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Abstract

Recent advancements in open-source code large language models (LLMs) have
demonstrated remarkable coding abilities by fine-tuning on the data generated
from powerful closed-source LLMs such as GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 for instruction
tuning. This paper explores how to further improve an instruction-tuned code
LLM by generating data from itself rather than querying closed-source LLMs.
Our key observation is the misalignment between the translation of formal and
informal languages: translating formal language (i.e., code) to informal language
(i.e., natural language) is more straightforward than the reverse. Based on this
observation, we propose INVERSE-INSTRUCT, which summarizes instructions
from code snippets instead of the reverse. Specifically, given an instruction tuning
corpus for code and the resulting instruction-tuned code LLM, we ask the code
LLM to generate additional high-quality instructions for the original corpus through
code summarization and self-evaluation. Then, we fine-tune the base LLM on
the combination of the original corpus and the self-generated one, which yields
a stronger instruction-tuned LLM. We present a series of code LLMs named
InverseCoder, which surpasses the performance of the original code LLMs on a
wide range of benchmarks, including Python text-to-code generation, multilingual
coding, and data-science code generation.

1 Introduction

Code generation, which aims to generate code that satisfies the user’s intent from inputs/outputs or
natural language, has been a significant challenge in computer science. Recently, closed-source LLMs
like GPT-3.5 and GPT-4 [35] have enabled the generation of general-purpose code (like Python) based
on natural language, making them broadly applicable in the fields of programming assistance [30],
computer vision [16, 44], science [32], and embodied intelligence [24, 29, 45, 49].

To develop high-performance open-source models, researchers have leveraged these closed-source
LLMs to generate datasets of instructions and code, then distilled these datasets into smaller, open-
source code LLMs via instruction tuning [28, 55, 59, 63]. For example, Code Alpaca [6] was
fine-tuned on 20K instruction-code pairs generated based on GPT-3.5 with SELF-INSTRUCT [51].
Luo et al. [28] used Evol-Instruct [57], a method that creates a diverse set of instruction data
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Table 1: Comparisons between InverseCoder and other well-known Code LLMs in annotation data
sources and performances on a diverse range of benchmarks. InverseCoder surpasses all of the other
Code LLMs using the same GPT-4 annotation dataset.

Model Annotation Sources HumanEval+ MBPP+ MultiPL-E 1 DS-1000

(unknown annotation sources)
GPT-3.5-Turbo (Nov 2023) Unknown 70.7 69.7 64.9 -
DeepSeekCoder-33B-Instruct Unknown 75.0 70.1 69.2 -
CodeQwen1.5-7B-Chat Unknown 78.7 69.0 72.0 -
GPT-4-Turbo (April 2024) Unknown 86.6 73.3 76.5 -

(known annotation sources)
WizardCoder-CL-15B GPT-3.5 50.6 54.2 - 29.2
Magicoder-S-CL-7B GPT-4 + GPT-3.5 67.7 60.1 46.1 37.5
Magicoder-S-DS-6.7B GPT-4 + GPT-3.5 71.3 69.0 - -
OpenCodeInterpreter-DS-6.7B GPT-4 + GPT-3.5 72.0 66.4 - -
InverseCoder-DS-6.7B (ours) GPT-4 + self-generated 76.8 69.0 62.6 44.2

from GPT-3.5 for code generation via evolution heuristics. OSS-INSTRUCT [55] first creates
coding problems from the source code snippet, then queries strong LLMs for their corresponding
solutions. Fine-tuned with 75K GPT-3.5 OSS-INSTRUCT data and 110K GPT-4 Evol-Instruct data
(i.e. evol-codealpaca-v1) [48], MagicoderS series achieve state-of-the-art (SOTA) results among
open-source code models. Common to these approaches is the heavy reliance on generating data
by querying closed-source LLMs (in addition to evol-codealpaca-v1), which incurs significant
additional expenses.

This paper explores how to improve an instruction-tuned code LLM by querying itself (rather than
querying a closed-source LLM). We make two observations: (1) While generating multiple code
implementations from the same instruction can often lead to incorrect programs, generating multiple
instructions from the same code often results in a diverse set of correct instructions. (2) For a
fine-tuned code LLM, there is a mismatch in translation ability: translating codes into instructions
(i.e., in natural language) is more straightforward than translating instructions into codes. Therefore,
given a fine-tuning corpus for code generation, it is possible to use the fine-tuned LLM to generate
additional high-quality instructions from the same corpus, obtaining additional fine-tuning data with
an increased diversity of instructions.

We develop INVERSE-INSTRUCT, a simple yet effective instruction tuning approach based on self-
generating multiple instructions from code snippets (See Figure 1). INVERSE-INSTRUCT starts with
an instruction-code corpus, and a code LLM fine-tuned on it. We first clean and extract code snippets
from the corpus, then let the code LLM translate these code snippets into new instructions. Then, we
use the code LLM to evaluate and filter consistent instruction-code pairs from the newly generated
data. Finally, the filtered dataset is combined with the original instruction dataset, and the base model
is fine-tuned on the combined dataset. Using INVERSE-INSTRUCT, we develop InverseCoder, a series
of fine-tuned code LLMs that achieve SOTA results.

