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Genetic Auto-prompt Learning for
Pre-trained Code Intelligence Language Models

Chengzhe Feng, Yanan Sun, Ke Li, Pan Zhou, Jiancheng Lv, Aojun Lu

Abstract—As Pre-trained Language Models (PLMs), a popular
approach for code intelligence, continue to grow in size, the com-
putational cost of their usage has become prohibitively expensive.
Prompt learning, a recent development in the field of natural
language processing, emerges as a potential solution to address
this challenge. In this paper, we investigate the effectiveness of
prompt learning in code intelligence tasks. We unveil its reliance
on manually designed prompts, which often require significant
human effort and expertise. Moreover, we discover existing auto-
matic prompt design methods are very limited to code intelligence
tasks due to factors including gradient dependence, high compu-
tational demands, and limited applicability. To effectively address
both issues, we propose Genetic Auto Prompt (GenAP), which
utilizes an elaborate genetic algorithm to automatically design
prompts. With GenAP, non-experts can effortlessly generate su-
perior prompts compared to meticulously manual-designed ones.
GenAP operates without the need for gradients or additional
computational costs, rendering it gradient-free and cost-effective.
Moreover, GenAP supports both understanding and generation
types of code intelligence tasks, exhibiting great applicability. We
conduct GenAP on three popular code intelligence PLMs with
three canonical code intelligence tasks including defect prediction,
code summarization, and code translation. The results suggest
that GenAP can effectively automate the process of designing
prompts. Specifically, GenAP outperforms all other methods
across all three tasks (e.g. improving accuracy by an average
of 2.13% for defect prediction). To the best of our knowledge,
GenAP is the first work to automatically design prompts for code
intelligence PLMs.

Index Terms—Code intelligence, prompt learning, empirical
study, automatic prompt design.

I. INTRODUCTION

CODE intelligence is a key concern of software engi-
neering, which leverages artificial intelligence to amplify

software developer productivity. In recent years, a multitude of
methods [1] have been proposed to enhance code intelligence.
Among those, the most popular method is to fine-tune Pre-
trained Language Models (PLMs) [2]–[5] on a labeled dataset
related to the specific downstream task. This is because vast
amounts of general knowledge have been encoded within
the PLM through pre-training on an extensive unlabeled text
corpus. With fine-tuning, a PLM allows for the simultaneous
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utilization of both general knowledge and task-specific knowl-
edge for downstream tasks.

However, with the success of large PLMs [6], [7] in deep
learning recently, exemplified by ChatGPT, the size of PLMs
has also grown significantly larger in code intelligence, in-
evitably resulting in increasingly expensive fine-tuning costs.
For example, the recently proposed Code Llama model [8]
has a parameter size of up to 70B. Fine-tuning it would
necessitate a minimum of 1680 GB of GPU memory. Clearly,
this is not affordable to every researcher interested in the
practice. Additionally, certain state-of-the-art PLMs are not
customizable due to limited access to their weights, rendering
the fine-tuning process impossible. An illustrative example
is OpenAI’s CodeX [9], a PLM preliminarily fine-tuned on
publicly available code collected from GitHub. OpenAI has
not open-sourced CodeX due to unknown reasons, and even
more regrettable is the fact that they have also discontinued
its API usage.

In the field of Natural Language Processing (NLP), there
exist similar problems. To address the problems above, re-
searchers in the NLP field propose prompt learning [10].
Prompt learning enables PLMs to tackle downstream tasks
(e.g., classification tasks) in the same way as their pre-training
objective (e.g., masked language modeling [11]) with prompts.
The prompt, consisting of a template and a verbalizer, is
mainly carefully hand-crafted, thereby introducing human-
prior knowledge for downstream tasks and PLMs. With the
help of prompt, prompt learning can effectively stimulate
PLMs to solve downstream tasks, achieving equivalent per-
formance with fine-tuning. In addition, the computational cost
of prompt learning is significantly lower than the fine-tuning
method since prompt learning avoids model tuning process.
Prompt learning has been proven effective in various NLP
tasks. For instance, Sun et al. [12] proved prompt learning
can achieve equivalent performance and even outperform fine-
tuning methods in sentiment analysis and other several real-
world downstream tasks including topic classification, natural
language inference, and paraphrase.

Despite its success in NLP, the effectiveness of prompt
learning in code intelligence is obscured by the disparity be-
tween natural language and programming language. Hence, we
first investigate the effectiveness of prompt learning for popu-
lar PLMs regarding three canonical code intelligence tasks, in
particular the defect prediction [13], code summarization [14],
and code translation [15]. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first investigation of prompt learning for code intelligence
tasks. During the investigation, we found that a small change
in the prompt can lead to a huge performance change in
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prompt learning for code intelligence tasks. For instance, only
changing one token in the verbalizer can lead to a 6.66%
performance drop in the defect prediction task. Therefore, the
prompt, including the prompt template and verbalizer, needs
to be meticulously designed for a specific downstream code
intelligence task. This design process, mainly through manual,
requires substantial human effort and expert knowledge in both
code intelligence tasks and related PLMs. Consequently, it has
become a barrier to the wider adoption of PLMs for users who
have no expertise in prompt design yet seek to utilize PLMs
to solve code intelligence tasks.

To solve the aforementioned barrier, we first assess existing
approaches for automatically designing prompts, originally
proposed for resolving prompt design issues in NLP, to deter-
mine if they can substitute the manual prompt design process
in code intelligence tasks. The majority of existing approaches
are based on gradient descent (i.e., the soft prompt) [16]–[19],
which suffer from a lack of interpretability [20], [21], and are
not applicable when gradients are inaccessible. Regrettably, the
gradients of certain high-performance PLMs, such as CodeX,
are inaccessible. Additionally, the approaches based on natural
language tokens (i.e., the discrete prompt), introduce extra
large models for assistance [22], [23] and targeted design for
classification (understanding) tasks [22], [24]. Using discrete
natural language tokens helps such methods avoid problems of
gradient dependency and poor interpretability. However, it is
worth noting that these approaches not only introduce high
computational demands but also have limited applicability
to certain code intelligence tasks. More unfortunately, we
discover that these approaches often underperform in code
intelligence tasks and very few existing approaches can design
better prompts than manual design ones.

To effectively address the above issues, we introduce
Genetic Auto Prompt (GenAP), which can automatically
design prompts based on a carefully tailored Genetic Al-
gorithm (GA) [25]. GAs are powerful derivative-free opti-
mization methods [26]. By using bio-inspired operators such
as mutation and crossover, GAs can generate high-quality
solutions [27]. Commonly, the operators need to be carefully
tailored for the particular problems at hand. For example, Sun
et al. [28] developed crossover and mutation operators for
convolutional neural network architecture design. Similarly, to
apply GAs for prompt design, we develop crossover and muta-
tion operators tailored specifically for this purpose. Leveraging
the derivative-free nature of GAs, GenAP can design discrete
prompts, thereby avoiding gradient dependency and ensuring
interpretability. Moreover, GenAP also avoids those drawbacks
introduced by discrete prompts. It can automatically design
prompts for both understanding and generation tasks without
introducing additional computational costs, except for the
model inference cost alone.

To the best of our knowledge, GenAP is the first method
specifically proposed to automate prompt design for code
intelligence. Empirically, GenAP outperforms all other meth-
ods, including the manual prompt and other automatic prompt
design methods from the NLP domain.

