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ABSTRACT
As one of the most popular dynamic languages, Python experi-
ences a decrease in readability and maintainability when code
smells are present. Recent advancements in Large Language Models
have sparked growing interest in AI-enabled tools for both code
generation and refactoring. GitHub Copilot is one such tool that
has gained widespread usage. Copilot Chat, released in September
2023, functions as an interactive tool aimed at facilitating natural
language-powered coding. However, limited attention has been
given to understanding code smells in Copilot-generated Python
code and Copilot Chat’s ability to fix the code smells. To this end,
we built a dataset comprising 102 code smells in Copilot-generated
Python code. Our aim is to first explore the occurrence of code
smells in Copilot-generated Python code and then evaluate the
effectiveness of Copilot Chat in fixing these code smells employing
different prompts. The results show that 8 out of 10 types of code
smells can be detected in Copilot-generated Python code, among
whichMultiply-Nested Container is the most common one. For these
code smells, Copilot Chat achieves a highest fixing rate of 87.1%,
showing promise in fixing Python code smells generated by Copilot
itself. In addition, the effectiveness of Copilot Chat in fixing these
smells can be improved by providing more detailed prompts.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Software and its engineering→ Softwaremaintenance tools.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Code smells refer to the symptoms of poor design and implemen-
tation decisions according to the definition by Martin Fowler in
his book [9]. Code smells negatively affect the internal quality of
software systems, hindering comprehensibility and maintainability
[20, 24] and increasing error proneness [16, 19]. The identification
of code smells suggests the potential need for code refactoring,
pinpointing when and what refactoring can be applied to code [9].

Python, consistently ranked as one of the most popular pro-
gramming languages [2], is increasingly used in various software
development tasks. Python is a high-level, interpreted, and dynamic
language that provides a simple but effective approach to object-
oriented programming [27]. Due to Python’s nature of flexibility
and dynamism, developers often find it challenging both to write
and maintain Python code [6], and abusing the short constructs of
Python can expose code to bad patterns and reduce code readability
[3, 17], leading to the occurrence of code smells in Python [7].

Recent advancements in Large LanguageModels (LLMs) have un-
veiled impressive capabilities in solving various Natural Language
Processing (NLP) tasks [29, 30], showcasing their effectiveness in
e.g., code generation [13] and refactoring[23, 26]. Released in June
2021, GitHub Copilot powered by LLM (i.e., OpenAI Codex) has
been widely embraced by developers for code auto-completion, and
it has evolved into the world’s most widely adopted AI developer
tool [1]. However, concerns arose regarding the quality of code
generated by Copilot [31, 33]. Copilot’s code suggestion algorithms
are incentivized to propose suggestions more likely to be accepted
rather than easy to read and understand, which has an adverse
impact for long-term code maintainability [11]. Subsequently, in
September 2023, a public beta of GitHub Copilot Chat has been
released as an interactive tool for Copilot, aiming to enable natural
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language-powered coding [34]. Developers can utilize Copilot Chat
for tasks such as code analysis and fixing security issues, democ-
ratizing software development for a new generation. Given the
potential for Copilot-generated Python code to exhibit code smells
and the capacity of Copilot Chat to assist in rectifying such is-
sues, this paper delves into fixing code smells in Copilot-generated
Python code using Copilot Chat. In this paper, to evaluate the
prevalence of code smells in Copilot-generated Python code and
the competence of Copilot Chat in fixing Python smells, we built
a dataset with 102 code smells in Copilot-generated Python code.
Specifically, we investigated two Research Questions (RQs):

• RQ1: To what extent does the Copilot-generated Python
code contain code smells?

• RQ2: How effective is Copilot Chat in fixing different types
of code smells in Copilot-generated Python code?

Our preliminary findings show that 14.8% Python files gener-
ated by Copilot contain code smells, withMultiply-Nested Container
being the dominant code smell. GitHub Copilot exhibits promising
potential in fixing code smells in Copilot-generated Python code,
and the results indicate that Copilot Chat performs the best in fixing
Python code smells by the prompt with code smell name.