Evaluation of InverseCoder on a wide range of benchmarks, including HumanEval (+) [7, 26], MBPP
(+) [1, 26], MultiPL-E [5], and DS-1000 [19]. Results show that InverseCoder series surpasses the
base models by exploiting the base models’ own capability. Specifically, InverseCoder-DS-6.7B
achieves 76.8% on HumanEval+, 69.0% on MBPP+, 62.6% on MultiPL-E, 44.2% on DS-1000,
which are SOTA results across four benchmarks among fully open-source (both model and dataset)
models with only 6.7B parameters (See Table 1 for a summary).

This paper makes the following contributions:

• We introduce INVERSE-INSTRUCT, a simple yet effective instruction tuning approach exploiting
the mismatch of code-generation and instruction-generation.

• We make thorough analysis on INVERSE-INSTRUCT, including the component of generated dataset,
the impact of data size, etc. We find that the self-consistency between the code generation and
summarization is predictive of the effectiveness of INVERSE-INSTRUCT prior to training.

1Some works may differ in the evaluation metric of MultiPL-E like the number of programming languages
involved. We simply crawl the accuracy from the official reports. Our work follows the setting of Magicoder.

2



Code 

preprocessing

Code 

summarization

Self-evaluation 

& data selectionFinetuning

Summarized instruction data

@@instruction 1
Create a python program with `while’ …
@@instruction 2
Create a python program with `for’ …
@@instruction 3 …
…
@@response

…
…

Original instruction dataset
@@instruction
The script currently has a bug … Fix 
this error and modify the script …

…
…

@@response
…

…

In the given code, it tries to … 

Clean code snippets

…

…

Base model

Instruction-tuned model

InverseCoder

Inverse instruction dataset

@@instruction
Create a python program with `while’ …
@@response

…

…

Finetuning

Figure 1: The overview of INVERSE-INSTRUCT. INVERSE-INSTRUCT utilizes the models’ own
capability in code summarization to generate an inverse instruction dataset which can further enhance
the model’s performance. INVERSE-INSTRUCT consists of three steps, including code preprocessing,
code summarization, and self-evaluation & data selection.

• Based on INVERSE-INSTRUCT, we present a series of code LLMs named InverseCoder, which
achieves SOTA or comparative results on a wide range of benchmarks including Python code
generation, multilingual code completion, and data science problems.

• We will release the parameters of InverseCoder, instruction datasets, INVERSE-INSTRUCT prompts,
and training codebase to promote the development of the code generation community.

2 Related Work

2.1 Large Language Models for Code Generation

After being pre-trained on a large amount of code, large language models have demonstrated im-
pressive code generation capabilities. Recently, AI code assistants have become one of the most
important applications of large language models. Technology companies such as OpenAI and
Google have developed and publicly released large language models, including Codex[7], GPT-
4[35], PaLM[9], and Gemini[47], which have achieved outstanding performance on code generation
benchmarks. In addition to closed-source models, there are also some available open-source mod-
els, such as CodeGen[33], PanGu-Coder series[10, 39], CodeGeeX[62], AlphaCode[23], CodeT5
series[20, 52, 53], InCoder[13], StarCoder series[21, 27], CodeLlama[37], DeepSeek-Coder[15],
CodeQwen[2]. These open-source code models have shown notable advancements in code-related
tasks, but there is still a gap compared to the most advanced code LLMs. Reinforcement Learning
can also be applied to large language models to enhance code generation quality by using execution
feedback to explore the policy model’s output space. CodeRL[20] utilizes unit test signals as rewards
and employs actor-critic methods to improve the model’s code generation capabilities. PPOCoder[40]
refines CodeRL by incorporating Proximal Policy Optimization, while RLTF[25] offers fine-grained
rewards by identifying error locations. StepCoder[12] introduces a curriculum of code completion
tasks to enhance RL-based code generation. Our approach can further improve the performance of
open-source code models.

2.2 Instruction tuning methods

Instruction tuning is a method to fine-tune LLMs on instructional prompts and corresponding
outputs. T5[36], FLAN[54], and FLAN-T5[11] have employed instruction tuning to augment
the generalization and instruction-following capacities of large language models. For code tasks,
OctoPack[31] and Shypula et al. [41] extracted high-quality instruction datasets from human-written
code. Fine-tuning on these high-quality instruction datasets has significantly enhanced the program
generation capabilities of the base models.

However, obtaining high-quality instruction datasets is usually laborious. Researchers have attempted
to employ neural models for generating labeled datasets, including Betker et al. [4] and Gu et al. [14].
Utilizing large language models for generating synthetic instruction data has emerged as a novel
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research avenue, such as Self-Instruct[51], Alpaca[46], WizardLM[57], Yin et al. [58], Sun et al. [43],
Li et al. [22], Yuan et al. [60], and Chen et al. [8]. For Code LLMs, Haluptzok et al. [17] proposes
a self-improvement strategy where models generate puzzle-solution pairs, which are verified and
filtered by an interpreter before being utilized for language model fine-tuning. Shypula et al. [41]
employs a self-play approach to generate synthetic data for code optimization tasks. CodeAlpaca[6]
uses GPT-generated instructions to fine-tune LLaMA. WizardCoder[28] proposes Code Evol-Instruct,
which uses different prompts to guide the instruction dataset to be more complex and diverse.
Magicoder[55] introduces OSS-Instruct, which allows LLMs to generate new instructional data based
on open-source code snippets. OpenCodeInterpreter[63] develops a multi-turn instruction tuning
dataset by leveraging GPT-3.5/GPT-4 to emulate human feedback and incorporating feedback from
execution results. WaveCoder[59] uses an LLM-based Generator-Discriminator data processing
framework to generate diverse, high-quality instruction data. StarCoder2-Instruct[56] is the first
self-aligned code LLM trained with self-generated instruction-response pairs. Our work utilizes the
mismatch between the capacity of generating instructions from code and the capacity of generating
code from instructions to enhance the performance of code LLMs without relying on more advanced
language models.