In summary, the contributions of this paper are:
• We empirically investigate the effectiveness of prompt

learning of PLMs for three canonical code intelligence
tasks. The experiments indicate that the performance of
prompt learning in code intelligence tasks is highly influ-
enced by the design of the prompt used, underscoring the
need for a careful prompt design process. However, this
manual design process demands significant human effort
and expertise, which impedes the widespread adoption of
prompt learning. Thus we further analyze existing auto
prompt design methods in the field of NLP and conduct
an empirical study on their effectiveness in code intelli-
gence tasks. We find that existing methods in the NLP
field cannot be effortlessly applied to code intelligence
tasks and very few existing methods can design better
prompts than manual design ones.

• We propose GenAP, an automatic prompt design method
specifically for code intelligence PLMs. GenAP leverages
a GA to automatically design discrete prompts, thus
avoiding the inherent drawbacks of soft prompt methods
such as gradient dependency and lack of interpretability.
GenAP requires no extra computational resources but
only the inference demand of the used PLM. Moreover,
GenAP supports both understanding and generation types
of code intelligence tasks, exhibiting great applicabil-
ity. With GenAP, we can effortlessly generate superior
prompts compared to meticulously hand-crafted ones.

• We carefully tailor GAs for prompt design. GAs typically
use fixed-length encoding strategies because the bio-
inspired crossover operators are designed primarily for
individuals of the same chromosome length. In these
cases, the prompt length must be specified in advance.
However, the optimal prompt length is usually unknown
beforehand. To address this, we propose a variable-length
encoding strategy and corresponding crossover operators,
enhancing the exploitation ability of GAs.

• We conduct experiments on three distinct code intelli-
gence tasks with various code intelligence PLMs. Exper-
iment results show that GenAP outperforms the perfor-
mance of current auto prompt design methods in the NLP
field across various experimental settings (e.g. improving
accuracy by an average of 2.13% for defect prediction).
Notably, GenAP operates with the lowest computational
cost, equivalent to the model’s inference cost alone.
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Fig. 1. Illustration on the pipeline of Inference without Prompt (a) and Prompt
Learning (b), take defect prediction as an example.
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II. BACKGROUND

In this section, prompt learning and automatic prompt
design, which are considered the background of the proposed
method, are introduced to help readers better understand the
proposed algorithm and the related works.

A. Prompt Learning

In this subsection, we mainly introduce the pipeline of
prompt learning, the main components of the prompt, and two
major types of prompts.

Initially, we introduce model inference without prompts to
gain a better understanding of prompt learning. As illustrated
in Fig. 1(a), when directly utilizing PLMs to solve the defect
prediction task (i.e., model inference without prompts), the
input code snippet will be processed by the CLS (Classifi-
cation) head of PLM to obtain the class set, and the class
with the largest probability will be the final prediction. In
this way, there lies a gap between the pre-training objective
(Masked Language Modeling [11]) and downstream tasks
(e.g. Classification), where task-specific objectives and extra
computation demands are introduced. Prompt learning, on
the other hand, projects the downstream tasks to pre-training
objectives for PLMs with the help of prompts. The prompt
consists of a prompt template and verbalizer [29], [30]. The
prompt template is used to process the input text with some
extra tokens, and the verbalizer is used to project original
labels to words in the vocabulary for final prediction.

Assuming the prompt template is “This code <code> is
<mask>”, where the token <code> stands for the original
input code snippets and the token <mask> is to be filled
with predicted labels such as “Perfect”. The final prediction
is obtained by a verbalizer. We assume the verbalizer to
be {“Positive”: “Defective, Buggy”, “Negative”: “Perfect,
Good”}, which maps the predicted labels “Defective, Buggy”
to the final prediction “Positive”, and “Perfect, Good” to the
final prediction “Negative”. Now we have a code snippet
as the original input. As shown in Fig. 1(b), this code
snippet “def generate instruction(instruct dir): . . . ” will first
be wrapped by a prompt template as “This code def gener-
ate instruction(instruct dir): . . . is <mask>”. This wrapped
sentence will be sent to an MLM (Masked Language Model-
ing) head of PLMs to predict the “<mask>” token and then
obtain the distribution of predicted label words “Perfect: 50%,
Good: 25%, . . . ”. The obtained distribution will be sent into a
verbalizer to get the final prediction “Negative”. Based on the
types of prompt templates, the prompt can be categorized into
two types: Discrete Prompt and Soft Prompt. In the subsequent
sections, we will provide detailed explanations of each prompt
type.

1) Discrete Prompt: The discrete prompt [29], as shown
in Fig. 1(b), is certain natural language tokens combined
with the original input. Each natural language token is in-
terpretable [19], [31]. For example, in the defect prediction
task, natural language tokens “This” “code” “is”, a code slot
“<code>”, an answer slot “<mask>” are combined to be a
prompt template. This prompt template can be formulated as:

fprompt(x) = “This code <code> is <mask>” (1)

where “<code>” denotes the original input code snippet and
“<mask>” should be substituted with labeled words from
the verbalizer, such as {“Positive”: “Defective”, “Negative”:
“Perfect”}.

2) Soft Prompt: The soft prompt [32] can be seen as an
alternative to the discrete prompt. Different from the discrete
prompt, the soft prompt does not consist of natural language
tokens but continuous vectors which can be learned during the
tuning stage. As shown in Fig. 1(b), we call these continuous
vectors “tunable soft tokens”, which are denoted as “<soft>”.
Thus the designed prompt template can be formulated as:

fprompt(x) = “<soft><soft><code><soft><mask>” (2)

These tunable soft tokens are not human-interpretable since
they are continuous vectors, making it difficult to map them
back to the original discrete vocabulary. These soft tokens
cannot be used when the gradients of PLMs are not accessible,
since they are learned during the tuning stage through gradient
descent. Furthermore, learned soft prompts cannot be reused
across different PLMs unless they have the same embedding
layer. This is due to the potential inconsistencies in vector
representations caused by different embedding layers, leading
to significant variations in the interpretation of learned soft
prompts across different PLMs.

(c) Discrete Prompt Auto-design
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Input text

Metric

Auto-designed

Discrete prompt

Gradient-free

optimization

(b) Soft Prompt Learning 
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Input text
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Tunable

Soft prompt 

Gradient-based

optimization

Frozen PLM 

Input text

Output

Manual-designed

Discrete prompt 

Manual

optimization

(a) Discrete Prompt Learning 

Fig. 2. Illustration on the paradigms of Discrete Prompt Learning (a), Soft
Prompt Learning (b), and Discrete Prompt Auto-design (c).

B. Automatic Prompt Design

Discrete prompt learning, as depicted in Fig. 2(a), ne-
cessitates a labor-intensive manual optimization process. To
avoid this time-consuming and labor-intensive manual opti-
mization process, several automatic prompt design methods
have emerged in the field of NLP. The majority of automatic
prompt design methods, i.e., soft prompt learning Fig. 2(b),
take advantage of soft prompts [17]–[19], [33] since they can
be learned through gradient-descent. Soft prompts introduce
automation to these methods but also bring along a series
of inherent drawbacks such as gradient dependency and poor
interpretability. Considering that discrete prompts naturally
lack the drawbacks of soft prompts, what they require is only a
laborious manual design process. As a result, some researchers
in NLP dived into discrete prompt auto-design Fig. 2(c). For
instance, Xu et al. [23] propose GPS, which utilizes a genetic
algorithm to automatically search for better prompts. Prasad et
al. [22] propose GrIPS, an automated procedure for improving
prompts via an iterative, edit-based search. GenAP is also a
discrete prompt auto-design method.
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In this paper, we first analyze if the above methods can
be directly applied to code intelligence tasks. In the case of
methods that demonstrate potential for direct application to
code intelligence, we proceed to evaluate and assess their
performance specifically in code intelligence tasks.

III. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

A. Research Questions

In this section, we aim to answer the following research
questions through an extensive analysis and experimental
evaluation:

RQ1: How effective is prompt learning in solving three
canonical code intelligence tasks?

RQ2: Which NLP auto-prompt design methods can be
applied to code intelligence tasks, and how effective are those
applicable methods when applied to code intelligence tasks?

We design RQ1 to verify the hypothesis that prompt learning
can boost the performance of PLMs on code intelligence
tasks. RQ2 focuses on analyzing the applicability of existing
automatic prompt design methods in the NLP field to code
intelligence tasks. Additionally, it evaluates the effectiveness
of those applicable methods when applied to code intelligence
tasks.

B. Code Intelligence Tasks with Prompt Learning

We evaluate prompt learning on three canonical code intel-
ligence tasks, including one understanding task named defect
prediction, and two generation tasks named code summariza-
tion and code translation. We describe the details of the chosen
PLMs and the corresponding prompts for each task in the
subsequent sections.

1) The Chosen PLMs: Following Wang et al. [34]’s work
on evaluating prompt tuning method, we choose CodeBERT
and CodeT5 as the studied pre-trained models for evaluating
prompt learning method.

CodeBERT [2] is an encoder-only PLM that is based on
RoBERTa model [35] and pre-trained on CodeSearchNet [36]
dataset. It is capable of encoding both source code and natural
language text. CodeBERT has 125M parameters.

CodeT5 [37] is an encoder-decoder PLM built on T5
model [38]. CodeT5 is pre-trained on the CodeSearchNet
dataset with an additional C/C# code corpus collected by
its authors. It can solve both code understanding and code
generation tasks. CodeT5 has two versions based on different
parameter sizes, CodeT5-small with 60M parameters and
CodeT5-base with 220M parameters. We choose CodeT5-base
for the research endeavors since it has a larger parameter size.

2) Defect Prediction Task and the Corresponding PLM:
Given a code snippet, defect prediction [13], [39] aims to
identify whether this code snippet contains defects that may
be used to attack software systems, such as resource leaks,
and DoS attacks. CodeBERT [2] is widely used to solve this
task [40], [41]. Therefore, We choose it as the studied model
for defect prediction.

TABLE I
STATISTICS OF THE DATASETS USED IN THIS PAPER.

Tasks Datasets Language Train Valid Test

defect prediction Devign C 21854 2732 2732

Code Summarization CodeSearchNet Python 251820 13914 14918
Java 164923 5183 10955

Code Translation CodeTrans C# & Java 10300 500 1000

3) Code Summarization Task and the Corresponding PLM:
Given a code snippet, code summarization [14], [42] aims
to generate a natural language comment to summarize the
functionality of the code. Since CodeBERT has no decoder
to generate comments, we utilize CodeT5 [37] as the studied
model for this task.

4) Code Translation Task and the Corresponding PLM:
Code translation [15] aims at translating a code from one pro-
gramming language to a different one. Since CodeBERT has
no decoder to generate code snippets in a new programming
language, we choose CodeT5 [37] as the studied model for
this task.

C. Evaluation Datasets

To empirically evaluate the performance of prompt learning
for code intelligence, we choose the datasets for the three
tasks from the CodeXGLUE benchmark [43]. CodeXGLUE
is a popular code intelligence benchmark utilized by various
works [5], [34], [37] for evaluation. Detailed information on
the datasets, including the programming language used and
dataset partition size, is illustrated in Table I.

1) Dataset for Defect Prediction: The dataset for defect
prediction is the Devign dataset [44] from CodeXGLUE
benchmark. It includes 27,318 manually labeled functions
collected from two large C programming language open-
source projects.

2) Dataset for Code Summarization: Follow CodeT5 [37],
the dataset is the CodeSearchNet [36] from CodeXGLUE
benchmark, which contains thousands of code snippets and
natural language description pairs for six programming lan-
guages including Python, Java, JavaScript, Ruby, Go, and
PHP. We take its Java and Python parts as the used dataset.
This is because these two programming languages share some
similarities while also exhibiting distinct differences, making
them suitable for the simulated experiment setting outlined in
Section III-E.

3) Dataset for Code Translation: The dataset for code
translation is from CodeXGLUE [43] and is collected from
four public repositories (Lucene, POI, JGit, and Antlr). This
dataset provides Java (C#) code and their corresponding trans-
lated C# (Java) version.

D. Evaluation Metrics

In this subsection, we will introduce the evaluation metrics
for three chosen tasks.
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1) Evaluation Metric for Defect Prediction: For the defect
prediction task, we follow [34] to use Accuracy as evaluation
metric. This metric is used to measure the model’s ability
to distinguish insecure code, which is formulated by Equa-
tion (3):

Accuracy =

∑|D|
i=1 θi
|D|

θi =

{
1 if yi = ŷi

0 if yi ̸= ŷi

(3)

where D refers to the dataset and |D| denotes its size. yi
and ŷi indicate the ground truth label and predicted label,
respectively.

2) Evaluation Metric for Code Summarization: For the
code summarization task, we evaluate the quality of gen-
erated contents using the Bilingual Evaluation Understudy
(BLEU) [45] score, which is a commonly used metric in
previous works [2], [34], [37]. This metric is formulated by
Equation (4):

BLEU = BP × exp

(
n∑

i=1

wn log pn

)

BP =

{
1 if c > r

e1−r/c if c ≤ r

(4)

In the experiments, aligning with [2], [34], [37] we employ
a smoothed BLEU-4 score, which means n = 4, to evaluate
the generation tasks. In addition, pn refers to the modified n-
gram precision and wn represents the weight assigned to it.
Furthermore, BP denotes the brevity penalty, and, c and r
indicate the lengths of the generated comment and the target
comment, respectively.

3) Evaluation Metrics for Code Translation: For the code
translation task, we use two metrics, including the same
smoothed BLEU-4 score as the code summarization task,
and CodeBLEU [46]. CodeBLEU is a widely used metric
in the code intelligence community for evaluating generated
code contents [5], [34], [47]. CodeBLEU can be defined by
Equation (5):

CodeBLEU =α · BLEU+ β · BLEUweight

+γ ·Matchast + δ ·Matchdf
(5)

where BLEUweight is weighted n-gram matching score,
Matchast is syntactic abstract syntax tree matching score, and
Matchdf is semantic data flow matching score. In addition,
α, β, γ, δ serve as weights for each score, which are all set as
0.25 by following [37], [43].

E. Implementation Details

1) Experiment Settings: All experiments are implemented
based on PyTorch and Huggingface Transformers. We imple-
ment prompt with OpenPrompt [10] framework. We follow the
parameter configuration described in [34] for the experiments
in this paper. To ensure a fair comparison, all experiments are
conducted with a fixed random seed. Following [34], we set
seed 52 for the defect prediction task and 42 for both the code
summarization task and code translation task. We perform all

the experiments on a server equipped with NVIDIA RTX 3090
GPU.

2) Baselines: In the prompt learning scenario, parameter
tuning is avoided, and the PLMs are applied directly to
the downstream task without being fine-tuned. To evaluate
the effectiveness of prompt learning methods, we applied
CodeBERT directly to the defect prediction task as the baseline
without further fine-tuning. However, CodeT5’s ability to code
summarization is poor without fine-tuning, thereby insufficient
to support experiments. Therefore, we first fine-tuned CodeT5
on a Python dataset to give it basic abilities and then applied it
to a Java code summarization task to simulate direct inference.
For code translation, the ability of CodeT5 is also poor
without fine-tuning; thus, we fine-tuned CodeT5 on C# to Java
translation to test whether prompts can benefit a fine-tuned
model or not.