2 BACKGROUND & RELATEDWORK
2.1 Definition of Python Code Smells
Considering the multiple programming paradigms and flexible
grammatical constructs of Python (a dynamic programming lan-
guage), the types of code smells presented by Martin Fowler [9] that
target in static programming language are not entirely applicable to
Python code smells [6]. Chen et al. [7] proposed a set of 10 Python
code smells (see Table 1), which we considered in this study. These
Python code smells are metric-based detectable using Pysmell [7],
and these smells have been widely used in various studies (e.g.,
[10, 14]) that explored code smells in Python projects.

Table 1: Definition of Python code smells.

Code Smell Definition
Long Parameter List (LPL) A method or function with an extensive list of parameters [9].
Long Method (LM) A method or function that exceeds a considerable length [9].
Long Scope Chaining (LSC) A method or function with deeply nested closures [9].
Large Class (LC) A class that exceeds a considerable length [9].

Long Message Chain (LMC) An expression that accesses an object through an extended chain
of attributes or methods using the dot operator [5].

Long Base Class List (LBCL) A class definition that inherits from an excessive number of base
classes [7].

Long Lambda Function (LLF) A lambda function that exceeds a considerable length [7].
Long Ternary Conditional
Expression (LTCE)

A ternary conditional expression that exceeds a considerable
length [7].

Complex Container Compre-
hension (CCC)

A container comprehension (i.e., list, set, and dict comprehension,
along with generator expression) with excessive complexity [7].

Multiply-Nested Container
(MNC) A container (i.e., set, list, tuple, and dict) with deep nesting [7].

2.2 Quality of Copilot-Generated Code
Yetistiren et al. [31] evaluated the quality of Copilot-generated
code, focusing on validity, correctness, and efficiency. They found
Copilot to be a promising tool for code generation tasks. Simi-
larly, Nguyen and Nadi [18] assessed Copilot-generated code for
correctness and understandability. Their results show that Copilot-
generated code exhibits low complexity, with no notable differences

observed across programming languages. Pearce et al. [21] investi-
gated the prevalence and conditions that can cause GitHub Copilot
to recommend insecure code. Their findings revealed that about
40% of programs generated by Copilot were deemed vulnerable.

Different to the studies above, our work focuses on investigating
a specific issue—code smells—in Copilot-generated Python code
and accessing Copilot Chat’s ability to fix these smells in the loop.

3 METHODOLOGY
3.1 Use Pysmell to Detect Python Code Smells
This study aims to explore Python code smells in Copilot-generated
code and evaluate Copilot Chat’s capability to fix Python smells.
We first built a dataset consisting of 102 code smells in Copilot-
generated Python code by the following steps (see Figure 1):

[171 Python files] [140 Python files]

Repositories Code

"by/use/with
GitHub Copilot"

Data Collection and Filtering Code Smell Detection

Pysmell

[57 code smells] [630 code smells]
Repositories Code

[687 code smells]

Detection Result Filtering

Dataset

Manual Check

[45 code smells]
Code

Generated by Copilot?

[102 code smells]

Manual Check
False Positive?

step fivestep one & step two step three step four

[311 Python files]

Figure 1: Overview of the dataset construction process.

In step one, we used a keyword-based mining approach to col-
lect Copilot-generated Python files from GitHub. Before the search
process, a pilot search was conducted using the keyword “GitHub
Copilot” directly within GitHub’s search engine. The pilot search
results returned by GitHub were grouped into two categories, i.e.,
projects containing the keyword labeled as Repositories and code
files containing the keyword labeled as Code. Under the Reposito-
ries label, some projects claim in their README files or project
descriptions that they were entirely generated by Copilot. Simi-
larly, under the Code label, certain files contain Copilot-generated
code, as indicated by comments within the code. However, the
pilot search using “GitHub Copilot” included many irrelevant re-
sults. Our observations from the pilot search showed that using “by
GitHub Copilot”, “use GitHub Copilot”, and “with GitHub Copilot”
as keywords could improve the accuracy of search results. Hence,
we established the aforementioned three keywords as our search
terms. The search was conducted on November 30, 2023, and Table 2
shows the number of retrieved repositories and code. However, a
Python file under the Code label might contain multiple sets of
keywords, implying duplicates among the 2,917 Python files we
collected. After deduplication, 1,204 distinct Python files under the
Code label were retained.