3 Inverse-Instruct: Instruction Tuning with Code Summarization

In this section, we will introduce INVERSE-INSTRUCT, an instruction tuning method that can obtain
more high-quality instruction data through the model’s own capabilities. The overall illustration
of Inverse-Instruct is shown in Figure 1. Then central to INVERSE-INSTRUCT is the misalignment
between formal and informal languages: (1) Converting formal language (i.e., code) into informal
language (i.e., natural language) is more straightforward than the reverse process. (2) The same
code can be considered as a response to different instructions, which increases the diversity of the
instruction data.

The whole data generation process contains three steps: code preprocessing, code summarization, self-
evaluation and data selection. In code preprocessing, we preprocess the code data by filtering clean
code snippets {y∗i } from an off-the-shelf instruction tuning dataset (e.g., evol-codealpaca-v1)
{(xi, yi)}. Subsequently, in code summarization, we prompt an instruction fine-tuned code LLM M
(e.g., WizardCoder-GPT4-CL) to summarize the clean code snippets {y∗i } filtered before for new
instructions (denote as x∗

ij). Note that a y∗i may correspond to multiple summarized instructions {x∗
ij}.

Then, in self-evaluation and data selection, we use the same code LLM M to select high-quality
instruction data {x∗

ij}. This step merely filters out poor data through the LLM’s own capabilities
and does not generate any new data. The filtered instructions are combined with the code snippets
to construct a new instruction tuning dataset {(x∗

ij , y
∗
i )}. Finally, we fine-tune the base code LLM

with the instruction data {(x∗
ij , y

∗
i )} ∪ {(xi, yi)} to obtain a stronger code LLM (i.e. InverseCoder).

Details of the three steps are illustrated below.

3.1 Code Preprocessing

The first step is to preprocess the existing code data and get clean code snippets {y∗i }. This is because
the summarization capabilities of code LLMs can only be demonstrated on clean code data, whereas
the response data {yi} in the original dataset typically contains a lot of noise, such as natural language
responses.

We select data with code snippet {y∗i } from the original {yi} with the following two steps:

1. Filtering responses. We first collect responses that contain the marker of the code block
(i.e. ```), which indicates that there are code snippets in the response. The remaining data
might contain clean code without any code markers, so then we collect the responses that
can pass syntax checking.

2. Extracting code. After filtering responses with code snippets, we remove the natural
language surrounding the code snippets to make it easier for the model to summarize. If
there are multiple parts of code in the original response, we only keep the first part, since
the following parts are usually test cases or using examples. Detailed examples are shown in
Appendix B.

At the end of code preprocessing, we obtain clean code snippets {y∗i } for summarization.
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3.2 Code Summarization

After filtering, we employ the code LLM M to generate a certain number of corresponding instructions
x∗
ij for each code snippet y∗i by summarizing its functionality. During the summarization process,

we randomly choose different instruction prefixes for the prompt to enhance the diversity of the
instructions. The summarization prompt and the instruction prefixes are shown in Appendix B.

In this way, we have obtained new pairs of natural language and code {(x∗
ij , y

∗
i )}.

3.3 Self-evaluation and Data Selection

We notice that code LLM M may make mistakes during the code summarization process. An example
is shown in Appendix B, where M hallucinates invalid instructions. Therefore, it is necessary for us
to utilize M itself to evaluate {(x∗

ij , y
∗
i )} and select high-quality instruction data.

Data selection is typically performed by powerful LLMs such as GPT-3.5/4 because these models
possess excellent instruction-following capabilities, enabling them to understand and execute complex
filtering rules [50]. However, the instruction-following capabilities of code LLMs are often weaker,
making it difficult to conduct effective selection.

Inspired by Zhang et al. [61], we use the pseudo-probability of the YES token given by the code LLM
M as an indicator of the instruction quality rather than a score in textual format. Specifically, we
concatenate the generated instruction x∗

ij and the original code snippet y∗i as a problem-answer pair.
Then, we ask M to evaluate the correctness of the answer under the given problem and calculate the
pseudo-probability of YES using the logits of the first token given by M . The selection prompt and
the formula for calculating probability are shown in Appendix B and Equation 1.

LM-Score(·) = exp(logit(‘YES’))
exp(logit(‘YES’)) + exp(logit(‘NO’))

. (1)

4 Implementation Details

The original instruction tuning dataset. In this work, we mainly use evol-codealpaca-v1
as our original instruction tuning dataset {(xi, yi)}, which is widely used for instruction tuning of
code LLMs [55, 59, 63]. It contains 110K instruction-response pairs generated by Evol-Instruct
using GPT-4 in various programming languages. Following Wei et al. [55], evol-codealpaca-v1 is
decontaminated by removing data that contain docstrings or solutions from HumanEval [7], MBPP [1],
MultiPL-E [5], and DS-1000 [19], which are used to evaluate InverseCoder. We apply the same
decontamination method to the newly generated instruction data {(x∗

ij , y
∗
i )}.