To ensure fair comparisons, all experiments involving Code-
BERT and CodeT5 use the same configurations as described
above.

3) The Design of the Manual Prompt Template and Verbal-
izer: As is shown in Fig. 2, for the defect prediction task,
the prompt learning methods require a prompt template and a
verbalizer. To investigate the impact of different prompts, we
follow the design of [34]’s design. For the code summarization
task, the prompt template design is also based on the design
of [34], with the inclusion of a few additional prompt templates
for experimental purposes. Note that there is no verbalizer for
the generation task. For the code translation task, since the
work in [34] does not release its design, we design several
prompt templates for experimental purposes. Note that code
translation is also a generation task thus there is no verbalizer
for it.

F. Experimental Results and Analysis

1) RQ1: Effectiveness of Prompt Learning: In this section,
we study the effectiveness of prompt learning by comparing
it with direct inference on the code intelligence tasks, i.e.,
defect prediction and code summarization. Additionally, we
explore the impact of prompts on fine-tuned PLMs through
code translation. The experimental results are shown below.

defect prediction. Table II shows the results of defect
prediction. It is clearly observed that the prompt design
strongly influences the effectiveness of prompt learning. A
minor change in prompt can result in a significant change
in performance. For instance, employing the prompt template
“The <code> code is <mask>.” with the verbalizer “neg-
ative”: “indefective”, “perfect”, “positive”: “bad”, “defec-
tive” results in an 8.24% improvement compared to direct
inference with CodeBERT. Conversely, utilizing the prompt
template “The <code> code is <mask>.” with the verbal-
izer “negative”: “clean”, “perfect”, “positive”: “defective”,
“bad” yields a mere improvement of 1.58%. Clearly, the
performance of prompts with the same template and different
verbalizers varies a lot. Only changing one word in the
verbalizer leads to a 6.66% performance drop. Similarly, when
prompts share the same verbalizer but differ in templates,
their performance ranges from +0% to +2.09%. These results
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TABLE II
CLASSIFICATION ACCURACY OF COMPARING THE PERFORMANCE OF CODEBERT MODEL ON DEFECT PREDICTION TASK VIA DIFFERENT PROMPT

TEMPLATES AND VERBALIZERS. THE BASELINE RESULT IS BOLDED.

Prompt template Verbalizer Accuracy

The <code> code is <mask>. {“negative”: “indefective”, “perfect”, “positive”: “bad”, “defective”} 54.10%
The <code> code is <mask>. {“negative”: “no”, “positive”: “yes”} 53.40%
The <code> code is <mask>. {“negative”: “clean”, “perfect”, “positive”: “bad”, “defective”} 47.44%
<code> The code is <mask>. {“negative”: “clean”, “perfect”, “positive”: “bad”, “defective”} 45.86%

<code> It is <mask>. {“negative”: “clean”, “perfect”, “positive”: “bad”, “defective”} 47.95%
W/o prompt template W/o verbalizer 45.86%

TABLE III
BLEU OF COMPARING THE PERFORMANCE OF CODEBERT MODEL ON

CODE SUMMARIZATION TASK VIA DIFFERENT PROMPT TEMPLATES. THE
BASELINE RESULT IS BOLDED.

Prompt template BLEU

Code <code> Summarization <mask>. 17.39
<code> Summarization <mask>. 17.34

Summarize <code> <mask>. 17.06
Generate comments for java <code> <mask>. 17.18

Generate comments for <code> <mask>. 17.17
Generate summarization for <code> <mask>. 16.70

W/o prompt template 17.29

TABLE IV
BLEU AND CODEBLEU OF COMPARING THE PERFORMANCE OF CODET5

MODEL ON CODE TRANSLATION TASK VIA DIFFERENT PROMPT
TEMPLATES. THE BASELINE RESULTS ARE BOLDED.

Prompt template BLEU CodeBLEU

Translate <code> into java <mask>. 79.82 84.88
Translate <code> <mask>. 79.19 84.78

Csharp <code> to java <mask>. 79.68 84.97
Csharp <code> java <mask>. 79.68 85.03

<code> <mask>. 77.15 84.09
W/o prompt template 79.50 85.08
Prompt tuning [34] 79.76 84.39

Navie copy 18.69 -

indicate that prompt learning can benefit model performance
and the design of prompts is the key factor in prompt learning.

Code Summarization. Table III illustrates the results of
code summarization. We can observe the same phenomenon
as defect prediction. The performance of prompt learning
ranges from a decrease of -0.59 to an improvement of +0.10
compared to the baseline, based on different prompt template
designs. Specifically, utilizing the prompt template “Generate
comments for <code> <mask>.” achieves a 17.17 BLEU
score. By just changing one word “comments” to “summa-
rization”, the updated prompt template yields only a 16.70
BLEU score, representing a decrease of 0.47 compared to the
previous score.

Code Translation. Table IV illustrates the results of code
translation. It is evident from Table IV that the performance
of CodeT5 varies from -2.35 to +0.32 in the BLEU score
and -0.99 to -0.05 in the CodeBLEU score in comparison

to the baseline, depending on the particular prompt used.
Interestingly, we observe that after adding the best prompt
listed in the table, the performance of CodeT5 exceeds that
of prompt tuning [34], which introduces a prompt during the
tuning stage. These observations serve as evidence for the
effectiveness of prompt learning. That is, prompt learning can
also enhance a fine-tuned PLM.

Based on the performance evaluation of the above tasks,
it is evident that prompt learning can unlock the potential of
PLMs. However, the effectiveness of prompt learning is highly
dependent on the design of the prompt itself. With different
prompts used, there are 8.24%, 3.99%, and 3.36% performance
variations compared to the baseline on three tasks.

Answer to RQ1: Prompt learning can enhance PLMs
and its performance is sensitive to the prompt design.
Based on the specific prompt used, there are 8.24%,
3.99%, and 3.36% performance variations compared
to the baseline on three canonical tasks.

2) RQ2: Evaluation on Existing Auto-prompt Methods: As
depicted in RQ1, the effectiveness of prompt learning relies
on the design of prompts. Typically, the prompts are manually
designed. However, manual prompt design is a labor-intensive
and highly specialized process [48], [49], necessitating the
development of automatic prompt design methods. While
some automatic prompt design methods already exist in the
NLP field, it remains to be seen whether these methods can
be seamlessly applied to code intelligence tasks or not. In the
following, we will examine the suitability of existing methods.

Soft Prompt [33] is an automatic prompt template design
method wherein the prompt template is learned efficiently
in continuous space with gradient descent. Soft prompt is
automatic, and when the gradient of PLMs is accessible, it can
be easily applied to code intelligence tasks. Nevertheless, its
utilization comes with an additional computational overhead
owing to the requirement for tuning prompts. In addition,
it becomes impracticable when the gradient accessibility is
restricted.

Soft Verbalizer [20] is an automatic verbalizer design
method that utilizes gradient descent to find suitable verbal-
izers. It suffers a similar problem to the soft prompt, i.e., it
cannot be used when the gradient of PLMs is inaccessible.
Furthermore, it cannot be applied to the generation tasks which
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TABLE V
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT PROMPTING METHODS FOR PLMS, IN TERMS OF SEVERAL DESIRABLE PROPERTIES. NOTE THAT “U&G” REPRESENTS

UNDERSTANDING & GENERATION TASKS

Methods Gradients-free Fully Automatic Low Computing Burden Interpretability Support Both U&G

Manual Prompt [29] ! % ! ! !