Table 2: Search terms used in GitHub.

# Search Term # Repositories # Code

ST1 “by GitHub Copilot” 33 896
ST2 “use GitHub Copilot” 52 1,069
ST3 “with GitHub Copilot” 68 952
Total 153 2,917

In step two, to manually label whether the projects under the
Repositories label were entirely generated by Copilot and whether
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the Python files under the Code label contain Copilot-generated
code, the first and fourth authors conducted a pilot data labelling by
randomly selecting 10 candidates under each label. The two authors
independently labelled whether these projects and code files should
be included based on project documentation, code comments, and
other metadata in the search results. Data labelled by the authors
were compared, and the level of agreement between them were
calculated using the Cohen’s Kappa coefficient [8]. The Cohen’s
Kappa coefficient was 0.79 for the projects under the Repositories
label and 0.85 for the code files under the Code label, indicating a
high level of agreement between the two authors. After the pilot
labelling, the two authors checked all the projects and code files
retrieved from GitHub. In the labelling process, if the two authors
were unsure about whether a project or code file should be included,
they discussed it with the second author until all three reached a
consensus. After manually filtering all the candidates, we collected
51 projects from Repositories and 140 Python files from Code. The 51
repositories comprised 171 Python files that were entirely generated
by Copilot, while only a portion of the 140 code files were generated
by Copilot. In total, we got 311 (171 + 140) Python files after this
step (see Figure 1). Note that the version information of Copilot
that generated these Python files cannot be identified.

In step three, we utilized Pysmell [7], which has been widely
used in various studies exploring code smells in Python [10, 14,
22, 28], to detect the 10 code smells listed in Section 2.1 in the 311
Python files obtained in step two. Pysmell has three thresholds for
smell detection, and we opted for the Tuning Machine Strategy due
to empirical evidence indicating its superior accuracy in detecting
Python smells among the three strategies [7]. A total of 687 code
smells were detected by Pysmell in this step. All the code smells
(57) detected in the Python files under the Repositories label were
generated by Copilot. However, under the Code label, not all the
detected Python smells (630) were Copilot-generated ones.

In step four, the first author manually checked whether the 630
instances of code smell under the Code label obtained in step three
were generated by Copilot. Only code smells in the Python files
with code comments explicitly indicating that they were generated
by Copilot were retained. During the manual checking process,
in cases where the first author had uncertainties regarding the
inclusion of a Python smell in the dataset, the second author was
consulted for a discussion until an agreement was reached. Among
the 630 code smells under the Code label, 45 were generated by
Copilot, resulting in a total of 102 (57 from Repositories and 45 from
Code) code smells in Copilot-generated code were identified.

In step five, the first author rechecked all the identified code
smells in step four to determine any potential false positives. After
the manual check, all the 102 Python smells were confirmed as true
positives, which was reasonable as Pysmell with Tuning Machine
Strategy attains high precision in Python smell detection [7].