Training for original Code LLM. We take CodeLlama-Python-7B and DeepSeek-Coder-Base-
6.7B as base models. To obtain the beginning code LLM M (hereinafter called WizardCoder-GPT4),
we fine-tune the base models on evol-codealpaca-v1 for 2 epochs using 8 NVIDIA A100-40GB
SMX GPUs through the Distributed Data Parallel (DDP) module from PyTorch. We set the initial
learning rate at 5e− 5 with 15 warmup steps and a linear learning rate scheduler. We use Adafactor
[38] as our optimizer and choose a batch size of 512 with a sequence truncation length of 1024.

Instruction data collection. We use the vLLM inference framework [18] for code summariza-
tion and instruction selection on NVIDIA A100-40GB SMX GPUs. We generate 10 instructions
{xij}10j=1 for each code snippet {yi} with temperature = 0.8, repetition_penalty = 1.1 and
max_tokens = 2048 in the code summarization stage. For each instruction-response pair, the
self-evaluation and data selection process is conducted by prompting the beginning code LLM M
with greedy decoding. We choose the instruction with the highest pseudo-probability that the first
token given by LLM is YES as the best-generated instruction for each response.

Training for InverseCoder. We first fine-tune the base models on synthetic data {(x∗
ij , y

∗
i )} gener-

ated through INVERSE-INSTRUCT for 1 epoch, then we continue to fine-tune the models with the
original instruction tuning dataset {(xi, yi)} for 2 epochs to obtain InverseCoder models. The hyper-
parameters and hardware configuration are the same as the training process for the beginning code
LLM M . The instruction tuning prompt is the same as Magicoder, which is shown in Appendix B.
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5 Experiments

In this section, we will show a series of experimental results to demonstrate the effectiveness of
INVERSE-INSTRUCT: (1) Main results. We evaluate InverseCoder on four benchmarks widely used
for code LLMs, including Python text-to-code generation, multilingual coding, and data-science
code generation. (2) Self-consistency on generation and summarization. We attempt to quantify
the mismatch between code generation and code summarization, and demonstrate how INVERSE-
INSTRUCT bridges this gap. Additionally, we show that self-consistency serves as a proxy evaluation
to indicate when our method is effective. (3) Ablation study on code summarization and data
selection step in our method. (4) Further analysis on dataset features and the impact of data scaling
(see Appendix C).

5.1 Main Results

5.1.1 HumanEval+ and MBPP+: Python Text-to-Code Generation

We use HumanEval+ and MBPP+ [26], the enhanced counterparts of two Python code generation
benchmarks [1, 7], to evaluate the Python code generation capability of InverseCoder. Each bench-
mark offers a collection of tasks with a natural language description as the prompt for code LLM to
generate function-level code, which is then validated by test cases prepared in advance.

We compare the performance of InverseCoder based on CodeLlama-Python-7B and DeepSeek-
Coder-Base-6.7B with the original model (i.e. WizardCoder-GPT4) and other available code LLMs.
For InverseCoder and WizardCoder-GPT4, we report the results whose training and evaluation
process are both in our environment to fairly evaluate the improvement of our models. For other
code LLMs including both closed-source models such as the GPT series [34] [35] and open-source
models [28, 37, 55, 59], we report the results in EvalPlus [26] leaderboard. We use pass@1 [7] metric
to compare the code generation capability among different models.

The results shown in Table 2 demonstrate that InverseCoder makes a significant improvement over
WizardCoder-GPT4 on HumanEval/HumanEval+ and MBPP/MBPP+, which indicates that the
Python code generation capability enhancement of the model benefit from INVERSE-INSTRUCT.
Furthermore, InverseCoder-DS-6.7B has an outstanding performance in HumanEval/HumanEval+,
which surpasses all open-source models with a similar scale of weights.

5.1.2 MultiPL-E: Multi-Language Programming

Besides Python, we evaluate the code generation capabilities of other six mainstream programming
languages for InverseCoder on MultiPL-E benchmark [5]. We use bigcode-evaluation-harness
framework [3] to generate and evaluate code of different programming languages under the inference
prompt format aligned with the prompt we used in the training process.

Table 3 shows the results of InverseCoder and other models on MultiPL-E. The results reveal that the
capabilities of InverseCoder to generate code in most of the mainstream programming languages are
improved over WizardCoder-GPT4.

5.1.3 DS-1000: Data Science Code Generation

To show the capability of InverseCoder for complex programming problems in realistic applications,
we evaluate it on DS-1000 benchmark [19], which comprises 1000 different data science workflows
across seven libraries and provides unit tests to validate each problem. Following Wei et al. [55], we
evaluate our model only on the completion mode.

The results in Table 4 show that the average performance of InverseCoder-DS in the generation
tasks for the seven data science libraries is enhanced, which implies that INVERSE-INSTRUCT can
help to improve the code generation capability of the original model in realistic tasks beyond basic
programming problems.