Soft Prompt [33] % ! % % !

Soft Verbalizer [20] % ! % % %

Knowledgeable Verbalizer [24] ! ! ! ! %

GrIPS [22] ! % ! ! %

GPS [23] ! % % ! !

GenAP (Ours) ! ! ! ! !

TABLE VI
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: CODEBERT IN DEFECT PREDICTION TASK WITH ACCURACY METRIC, AND CODET5 IN CODE SUMMARIZATION AND

TRANSLATION TASKS WITH BLEU AND CODEBLEU METRICS, USING VARIOUS PROMPT DESIGN METHODS. NOTE “-” INDICATES THAT A PARTICULAR
METHOD IS NOT SUITABLE FOR SPECIFIC TASKS. THE BEST RESULTS ARE BOLDED AND THE SECOND BEST RESULTS ARE UNDERLINED, SAME IN ALL

REST TABLES.

Methods Accuracy BLEU (Sum.) BLEU (Trans.) CodeBLEU (Trans.)

W/o Prompt 45.86% 17.29 79.50 85.08
Manual Prompt [29] 54.10% 17.39 79.82 84.88

Soft Prompt [33] 54.14% 17.34 - -
Soft Verbalizer [20] 55.05% - - -

Knowledgeable Verbalizer [24] 52.93% - - -
GrIPS [22] 54.10% - - -

GenAP (Ours) 56.19% 17.45 79.85 85.17

not need a verbalizer.
Knowledgable Verbalizer [24] presents an automatic

method for verbalizer design. This is achieved through the
expansion of the verbalizer’s label word space using external
knowledge bases, followed by a meticulous refinement of
this augmented space utilizing the capabilities of the PLM.
This enhanced verbalizer space is subsequently employed for
predictions. Given its gradient-free nature, this strategy is
not bothered by gradient accessibility. However, it cannot be
adapted to generation tasks, which inherently do not necessi-
tate the use of a verbalizer.

GPS [23] is a semi-automatic discrete prompt design
method that utilizes a genetic algorithm with three prompt
generation strategies to enhance performance. It still requires
manual prompts as initialization, necessitating human involve-
ment. Additionally, the prompt generation strategies employed
by GPS demand significant computational resources due to
their reliance on T5LM-XXL, a PLM with 11B parameters and
a minimum requirement of mere 44 GB GPU memory, which
surpasses the capabilities of most existing GPUs. Moreover,
GPS is not suitable for designing verbalizers, limiting its
application to code intelligence tasks. Unless the following
three conditions are met: manageable computational demands,
provision of an initial manual prompt, and absence of the
need for verbalization, GPS can be utilized to solve code
intelligence tasks.

GrIPS [22] is a gradient-free, edit-based semi-automatic
discrete prompt design approach. It employs edit operations
relying on PEGASUS [50], having a parameter size of 568M.
GrIPS requires a minimum of mere 2 GB GPU memory, which

is affordable for most users interested. However, GrIPS still
relies on a manual prompt for initialization. In addition, GrIPS
runs on a meticulously designed function for classification
tasks. As a result, it is unsuitable for those generation tasks,
restricting its applicability. In summary, GrIPS is only suitable
for classification code intelligence tasks when an initial manual
prompt is provided.

As is summarized in Table V, existing auto-prompt design
methods have distinct deficiencies when applied to code in-
telligence tasks. They are only applicable to specific code
intelligence tasks that can accommodate these limitations.

Next, we will assess the efficacy of these existing methods
in tasks suited to their capabilities. We choose model direct
inference and manual prompt method on the defect prediction
task and the code summarization task as the baseline. All
those auto prompt design methods are initialized with manual
prompts illustrated in Tables II and III. Table VI illustrates the
experimental results.

In the defect prediction task, all methods utilizing prompts
outperform the baseline without prompts by a minimum of
6%. This further shows the effectiveness of prompt learn-
ing for code intelligence tasks. However, compared to the
manual prompt baseline, only a few auto prompt design
methods achieve superior performance. Specifically, both the
soft prompt and GrIPS methods perform on par with the
manual prompt, while the knowledgeable verbalizer exhibits
a performance deficiency of 1.17%. In addition, only the soft
verbalizer method demonstrates a 0.95% performance boost.

In the code summarization and code translation task, we
observe a similar phenomenon where prompt learning can en-
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Fig. 3. Illustration on the pipeline of GenAP, take defect prediction as an example

hance performance. However, in the code summarization task,
the soft prompt method experiences a performance decline
when compared to the manual prompt method.

Answer to RQ2: Existing automatic prompt design
methods in the NLP field are only applicable to
specific code intelligence tasks that can tolerate their
inherent limitations and constraints. Moreover, only
a few existing automatic prompt design methods can
enhance the performance in limited code intelligence
tasks with distinct deficiencies (e.g. human efforts
involved, gradients dependency).

IV. METHODOLOGY

Our preliminary investigation above demonstrates the neces-
sity of automatic prompt design methods and existing methods
in the NLP field are not readily applicable to code intelli-
gence tasks. To address this challenge, we propose Genetic
Auto Prompt (GenAP). GenAP uses the Genetic Algorithm
(GA) [25], which is a classical and powerful derivative-free
optimization method [26], to automatically design discrete
prompts. Please note that GAs serve as a comprehensive
framework for addressing optimization problems by leveraging
their inherent biological mechanisms. However, when imple-
menting GAs in practical applications, it is crucial to tailor
their components to the specific problems at hand. As shown in
Fig. 3, we have meticulously designed the key components of
GAs for GenAP, including prompt initialization strategy (i.e.,
prompt initialization & variable-length encoding strategy), and
crossover and mutation operators. In the following, we will
provide a comprehensive explanation of GenAP, encompassing

its mainframe, population initialization strategy, and crossover
and mutation operators.

Algorithm 1: Genetic Auto Prompt
Input: A set of predefined words to initialize prompt,

an evaluation dataset, the population size, the
maximal generation number

Output: The discovered best prompt
1 P0 ← Initialize the population with the given

population size using the Prompt initialization &
Variable-length encoding strategy;

2 t← 0;
3 while t<the maximal generation number do
4 Evaluate the fitness of each individual in Pt using

acceleration components;
5 Qt ← Generate offspring from the selected parent

individuals using the proposed mutation and
the crossover operators;

6 Pt+1 ← Environmental selection from Pt ∪Qt;
7 t← t+ 1;
8 end
9 Return the individual having the best fitness in Pt.

A. Algorithm Overview

Algorithm 1 shows the mainframe of the proposed GenAP
algorithm. Given a set of predefined words to initialize the
prompt, an evaluation dataset, the population size, and the
maximal generation number, the algorithm begins to work.
During the evolution, a population is randomly initialized
with the given population size using the proposed prompt
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initialization & variable-length encoding strategy (line 1).
Then, a counter t indicating the current generation is initialized
to zero (line 2). The key process of GenAP is to evolve
the current generation iteratively. During the evolution, the
fitness of each individual is evaluated on the given dataset
(line 4). After that, the parent individuals are selected based
on their fitness and then generated new offspring by the
crossover and mutation operators (line 5). Then, the offspring
population is obtained, and the environmental selection starts,
after which a population of individuals surviving into the
next generation is selected (line 6). Specifically, the current
population consists of the parent population and the generated
offspring population. Finally, the counter is increased by one
(line 7), and the process continues until the counter exceeds
the maximal generation.