3.2 Use Copilot Chat to Fix Python Code Smells
3.2.1 Prompt Design. Referring to the foundational prompt that
instructs Copilot Chat to improve non-functional requirement of ac-
cessibility [25], we initially conducted a series of pilot experiments
employing different prompt structures and formulations to fix code
smells using Copilot Chat. Based on our prior observations, we

selected three prompts of varying detail levels that demonstrated
various effectiveness in fixing Python code smells:
General Fix Prompt: Fix the problem in the selected code
Code Smell Fix Prompt: Fix the code smell in the selected code
Specific Code Smell Fix Prompt: Fix the [code smell name] (e.g.,
Long Method) code smell in the selected code

The three prompts mentioned above each provide more details
than the one before it, which enables us to explore Copilot Chat’s
effectiveness in fixing Copilot-generated code smells when pro-
vided with different levels of information. We first selected the code
snippets of identified code smells and provided these 3 types of
prompts to Copilot Chat in the chat window of Visual Studio Code.
Copilot Chat then utilized the selected code as references (input)
to generate responses to our prompts (see Figure 2).

Prompt

Selected Code Smell Snippet

Copilot Chat's
Response

Figure 2: An example of using Copilot Chat to fix Python
code smells in Visual Studio Code.

3.2.2 Code Smell Snippets Used as Referenced Code. Pysmell only
provided the starting line and type of the code smells detected. We
combined the information to determine the corresponding code
snippet for each instance of the identified code smells. Consequently,
102 code smell snippets were obtained in Copilot-generated Python
code at the class, method, or expression level. Notably, we observed
that an individual code snippet could manifest multiple identical
smells. To guide Copilot Chat in fixing code smell snippets, we con-
strained the selected snippets used as references to include at least
one complete line of code, thereby ensuring that ample contextual
information was provided to Copilot Chat. Hence, the number of
code snippets that contain code smells for Copilot Chat to fix was
reduced to 96. Among these, 3 exceeded the token length limit and
were removed. Out of the remaining 93 instances of code smells, 91
were in separate code snippets, while 2 different code smells were
located in the same code snippet. We used that particular code snip-
pet as a reference to address the 2 code smells, resulting in 92 code
snippets encompassing the 93 distinct instances of code smells. We
used these 92 code smell snippets as referenced code and applied
the prompts outlined in Section 3.2.1 as input to instruct Copilot
Chat in fixing the smells. We recorded Copilot Chat’s responses to
our input for further evaluation, which are provided at [32].

3.3 Evaluation of Code Smell Fixing
To evaluate the effectiveness of Copilot Chat in fixing Python code
smells generated by Copilot itself, the first author manually re-
viewed the code refactored by Copilot Chat utilizing the threshold
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Table 4: Fixing rates for different types of code smells using different prompts.

Prompt MNC LPL LM LLF LTCE CC CMC LC Avg
General Fix Prompt 19.4% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 80.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 34.4%
Code Smell Fix Prompt 58.3% 22.7% 91.7% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 64.5%
Specific Code Smell Fix Prompt 69.4% 95.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 87.1%
Avg 49.1% 39.4% 80.6% 100.0% 93.3% 83.3% 83.3% 100.0%

in the Tuning Machine Strategy of Pysmell [7] as the benchmark
to verify if the code smell was fixed or not. If the original code
smell was resolved, we labeled it as “Fixed”, otherwise, we labelled
it as “Unfixed”. We defined “Fixing Rate” indicating the proportion
of fixed smells to evaluate the effectiveness of code smell fixing.

Table 3: Code smell types detected in Copilot-generated
Python code.

Code Smell # % Code Smell # %
MNC 41 40.2% LTCE 5 4.9%
LPL 22 21.5% CCC 4 3.9%
LM 14 13.7% LMC 2 2.0%
LLF 12 11.8% LC 2 2.0%

4 RESULTS
4.1 Results of RQ1
4.1.1 The proportion of Copilot-generated Python files that con-
tain code smells. In total, we collected 171 Python files from the
Repositories label and 140 from the Code label. Among these 311
(171+140) Python files, 46 contain code smells generated by Copilot,
accounting for 14.8%.