5.2 Self-Consistency on Generation and Summarization

We attempt to quantify the mismatch between the LLM’s ability of code generation and code
summarization by measuring self-consistency. That is, whether the model can generate equivalent
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Table 2: Pass@1 (%) results of different LLMs on HumanEval (+) and MBPP (+) computed with
greedy decoding. The abbreviations “CL” and “DS” refer to the base models CodeLlama-Python-7B
and DeepSeek-Coder-6.7B, respectively. We set batch_size = 4 to evaluate the models trained by
ourselves. We report other results consistently from the EvalPlus [26] Leaderboard in May 2024 and
Magicoder [55] paper.

Model Size HumanEval (+) MBPP (+)

GPT-4-Turbo (April 2024) - 90.2 (86.6) 85.7 (73.3)
GPT-3.5-Turbo (Nov 2023) - 76.8 (70.7) 82.5 (69.7)

(CodeLlama-Python series)
CodeLlama-Python 7B 37.8 (35.4) 59.5 (46.8)
WizardCoder-CL 7B 50.6 (45.1) 58.5 (49.5)
Magicoder-CL 7B 60.4 (55.5) 64.2 (52.6)
Magicoder-S-CL 7B 70.7 (67.7) 70.6 (60.1)
WizardCoder-GPT4-CL 7B 72.6 (68.9) 69.3 (59.3)
InverseCoder-CL (ours) 7B 76.2 (72.0) 70.6 (60.1)

(DeepSeek-Coder series)
DeepSeek-Coder 6.7B 47.6 (39.6) 72.0 (58.7)
DeepSeek-Coder-Instruct 6.7B 74.4 (71.3) 74.9 (65.6)
Magicoder-DS 6.7B 66.5 (60.4) 75.4 (61.9)
Magicoder-S-DS 6.7B 76.8 (71.3) 79.4 (69.0)
WaveCoder-Ultra-DS 6.7B 75.0 (69.5) 74.9 (63.5)
OpenCodeInterpreter-DS 6.7B 77.4 (72.0) 76.5 (66.4)
WizardCoder-GPT4-DS 6.7B 77.4 (73.2) 77.8 (67.5)
InverseCoder-DS (ours) 6.7B 79.9 (76.8) 78.6 (69.0)

Table 3: Pass@1 (%) results of different LLMs on MultiPL-E [5]. The models marked with
(*) are evaluated with the same prompt format as training and the following hyperparame-
ter: temperature = 0.2, top_p = 0.95, max_length = 4096, num_samples = 50 and
batch_size = 2 . We report other results consistently from Magicoder paper.

Model Size Java JS C++ PHP Swift Rust Avg.

CodeLlama 7B 29.3 31.7 27.0 25.1 25.6 25.5 27.4
CodeLlama-Python 7B 29.1 35.7 30.2 29.0 27.1 27.0 29.7
Magicoder-CL 7B 36.4 45.9 36.5 39.5 33.4 30.6 37.1
Magicoder-S-CL 7B 42.9 57.5 44.4 47.6 44.1 40.3 46.1

Magicoder-S-CL* 7B 49.8 62.6 50.2 53.3 44.9 43.8 50.8
WizardCoder-GPT4-CL* 7B 50.4 60.7 50.6 51.6 45.6 48.2 51.2
InverseCoder-CL (ours)* 7B 48.7 61.9 52.6 55.2 53.0 46.1 52.9

Magicoder-S-DS* 6.7B 59.6 69.8 70.0 64.4 54.4 53.6 62.0
WizardCoder-GPT4-DS* 6.7B 61.4 66.4 68.7 61.8 52.6 56.1 61.2
InverseCoder-DS (ours)* 6.7B 60.7 70.1 70.5 63.6 53.0 57.4 62.6

Table 4: Pass@1 (%) results on DS-1000. We evaluate our models in the same prompt format as
Magicoder with temperature = 0.2, top_p = 0.5, max_length = 1024, num_samples = 40
and batch_size = 4. We report other results from Magicoder paper.

+155 +220 +291 +68 +106 +115 +45 =1000
Model Size Matplotlib Numpy Pandas Pytorch SciPy Sklearn Tensorflow Overall

CodeLlama-Python 7B 55.3 34.5 16.4 19.9 22.3 17.6 28.5 28.0
WizardCoder-CL 7B 53.5 34.4 15.2 25.7 21.0 24.5 28.9 28.4
Magicoder-CL 7B 54.6 34.8 19.0 24.7 25.0 22.6 28.9 29.9
Magicoder-S-CL 7B 55.9 40.6 28.4 40.4 28.8 35.8 37.6 37.5
WizardCoder-GPT4-CL 7B 51.5 46.9 29.9 43.6 34.9 41.9 39.0 40.2
InverseCoder-CL (ours) 7B 54.2 48.6 27.4 38.0 34.0 41.9 40.3 39.9

Magicoder-S-DS 6.7B 54.8 48.9 30.0 49.2 27.3 44.7 41.2 41.2
WizardCoder-GPT4-DS 6.7B 53.8 53.9 28.0 49.3 30.4 45.7 44.4 42.2
InverseCoder-DS (ours) 6.7B 55.5 53.9 32.3 56.7 30.0 50.3 33.9 44.2
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Table 5: Pass@1 (%) results on MBPP(+) in the self-consistency experiment. The generation and
evaluation process are the same as the MBPP(+) experiments in Section 5.1 except the canonical
solutions. We also report the problems removed due to errors in original answers.