B. Population Initialization Strategy

The proposed population initialization strategy consists of
two strategies, i.e., the prompt initialization strategy and the
variable-length encoding strategy. In this subsection, we will
give a thorough introduction to the proposed prompt initial-
ization & variable-length encoding strategy.

1) Prompt Initialization strategy: It focuses on generating
prompts to initialize the population. We provide three methods
for prompt generation tailored to different user needs. The first
involves randomly selecting natural language words from the
provided word pool to construct prompts. The second involves
initializing prompts based on the input provided by users.
The third combines prompts offered by users with randomly
selected words from the provided word pool. These approaches
allow users to obtain a prompt through fully automatic prompt
design from scratch or semi-automatic prompt design by
optimizing prompts provided by users. In the fully automatic
prompt design scenario, we provide the word pool. In the semi-
automatic prompt design scenario, users can either construct
their own word pool or modify the one we provide. We
construct the provided word pool for prompt templates by
randomly extracting words from the vocabulary of CodeBERT
without personal bias. The word pool for verbalizer is con-
structed of words describing positive or negative program
characteristics. The rationale behind the construction process
of the word pool will be thoroughly discussed in Section V.

2) Variable-length Encoding Strategy: This part of the
algorithm aims to bridge the gap between typically used
fixed-length encoding strategies by GAs and the unknown
optimal prompt length. GAs typically use fixed-length encod-
ing strategies because their bio-inspired crossover operators
are designed primarily for individuals of the same chromo-
some length. In such scenarios, the prompt length must be
predefined. However, as shown in previous experiments in
Section III, optimal prompt lengths vary a lot. When faced
with a new code intelligence task and PLM, it becomes
nearly impossible to determine the optimal prompt length in
advance. In order to retain the bio-inspired nature of GAs
and utilize GAs to solve the prompt design problem, we
design a method to transform the variable-length prompt into
fixed-length encoding. As illustrated in Fig. 3, for the given

prompt template “This <code> is <mask>”, we divide it
by recognizing “<code>” as a division marker. Specifically,
we project the words before the division marker into “Str1”
and the words after the division marker into “Str2”. Similarly,
for the given verbalizer “Positive”: “Buggy”, “Negative”:
“Good”, we project the positive part of the verbalizer into
“Positive” and the negative part into “Negative”. This way,
we manage to project prompts with various prompt templates
and verbalizers into a fixed-length encoding.

C. Crossover & Mutation Operators

In this subsection, we will provide a comprehensive in-
troduction to the proposed crossover & mutation operators.
They are designed with a focus on the trade-off between
computational cost and algorithmic effectiveness.

1) Crossover Operators: Crossover simulates the gene ex-
change process in biology. In GAs, it refers to selecting
certain gene segments from two or more parent individuals and
exchanging them to generate new offspring individuals. The
purpose of crossover is to combine the strengths of different
individuals, thereby increasing the diversity of offspring and
potentially producing better solutions. Through crossover, one
can avoid getting trapped in local optima and accelerate the
convergence speed of the algorithm.

We design the crossover method in the light of the one-point
crossover [51] in traditional GAs. The one-point crossover
was originally introduced to operate on two individuals en-
coded with fixed-length encoding strategies. In this work,
with the projection of variable-length prompts into fixed-length
encoding in the proposed algorithm, the one-point crossover
suits well. Thus, we have developed three types of crossover
operators based on the one-point crossover. To illustrate, we
consider two individuals in defect prediction tasks, denoted
as indi1 and indi2. The prompt template for indi1 is “This
<code> is <mask>” and for indi2 is “The code <code>
works <mask>”. Additionally, their verbalizers are as follows:
“Positive: Buggy, Negative: Good” for indi1, and “Positive:
Defective. Bad, Negative: Great” for indi2, respectively.

Type 1. The Type 1 crossover operator partially exchanges
the prompt template of indi1 and indi2, specifically, exchang-
ing the “Str1” of two individuals or the “Str2” of two individ-
uals. Assuming an exchange of “Str1”, the prompt template
of new indi1 and new indi2 will be “The code <code> is
<mask>” and “This <code> works <mask>”, respectively.

Type 2. The Type 2 crossover operator partly exchanges
the verbalizer of indi1 and indi2. It is designed for tasks that
require a verbalizer, and it will be deactivated for tasks that do
not need a verbalizer. Specifically, it exchanges the “Positive”
of two individuals or the “Negative” of two individuals. As-
suming an exchange of “Positive”, the verbalizer of new indi1
and new indi2 will be “Positive: Defective: Bad, Negative:
Good” and “Positive: Buggy, Negative: Great”, respectively.

Type 3. The Type 3 crossover operator wholly exchanges
the prompt template of indi1 and indi2. After applying Type
3, the prompt template of new indi1 and new indi2 will be
“The code <code> works <mask>” and “This <code> is
<mask>”, respectively.
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The three types of crossover operators will be randomly
selected with equal probability during algorithm runtime.
Despite the simplicity of the designed crossover operator, it
effectively enhances the performance in discovering prompt
designs, which will be empirically proved in Section V-D.

2) Mutation Operators: In GAs, mutation refers to ran-
domly changing the values of specific genes within an indi-
vidual to create a new individual. The purpose of mutation is
to introduce new genetic information, enhance the exploration
capability of the search space, and help the algorithm avoid
getting trapped in local optima. Based on this concept, we
design five mutation operators as follows:

Type 1. The Type 1 mutation operator randomly removes
several words from “Str1” or “Str2” or “both Str1 and Str2”
of the prompt template. The removed words are then inserted
as a whole into the word pool to expand the list of candidate
words.

Type 2. The Type 2 mutation operator randomly selects one
from the word pool and inserts it into “Str1” or “Str2” of the
prompt template. Please note that a single run of the Type 2
mutation operator may not add just one word, as the Type 1
mutation operator can insert several words as a whole into the
word pool. We design such an operator with the purpose of
shortening the length of the prompt template, as the prompt
template consumes valuable input length in PLMs.

Type 3. The Type 3 mutation operator rearranges the order
of “Str1”, “Str2”, “<code>”, and “<mask>”. For example,
take “This <code> is <mask>” as input, after applying
the Type 3 operator, it could change to “This is <code>
<mask>”. Then, it will be encoded again using the variable-
length encoding strategy.

Type 4. The Type 4 mutation operator randomly removes
one word from the “Positive” or the “Negative” of the verbal-
izer. It is designed for tasks that require a verbalizer, and it
will be deactivated for tasks that do not need one.

Type 5. The Type 5 mutation operator randomly selects one
word from the word pool and inserts it into the “Positive” or
the “Negative” of the verbalizer. It is also designed for tasks
that require a verbalizer; for tasks that do not need one, it will
be deactivated.

These five types of mutation operators will also be randomly
selected with equal probability during algorithm runtime. In
addition, their effectiveness in improving the performance
of discovering prompt designs will be empirically proved in
Section V-D.

V. IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION

In this section, we systematically evaluate the performance
of GenAP in addressing five key research questions. Note
that we maintain consistency with the datasets, models, and
configurations used in Section 3 throughout this evaluation.
We additionally introduce a larger PLM called CodeT5+ [52].
CodeT5+ is a family of code Large Language Models (LLMs).
We choose its 770M parameter size version, the most popular
version in the Hugging Face community, as the studied model
to test the scalability of GenAP to LLMs. Although CodeT5+
surpasses lots of famous code LLMs like CodeX [9] and

CodeGeeX [53], its ability in code summarization is poor
without fine-tuning (similar to CodeT5), thereby insufficient
to support experiments. Thus, we first fine-tuned CodeT5+ on
a Python dataset for one epoch to give it basic abilities and
then applied it to a Java code summarization task to simulate
direct inference. For code translation, the ability of CodeT5+
is also poor without fine-tuning, thus we fine-tuned CodeT5+
on C# to Java translation to test whether GenAP can benefit
a fine-tuned model or not.

