SWE-bench_Lite benchmark. To test our
last model Llama-3 70B Instruct, we ran a big-
ger subset of 150 instances representing 50% of
the dataset. These sample sizes were selected to
provide a representative snapshot of ToT’s perfor-
mance, while also considering the computational
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Figure 2: SWE-bench Evaluation (Jimenez et al., 2024a)

constraints and resource requirements associated
with evaluating the models on the complete dataset.

The three models performed as poorly as input-
output (IO) prompting, this is shown in table 6. We
observed that while all the generated git patches
were syntactically correct (demonstrating the in-
context learning capabilities of the LMs), none of
them were able to successfully pass the benchmark.

Table 7: Accepted patches

Model Accepted Patches (%)

IO ToT

CodeLlama 34B+ 0 0
Llama-2 70B+ 0 0
Mixtral-8x7B+ 0 0

Llama-3 70B Instruct* 1 10

+33% and *50% of dataset respectively.

As presented in Table 7, it is noteworthy that
for Llama-3 70B Instruct, 10% of the generated
patches were accepted. However, these patches
subsequently failed to satisfy certain test cases
within the test suite. In other words, these patches
subsequently failed to meet the benchmark success
criteria. In contrast, with CodeLlama 34B, Llama-
2 70B, and Mixtral-8x7B all the proposed patches
were rejected outright, precluding any chance for
testing.

7 Analysis

The findings indicate that Tree of Thoughts (ToT)
was not effective for the specific task that was ex-
amined. This research acknowledges several lim-
itations within the experimental setup that may
have impacted the efficacy of the ToT framework.
Specifically, we identify the following weaknesses:

1. The use of a relatively shallow thought pro-
cess tree, consisting of only two thought steps.

This was problematic because it did not allow
the complex tasks asked of the model to be
decomposed into smaller, more manageable
sub-tasks that individual reasoning steps could
be applied to.

2. Providing only the repository name, problem
statement, and git commit is insufficient for
the model to fully comprehend and address the
requirements of the task. However, as shown
in table 2 many complex tasks cannot be ac-
complished through a single step or a solitary
tool invocation. Even with RAG conducting
similarity searches over the contents of the siz-
able Git repository proved to be an ineffective
way of supplying the model with the neces-
sary task-specific information. Allowing the
model access to explore and examine the file
contents of the associated GitHub repository
could have facilitated a more informed and
accurate approach.

3. The validation of the individual thought steps
was conducted through a voting mechanism,
rather than comparing the outputs to a defined
ground truth. Incorporating a symbolic vali-
dation component, similar to the utilized by
SWE-bench itself, could have provided a more
robust means of evaluating the correctness of
the generated patches.

8 Conclusion

Despite the limitations observed in the current ex-
perimental setup, we hypothesize that with a re-
designed approach and addressing the identified
weaknesses, the potential of the Tree of Thoughts
(ToT) framework could be better realized and more
effectively demonstrated. Specifically, a setup with
agentic design patterns(Ng, 2024) where the large
language model is:
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1. Leveraged to autonomously break down the
objective into smaller sub-tasks. This allows
the model to dynamically determine the opti-
mal sequence of steps required to accomplish
the resolution of the GitHub issue.

2. Provided with access to tools via function
calling(Kim et al., 2024). This enables the
model to independently make requests for
the purpose of gathering information, taking
action, or manipulating data. For example,
being able to do a code search in the git
repository and open sections of a file like the
Agent-Computer Interface (ACI) introduced
by SWE-agent.

3. Provided with code search that is project struc-
ture aware like AutoCodeRover(Zhang et al.,
2024). Instead of searching over files by plain
string matching, the model can search for rel-
evant code context (functions/classes) in the
syntax tree.

Additional improvements are related to the patch
generation, such as:

1. Freeing the large language model from the
direct responsibility of generating the code
patches. Instead, leveraging the use of tools
via function calling to handle the patch genera-
tion, allowing the model to focus on planning,
debugging and code generation.

2. Incorporating a reliable ground truth for vali-
dating the generated patches.

Finally, since the model no longer generates uni-
fied patches, fine-tuning as an optimization strategy
becomes less effective.

Known Project Limitations

Speed and Cost: It is important to note that while
ToT may enhance decision-making and problem-
solving capabilities of large language models, this
sophistication can result in slower processing times
due to the additional computational steps involved.
The evaluation of multiple reasoning paths and
self-assesses choices, inherently demands more re-
sources and compute time, including a notable rise
in prompt and generation tokens. However, the
trade-off for this slower speed and higher cost is a
potential increase in the accuracy and relevance of
the outcomes, particularly in complex tasks. Ad-
justments to the framework’s parameters can offer

some mitigation of these issues, allowing users to
make a balance between speed/cost and accuracy.
Search Methods: This research leverages the use
of classical search algorithms, such as Breadth-
First Search (BFS) and the current setup can be
considered a form of heuristic search, akin to the
A* algorithm, where the heuristic at each search
node is provided by the large language model’s own
self-assessment of the generated thought. While
this search strategy is straightforward to implement,
it represents a relatively naive approach. We an-
ticipate that the use of more advanced search algo-
rithms, such as Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS),
could potentially yield improved results. This ex-
pectation is informed by prior work, such as the
research conducted by (Hao et al., 2023) with Rea-
soning viA Planning.
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A Prompts

1 plan_prompt = '''Given the Repository url, Base commit
and Problem statement of a github issue. Please
write a plan to solve it.

2 Your output must be of the following format:
3
4 Plan:
5 Your plan here.
6
7 {input}
8 '''

Snippet 1: Plan prompt

1 patch_prompt = '''Given the Repository url, Base commit,
Problem statement of a github issue and a plan.
Please write a correct git patch to solve it.

2
3 Your output must be of the following format:
4
5 Patch:
6 ```diff
7 Your patch here.
8 ```
9
10 The patch file should be in the unified diff format.

Example:
11
12 ```diff
13 diff --git a/file.py b/file.py
14 --- a/file.py
15 +++ b/file.py
16 @@ -1,27 +1,35 @@
17 def euclidean(a, b):
18 - while b:
19 - a, b = b, a % b
20 - return a
21 + if b == 0:
22 + return a
23 + return euclidean(b, a % b)
24 ```
25
26 {input}
27 '''

Snippet 2: Patch prompt

1 vote_prompt = '''Given an instruction and several choices
, decide which choice is most promising. Analyze
each choice in detail, then conclude in the last
line "The best choice is {s}", where {s} the
integer id of the choice.'''

Snippet 3: Vote prompt

1 score_prompt = '''Analyze the following patch, then at
the last line conclude "Therefore the correctness
score is {s}", where {s} is an integer from 1 to
10.'''

Snippet 4: Score prompt

8
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