Model Self-Consistency Pass@1 on MBPP(+) # of removed problems

CodeLlama-Python 42.7 (41.4) 64
DeepSeek-Coder 57.4 (50.6) 68

WizardCoder-GPT4-CL 69.0 (65.6) 52
InverseCoder-CL (ours) 76.0 (73.5) 53

WizardCoder-GPT4-DS 76.1 (69.7) 48
InverseCoder-DS (ours) 80.4 (75.3) 46

Table 6: Pass@1 (%) results on HumanEval+ and MBPP+ in ablation studies. “Preprocessing”, “Sum-
marization” and “Evaluation” correspond to the three steps in our method. “Generation” represents
regenerate responses for each instructions.

Method HumanEval(+) MBPP(+)

Generation + Evaluation 70.7 (67.1) 70.9 (60.1)
Preprocessing 72.6 (68.9) 69.8 (59.8)
Preprocessing + Summarization 75.6 (71.3) 68.0 (58.2)
Preprocesssiong + Summarization + Evaluation (ours) 76.2 (72.0) 70.6 (60.1)

code after summarizing the code it generates before. Self-consistency is defined as

1(M(M−1(M(x))) = M(x)), (2)

where M(·) denotes the LLM’s code generation process, M−1(·) denotes the LLM’s code summa-
rization process, 1(·) is the indicator function, and = denotes functional equivalence. Specifically,
self-consistency is measured by three steps: Firstly, we prompt the code LLM M with MBPP+
problems xi to generate code yi = M(xi). Then, code LLM summarizes the code yi to get new
instructions x′

i = M−1(yi). Next, we let the code LLM generate new code y′i based on x′
i, i.e.

y′i = M(x′
i). Finally, we evaluate if y′i and yi are functional equivalent by measuring their outputs

given the same inputs taken from MBPP+ benchmark. The result is calculated as the pass@1 of
new code responses y′i taking the original code responses yi as groundtruth solutions. Note that we
remove the problems whose inputs will cause a runtime error when applied to yi.

The results are shown in Figure 5. InverseCoder has better self-consistency than its base model,
which indicates that the base model has a larger gap between generation and summarization, and the
performance improvement of InverseCoder may come from bridging this gap.

Furthermore, we notice that self-consistency can serve as a proxy evaluation of our method before
training. That is, one can predict the performance improvement of INVERSE-INSTRUCT by evaluating
the model’s self-consistency without training. For example, DeepSeek-Coder-Base-6.7B has better
self-consistency than CodeLlama-Python-7B, which means that INVERSE-INSTRUCT is less effective
on DeepSeek-Coder-Base-6.7B than on CodeLlama-Python-7B.

5.3 Ablation Study

We conduct a series of ablation experiments to analyze the utility of code summarization and data
selection steps in our method. The ablation experiments are in three aspects:

Generation + Evaluation We regenerate 10 responses {yij}10j=1 for each instruction {xi} in the
original instruction tuning dataset (i.e. evol-codealpaca-v1) and apply the same self-evaluation
method to select the best responses, which aims to compare code summarization with the trivial
forward data generation method (i.e. from instruction to response).

Preprocessing We replace the new instructions dataset {(x∗
ij , y

∗
i )} with {(xi, y

∗
i )} to reveal the

improvement only from preprocessing, where {xi} is the original instructions and {y∗i } is the
corresponding preprocessed code snippets to {xi}.
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Table 7: Pass@1 (%) results on HumanEval (+) and MBPP (+) in self-improving experiments for
base model CodeLlama-Python-7B. We report performances of the model finetuned with generated
data for 1 and 2 epochs. The other hyperparameters are the same as Section 5.1.

Model HumanEval (+) MBPP (+)

CodeLlama-Python-7B 39.6 (35.4) 51.9 (43.7)
+1 epoch self-generated data 54.3 (49.3) 52.9 (44.7)
+2 epoch self-generated data 54.9 (50.6) 54.2 (46.6)

Preprocessing + Summarization To study the role of self-evaluation and data selection, we
generate only one instruction for each response in the code summarization step without any selection.

We use CodeLlama-Python-7B as the base model in ablation experiments with the same training
settings as INVERSE-INSTRUCT (i.e. 1 epoch fine-tuning for new dataset and 2 epochs for original
dataset). The HumanEval+ and MBPP+ results of the experiments are presented in Table 6. It is shown
that the summarization step plays a main role in our method. Although replacing summarization with
generation will bring a slight improvement in MBPP+ benchmark, its performance in HumanEval+
gets even worse than the original model, which implies the necessity of summarization.

5.4 Self-improving for Base Models

Although we still need an original instruction tuning dataset to obtain a stronger instruction following
model for better code summarization and self-evaluation in INVERSE-INSTRUCT, we notice that base
models already have certain summarization and self-evaluation capabilities under a well-designed
prompt in completion form. Therefore, we conduct an experiment to validate that by using high-
quality unlabeled source code as responses, the base model can improve itself without any human
annotations.

We first use the preprocessed code responses {y∗i } of the original dataset {yi} as the high-quality
unlabeled source code. Then, we apply code summarization and self-evaluation on it simply by
prompting a base model to obtain an instruction-tuning dataset. Finally, we fine-tune the base model
with the instruction data generated by itself.