As mentioned above, GenAP requires a word pool for
initialization. To show the full automation ability of GenAP,
the word pool in the following experiments is constructed in
such a way with as little expertise and labor as possible. The
word pool for the prompt template is not hand-crafted but
randomly extracted from the vocabulary of CodeBERT without
bias. We intentionally design such a seemingly suboptimal and
ad-hoc word pool to reflect real-world scenarios where access
to the vocabulary of PLMs may be limited. The word pool for
the verbalizer is collected by searching for words describing
positive or negative program characteristics and not cherry-
picked.

TABLE VII
HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS.

Hyperparameter Value Hyperparameter Value

Population size 20 Max prompt length 5
Crossover probability 0.9 Mutation probability 0.4

The hyperparameter settings of GenAP are presented in
Table VII. We adopt the hyperparameter setting following the
GAs configuration presented in [28], except for the mutation
probability and max prompt length. The original setting of
mutation probability in [28] is 20%, but in this study, we have
adjusted it to 40%. The rationale behind this adjustment will
be discussed in subsection V-C. Max prompt length is not
a hyperparameter in [28] as their algorithm isn’t designed for
prompts. We set it to 5 to ensure a fair comparison with manual
prompts.

A. RQ1: How Is the Effectiveness of GenAP Among Different
PLMs and Downstream Tasks?

To answer this question, we conduct GenAP on the follow-
ing settings: CodeBERT on the defect prediction task, CodeT5
on the code summarization and translation task, and CodeT5+
on all three tasks.

Table VI shows the results of CodeBERT in defect predic-
tion and CodeT5 in code summarization and translation. In
defect prediction, it can be observed that GenAP outperforms
all rest methods by an average of 2.13%. In code summa-
rization, GenAP surpasses the result of the manual prompt,
while all other automatic prompt design methods fall short in
comparison to the manual prompt. In code translation, GenAP
also surpasses the manual prompt.

Table VIII illustrates the results of CodeT5+ in all three
tasks. Notably, GenAP operates without any manual prompt
initialization, while the other methods do. Impressively,
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TABLE VIII
PERFORMANCE EVALUATION: CODEBERT IN DEFECT PREDICTION TASK WITH ACCURACY METRIC, AND CODET5 IN CODE SUMMARIZATION AND

TRANSLATION TASKS WITH BLEU AND CODEBLEU METRICS, USING VARIOUS PROMPT DESIGN METHODS. NOTE THAT “-” INDICATES A PARTICULAR
METHOD IS NOT SUITABLE FOR SPECIFIC TASKS.

Methods Accuracy BLEU (Sum.) BLEU (Trans.) CodeBLEU (Trans.)

W/o Prompt 51.83% 17.09 81.57 86.08
Manual Prompt [29] 54.14% 16.43 81.45 86.08

Soft Prompt [33] 53.88% 17.01 - -
Soft Verbalizer [20] 44.84% - - -

Knowledgeable Verbalizer [24] 49.12% - - -
GrIPS [22] 53.92% - - -

GenAP (Ours) 54.87% 17.14 81.68 86.17

GenAP still achieves the best result compared with other
methods. In defect prediction, GenAP is the only auto-prompt
design method that outperforms the manual prompt. Con-
versely, methods such as the knowledgeable verbalizer and the
soft verbalizer even fall short of the baseline result achieved
without any prompt. In code summarization, the experimental
results are more intriguing. In particular, GenAP is the only
method that surpasses the baseline. In code translation, GenAP
achieves the highest performance, while the manual prompt
falls short of the baseline. These experimental results prove
that GenAP is scalable to LLMs. Additionally, observations
in the code summarization task and code translation task may
suggest that designing effective prompts for CodeT5+ in these
two tasks presents a considerable challenge.

TABLE IX
ACCURACY OF COMPARING THE PERFORMANCE OF CODEBERT AND

CODET5+ MODEL ON DEFECT PREDICTION TASK VIA GENAP AND OTHER
COMBINED METHODS.

Methods CodeBERT CodeT5+

Manual Prompt* 54.10% 54.14%
Soft Prompt & Soft Verbalizer 55.93% 51.24%

GrIPS & Knowledgeable Verbalizer 51.93% 44.22%
GenAP 56.19% 54.87%

* Baseline methods

To further show the effectiveness of GenAP, we attempt
to combine existing methods in the defect prediction task
and compare them with GenAP. We can observe from table
IX that GenAP continues to perform stable and well. In the
defect prediction task using CodeBERT, the soft prompt &
soft verbalizer method manages to demonstrate comparable
performance to GenAP, with a 0.26% decrease in accuracy.
However, when using CodeT5+, the performance of the soft
prompt & soft verbalizer method experiences a significant
drop, demonstrating a 2.9% decrease compared with Manual
Prompt. In contrast, GenAP still outperforms the manual
prompt with 0.73%. This could be due to the huge parameter
size of LLMs, which poses an obstacle for those “soft”
methods to learn a prompt by gradient descent. In addition, the
GrIPS & knowledgeable verbalizer method performs poorly in
the defect prediction task, exhibiting a 2.17% decrease with
CodeBERT and a more substantial 9.92% drop with CodeT5+.
Those observations further prove the scalability of GenAP to

LLMs.

TABLE X
ACCURACY OF COMPARING THE PERFORMANCE OF CODEBERT MODEL

ON DEFECT PREDICTION TASK VIA GENAP AND SOFT PROMPT &
VERBALIZER. BOTH METHODS DISCARD THE MANUAL PROMPT

INITIALIZATION.

Methods Accuracy (w/o manual) Accuracy (w manual)

Soft Prompt & Verbalizer 55.16% 55.93%
GenAP 55.31% 56.19%

B. RQ2: Does GenAP Require a Labor-intensive Manual
Prompt Design Process?

In the CodeT5+ experiments, GenAP has initially demon-
strated its performance in a fully automatic prompt design
scenario. GenAP surpasses all other methods in all tasks.
Moreover, this is even achieved under experimental conditions
that unfairly disadvantage it because GenAP doesn’t use
any manual prompt initialization. For this, we additionally
conduct experiments involving GenAP and the second-best
approach soft prompt & verbalizer in defect prediction using
CodeBERT. Both methods are initialized without any manual
prompt. Upon the removal of manual prompt initialization,
both methods exhibit a performance decrease, yet GenAP still
performs better, as shown in Table X. Moreover, it is note-
worthy that even after removing manual prompt initialization,
GenAP still surpasses the performance of existing methods
shown in Table VI. This further highlights the superiority of
GenAP and proves that GenAP requires no labor-intensive
manual prompt design.