4.1.2 The types of code smells detected in Copilot-generated Python
code. Table 3 presents the 8 types of code smells detected in Copilot-
generated Python code. Among the 10 detectable Python code
smells listed in Section 2.1, 2 (LSC and LBCL) were not found in
Copilot-generated code. MNC, which accounts for over 40%, is the
most common type of code smell in Copilot-generated Python code,
followed by LPL, which represents over 20%. LMC and LC are the
least identified code smells in Copilot-generated Python code, each
with a proportion of 2.0% of the total.

4.2 Results of RQ2
Table 4 lists Copilot Chat’s average fixing rates with different
prompts. Overall, the Specific Code Smell Fix Prompt, which pro-
vides Copilot Chat with the particularized names of the code smells
that needed to be fixed, achieved the highest average fixing rate
at 87.1%. On the other hand, the average fixing rate of the General
Fix Prompt, which instructs Copilot Chat to resolve potential issues
in the referenced code without indicating the issue is a code smell,
is the lowest (34.4%). This result is in line with our intuition that
using more detailed prompts to instruct Copilot Chat might get
more effective code fix suggestions.

Copilot Chat’s fixing rates for different types of code smells using
different prompts are also showed in Table 4. In general, Copilot
Chat demonstrates the best effectiveness in fixing LLF and LC, both
achieving a fixing rate of 100.0%. Conversely, Copilot Chat exhibits
the lowest effectiveness in fixing LPL and MNC, with fixing rates

of 39.4% and 49.1%, respectively. We can also find that when using
the three prompts with varying levels of detail (see Section 3.2.1) to
instruct Copilot Chat in fixing the Python code smells detected in
Copilot-generated code, the fixing rate with Specific Code Smell Fix
Prompt is consistently the highest for all the 8 types of code smells,
while that with General Fix Prompt is consistently the lowest.

5 DISCUSSION
Attention toMNC and LPL in Copilot-generated Python code:
According to the RQ1 results (see Section 4.1), about 15% Copilot-
generated Python files contain code smells, and the top two code
smells are MNC and LPL. However, based on the RQ2 results (see
Section 4.2), Copilot Chat shows the worst effectiveness in fixing
these two code smells. The occurrence of MNC reduces code read-
ability and may obscure bugs, while LPL makes code more complex
[7], both negatively impacting the Python code quality. Therefore,
developers should pay attention toMNC and LPL when using Copi-
lot to generate Python code and Copilot Chat to fix them.
Enhanced effectiveness through Detailed Prompts for Copi-
lot Chat: We used three prompts of varying detail levels to in-
struct Copilot Chat to fix code smells in Copilot-generated Python
code. The RQ2 results (see Section 4.2) show that Specific Code
Smell Fix Prompt, providing comprehensive information, yielded
the most favorable outcomes, while General Fix Prompt, providing
minimum information, produced the least effective results. This
finding aligns with our expectation that Copilot Chat would exhibit
better effectiveness in fixing Copilot-generated Python smells when
offered more detailed prompts. When instructing Copilot Chat to
fix Copilot-generated Python smells, developers can provide the
specific type of code smell to improve Copilot Chat’s effectiveness.

6 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTUREWORK
In this work, we constructed a dataset of 102 code smells in Copilot-
generated Python code from GitHub, and evaluated the effective-
ness of Copilot Chat in fixing these code smells. The results show
that 8 types of Python smell were detected in Copilot-generated
code, and the dominant code smell is MNC. Copilot Chat demon-
strates promise in fixing Python smells in Copilot-generated code.

Potential avenues for future work include: (1) explore code smells
in AI-generated code with other languages such as Java, C/C++ and
Rust, (2) investigate the impact of different prompt methods (e.g.,
few-shot learning [4] and CoT prompting [29]) and LLM-based
frameworks (e.g., RAG [15] and multi-agent systems [12]) on Copi-
lot Chat’s ability to fix code smells, and (3) explore the combination
of Copilot Chat with other code analysis tools to enhance its code
smell detection and fixing capabilities.

Our work serves as a starting point for investigating the iden-
tification of code smells in AI-generated code and exploring the
potential of AI-coding tools in fixing the smells by themselves.
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