The evaluation results of self-improving experiments for CodeLlama-Python-7B are shown in Table
7. The enhanced performance reveals that it is useful to apply INVERSE-INSTRUCT for the base
model in the situation with adequate high-quality unlabeled data but insufficient human-annotated
instruction data.

6 Conclusion
In conclusion, this paper presents a novel approach to enhancing the capabilities of open-source
code LLMs by leveraging self-generated data for instruction tuning, rather than relying solely on
data from powerful closed-source LLMs like GPT-3.5 and GPT-4. Our proposed method, named
INVERSE-INSTRUCT, capitalizes on the inherent asymmetry in translating between formal and
informal languages. By reversing the conventional process, INVERSE-INSTRUCT generates high-
quality natural language instructions from code snippets via summarization and self-evaluation
techniques. The effectiveness of this methodology is demonstrated through the development of
InverseCoder, a new series of code LLMs that not only outperform their predecessors in traditional
benchmarks but also show significant improvement across diverse coding tasks.

7 Limitations

Our research is subject to two primary limitations. Firstly, the performance of our approach is
contingent upon the base model’s capacity to accurately summarize code. A promising avenue for
future exploration is to investigate the disparities in the model’s capabilities across different modalities
(e.g., code-to-code, code-to-instruction, instruction-to-code), which may enable the development of
more advanced language models that surpass current performance ceilings. Secondly, the generation
of synthetic data relies on access to high-quality code snippet datasets. Future work should focus on
reducing the required code snippet volume to enhance efficiency and feasibility.
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A Broader Impacts

Compared to directly distilling data from powerful LLMs, INVERSE-INSTRUCT makes the very
first attempt to leverage the mismatch between the model’s code generation and summarization to
self-improve. Through extensive experiments, we have demonstrated the feasibility of this approach.
INVERSE-INSTRUCT offers the potential to further enhance the code generation capabilities of code
LLMs.

However, similar to other code LLMs, InverseCoder may produce code that does not align with user
intent and could be misused. These issues have been thoroughly discussed by Chen et al. [7], and we
refer readers to the broader impacts and hazard analysis section of that work. Security concerns are
not uncommon. For instance, the generated code might delete system files or the model itself. Thus,
we recommend users create a virtual execution environment, such as a sandbox, to mitigate these
risks before running the generated code.

B Method Details

The prompts we used in INVERSE-INSTRUCT are shown in Figure 2.

System prompt

You are an exceptionally intelligent coding assistant that consistently delivers accurate and reliable responses to user instructions.

Selection

@@ Instruction
This is a response code snippet to a programming problem, 
please give the problem description:
Here is a programming problem:
{instruction}

Here is the answer code to the problem:
{code}
Is the answer correct? Your reply should begin with Yes or No.

@@ Response

Summarization

@@ Instruction
This is a response code 
snippet to a programming 
problem, please give the 
problem description:
{response}

@@ Response
Write a / Create a / 
Implement a / Develop a / 
Design a / Build a / I want a

Tuning

@@ Instruction
{instruction}

@@ Response
{response}

Figure 2: Prompt for code summarization, self-evaluation, and instruction-tuning.

Figure 3 is an example of a response with multiple code snippets.

Figure 4 is an example of a mistake in summarization.

C Further Analysis

To explore the application of INVERSE-INSTRUCT in realistic situations, we further analyze the
different features and length distributions between generated instructions and original instructions
and the impact of data scaling.

C.1 Dataset Analysis

Following Wei et al. [55], we use the text embeddings generated by INSTRUCTOR [42] to analyze
categories of the instructions generated by INVERSE-INSTRUCT. We calculate the ratios of 10
coding-related categories of the instructions in evol-codealpaca-v1 and the dataset generated
by CodeLlama-Python-7B. The results are illustrated on Figure 5 and Figure 6. They show that
the generated instructions have different distributions from its original dataset, which improves the
diversity of our training data.

Furthermore, we depict the length distribution by counting the token for the instructions and responses
in evol-codealpaca-v1 and the dataset with instructions generated by CodeLlama-Python-7B.
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Here is a function which takes a string and a number as arguments. The string is 
the one you want to split and the number is the number of equal parts you want 
to split the string into.

```python
def split_string(string, part_count):

str_len = len(string)
part_len = str_len // part_count
parts = []
for i in range(0, str_len, part_len):

part = string[i: i + part_len]
parts.append(part)

return parts
```

You can call this function with your test string and desired number of parts like 
this:

```python
test_str = 'This_is_a_test'
print(split_string(test_str, 4))
```

Figure 3: An example response with multiple parts of code.

The distributions are shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8. We noticed that the responses in the new dataset
are much shorter since it is pure code snippets extracted from the original dataset.

We also study the similarity between HumanEval of the original dataset and our generated dataset by
the same approach as Wei et al. [55]. The results are shown in Figure 9.

C.2 Data Scaling

With 110K instruction tuning dataset for general programming tasks, evol-codealpaca-v1, the
performance of InverseCoder is greatly improved by INVERSE-INSTRUCT. However, there may be a
limited amount of labeled code data in some specific areas (e.g., embodied intelligence). How much
does the performance gain from INVERSE-INSTRUCT in different amounts of data? We conduct a
series of experiments to simulate the data-limited scenarios by using 25K, 50K, 75K instruction-
response pairs randomly selected from the original dataset. We fine-tune the base model with three
subsets of data as three weaker original models and apply INVERSE-INSTRUCT for them respectively.

The performance enhancements on HumanEval+ of the model fine-tuned with the three subsets and
the whole dataset are illustrated in Figure 10. It is shown that the performances of the original models
are all improved by INVERSE-INSTRUCT at different scales of data.

D Generation Examples

Table 8 9 are some examples of the responses to programming instructions given by InverseCoder.
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Develop a ruby program which reads from 
a .tar.gz file (gzipped tar archive), 
decompresses it and writes the content 
back into a new .tar.gz file.

```ruby
# read all
contents = File.binread("path-to-file.tar.gz")

# write all
File.binwrite("test.tar.gz", contents)
```

Design a ruby script to copy content of one 
tar file (gzip format) into another. The files 
can be large so they should be treated as 
binary streams using `binread` and 
`binwrite`. The paths may vary

Response

Good instruction Bad instruction

Figure 4: An mistake example of summarization.

Algorithmic & Data Structure (40.4%)

Mathematical & Computational (12.9%)
 (9.2%) Database & SQL
 (3.0%) System Design & Architecture (2.5%) Security & Cryptography
 (3.2%) Performance Optimization
 (5.5%) Web
 (7.6%) Domain Specific
 (5.2%) User Interface & Application Design
 (10.5%) Data Science & Machine Learning

Figure 5: Instruction category constitution of evol-codealpaca-v1.

Algorithmic & Data Structure (44.6%)

Mathematical & Computational (13.1%)
 (9.8%) Database & SQL
 (2.9%) System Design & Architecture
 (2.1%) Performance Optimization
 (6.3%) Web
 (5.5%) Domain Specific
 (6.2%) User Interface & Application Design
 (8.0%) Data Science & Machine Learning

Figure 6: Instruction category constitution of the dataset generated by CodeLlama-Python-7B.
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Figure 7: Token count distribution of
evol-codealpaca-v1

0 100 200 300 400 500 600
Number of Tokens

0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14

#C
ou

nt
 (T

ho
us

an
d)

problem
solution

Figure 8: Token count distribution of the dataset
generated by CodeLlama-Python-7B.
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Figure 9: Cosine similarities between HumanEval and different datasets.

Figure 10: The impact of data scaling. This figure shows pass@1 (%) results on HumanEval(+) for
different scales of data. Legend “Original” and “Ours” represent the original models trained only
with the corresponding amount of data and the models enhanced by INVERSE-INSTRUCT with the
same sub-dataset as its original model respectively. (+) represents HumanEval+.
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Table 8: Instruction and response examples of InverseCoder.

Instruction Response

Write a Python
script that lists all
the files in the cur-
rent directory.

Here is a simple Python script that lists all the files in the current directory:
import os

# Get the current directory
current_dir = os.getcwd ()

# List all files in the current directory
files = os.listdir(current_dir)

# Print the files
for file in files:

print(file)

This script uses the `os` module in Python, which provides a way of using
operating system dependent functionality. The `os.getcwd()` function
returns the current working directory, and `os.listdir(path)` returns a list
containing the names of the entries in the directory given by path.

Please show me
how to calculate
the first ten
primes in cpp.

Here is a simple C++ program that calculates the first ten prime numbers:
#include <iostream >
using namespace std;

bool isPrime(int num) {
if (num <= 1)

return false;
for (int i = 2; i * i <= num; i++) {

if (num % i == 0)
return false;

}
return true;

}
int main() {

int count = 0;
int num = 2;
while(count < 10) {

if(isPrime(num)) {
cout << num << " ";
count ++;

}
num ++;

}
return 0;

}

This program defines a function `isPrime` that checks if a number is prime.
It then uses this function in a loop in the `main` function to find and print
the first ten prime numbers.
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Table 9: Instruction and response examples of InverseCoder.

Instruction Response

How to do matrix
multiplication in
Pytorch? Show
me an example.

Matrix multiplication in PyTorch can be done using the `mm` function
from the `torch` module. Here is an example:
import torch

# Create two matrices
matrix1 = torch.tensor ([[1, 2, 3], [4, 5, 6]])
matrix2 = torch.tensor ([[7, 8], [9, 10], [11, 12]])

# Perform matrix multiplication
result = torch.mm(matrix1 , matrix2)

print(result)

In this example, `matrix1` is a 2x3 matrix and `matrix2` is a 3x2 matrix.
The `mm` function performs matrix multiplication on these two matrices
and returns a new matrix.
The output will be:
tensor ([[ 58, 64],

[139, 154]])

Please check
if the network
can connect to
www.example.com
using Python.

Sure, you can use the `requests` library in Python to check if a network
can connect to `www.example.com`. Here is a simple script:
import requests

try:
response = requests.get("http ://www.example.com")
response.raise_for_status ()
print("Connection successful")

except requests.exceptions.HTTPError as errh:
print ("Http Error:",errh)

except requests.exceptions.ConnectionError as errc:
print ("Error Connecting:",errc)

except requests.exceptions.Timeout as errt:
print ("Timeout Error:",errt)

except requests.exceptions.RequestException as err:
print ("Something went wrong",err)

This script sends a GET request to `www.example.com` and checks for
any exceptions that might occur during the request. If the request is
successful, it prints “Connection successful”. If there is an HTTP error, a
connection error, a timeout error, or any other type of request exception, it
prints the error.
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