C. RQ3: What Is the Convergence Speed of GenAP, and What
Is the Rationale of Setting the Mutation Probability to 0.4?

We adopt average iterations to obtain a good prompt to
represent the convergence speed of GenAP. The average iter-
ations to obtain a good prompt is 15 for defect prediction, 10
for code summarization, and 13 for code translation. As for
the rationale behind setting the mutation probability to 0.4, we
based this choice on the assumption that when using GenAP
to optimize user prompts, general users may lack professional
expertise in prompt design. Consequently, these prompts might
have lower quality and negatively impact the performance of
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the final prompt. To validate this assumption, we conducted
experiments on various mutation probability settings. Initially,
we set the probability to 0.2, following the approach of Sun
et al. [28] and find that the convergence is reached at a
very early stage (about 6 iterations) when using a manual
prompt as initialization. After 20 iterations are finished, we
find almost all those auto-designed prompts mimic the initial
manual prompt and their performance is nearly the same as
the initial. This is contrary to our expectations that GenAP
should optimize the initial prompt rather than mimic it. We
also do experiments on 0.8 mutation probability and find
the convergence is hard to reach, where the prompt design
process is similar to random search. In summary, adjusting
the mutation probability to 0.4 is beneficial to optimize the
prompt.
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Fig. 4. Ablation results with different operator settings. Note that axis 0
denotes the result of GAP w/o manual prompt initialization.

D. RQ4: How Is the Effectiveness of each Operator Designed
in GenAP?

We conduct ablation experiments on various operator set-
tings in the defect prediction task, as the operators utilized by
the verbalizer are not activated for the code summarization and
code translation task. For this purpose, we systematically ex-
plore the impact of each operator while keeping the remaining
operators set to their default values.

As depicted in Fig. 4, it becomes evident that the per-
formance of GenAP experiences a decline upon the removal
of any of the operators. Notably, when the Type 3, Type 4,
and Type 5 mutation operators are removed individually, the
performance of GenAP dramatically drops and is even close
to the results achieved without any prompts. This observation
potentially underscores the significance of both the prompt
template order (within the framework of the proposed encod-
ing strategy) and the design of the verbalizer.

E. RQ5: What Is the Computational Cost for GenAP?

As previously discussed, the methods that rely on discrete
prompts, such as GPS, require high computational resources.
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Fig. 5. Memory Usage with prompt design methods when applying Code-
BERT to defect prediction.

To determine if GenAP faces the same challenge, we con-
ducted experiments to observe the memory consumption of
each method when applying CodeBERT to the defect predic-
tion task.

The results are presented in Fig. 5. As can be observed,
GenAP and the manual prompt consume the lowest memory,
which corresponds to the computational cost of model infer-
ence alone. Consequently, both methods do not impose any
additional memory cost. In contrast, the methods tuning soft
prompts or verbalizers demonstrate three times higher memory
usage compared to GenAP. In addition, other automatic prompt
design methods also exhibit considerable memory consump-
tion when compared to GenAP. These experimental findings
confirm the low computational cost characteristic of GenAP.

VI. DISCUSSION

A. Design Pattern of Prompt

Through the experiments, we have observed several intrigu-
ing phenomena:

1) The Design of Verbalizers Seems to Be More Important
than the Design of Prompt Templates: As shown in Table II,
when using the same template with different verbalizers, the
accuracy ranges from 47.44% to 54.10%, employing different
templates yet with the same verbalizer yields accuracies from
45.86% to 47.95%. These findings suggest that modifying
verbalizers has a greater impact on CodeBERT’s performance
compared to modifying prompt templates in defect prediction
tasks. Moreover, results in Table VI show methods adjusting
verbalizers like soft verbalizer, soft prompt & verbalizer, and
GenAP have better performance compared to the methods
adjusting prompt templates. As shown in Table VIII, although
the methods focusing on verbalizer adjustments do not con-
sistently outperform those focusing on prompt templates, their
performance still exhibits significant variability, ranging from
44.84% to 54.87%. This may imply the challenge of designing
a suitable verbalizer. Additionally, the results illustrated in Fig
4 reveal a sharp performance drop for GenAP when mutation
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operators of the verbalizer (Type 4 and Type 5) are not utilized.
The automatic design of verbalizers can be viewed as the main
contributor to the superior performance of GenAP.

2) The Prompt Template Order (within the Framework of
the Proposed Encoding Strategy) Appears to Be a Crucial
Factor in the Prompt Template Design: This observation is
supported by the findings in Fig 4, which demonstrates that the
removal of mutation operator Type 3 has a more pronounced
impact on model performance compared to mutation operator
Type 1 and Type 2. We also find that the better prompt
template designed by GenAP tends to have an order like
“[T] [T] [T] <code> <mask>”, where [T] denotes a natural
language token. This could be an interesting future work:
exploring the optimal sequence of prompt templates and the
underlying rationale.

3) Semantic Richness Is Not a Must for Good Prompts:
This could be very counterintuitive since we view prompts as
additional task-specific knowledge. Soft Prompt, needless to
say, is not semantically rich to humans since they are even
not interpretable. The prompts designed by GenAP are also
not semantically rich to humans (e.g. “<code> proximity
<mask>.”). Some work in NLP [22], [54] has also observed
this phenomenon. In the next subsection, we will further
discuss this phenomenon by examining specific cases.

public void start(final StartContext context) throws StartException {
    if(store == null) {
        final ServiceRegistry serviceRegistry = context.getController().getServiceContainer();
        final ServiceName serviceNameBase = context.getController().getName();
        final ServiceTarget serviceTarget = context.getChildTarget();
        store = readOnly ? new ServiceBasedNamingStore(serviceRegistry, serviceNameBase):new 
WritableServiceBasedNamingStore(serviceRegistry, serviceNameBase, serviceTarget);}}

(a) Ground truth comment: Creates the naming store if not provided by the constructor .

(b) Comment generated by Manual Prompt: Start the service.

(c) Comment generated by GenAP: Start the naming store.

Fig. 6. Case study on the code summarization task, where the pre-trained
model is CodeT5.

B. Case Study

To qualitatively compare GenAP with the manual prompt,
we provide additional case studies.

The case in Fig. 6 shows the Java code snippet with
comments generated by CodeT5 with Manual Prompt and
GenAP. We utilize the top-performing prompt “Code <code>
Summarization <mask>.” in Table III for Manual Prompt.
The prompt auto-designed by GenAP is “ude layered spon-
soring <code> <mask>.”. From the case, we can observe
that CodeT5 with Manual Prompt is misled by the word
“service” in the code snippet and fails to capture the main
functionality “naming store”. On the contrary, CodeT5 with
GenAP accurately captures “naming store”.

The case in Fig. 7 shows the translated Java code snippet
generated by CodeT5 with Manual Prompt and GenAP. We uti-
lize the top-performing prompt “Translate <code> into java
<mask>.” in Table IV for Manual Prompt. The prompt auto-
designed by GenAP is “IST <code> sofa Class <mask>.”.
In this case, we can observe that the functionality of the
original C# code Fig. 7(a) is to check if two pairs of variables
are equal. Both the Java code translated by Manual Prompt
Fig. 7(c) and GenAP Fig. 7(d) successfully replicate the main
functionality of the original C# code. However, the code

public boolean isEmpty() 
{

return beginA == endA && beginB == endB;    
} 

public bool IsEmpty()
{

return beginA == endA && beginB == endB;    
} 

public final boolean isEmpty() 
{

return beginA == endA && beginB == endB;    
} 

public final boolean isEmpty() 
{

return beginA == endA && beginB == endB;    
} 

(a) Original C# code 

(d) Generated Java code by GenAP(c) Generated Java code by Manual Prompt

(b) Ground truth Java code 

Fig. 7. Case study on the code translation task, where the pre-trained model
is CodeT5.

translated by Manual Prompt overlooks the implied meaning
in the original C# code that this method cannot be overridden
by subclasses. The code translated by Manual Prompt uses
“public boolean isEmpty()”, which means this method can
be overridden by subclasses. CodeT5 with GenAP, on the
other hand, successfully captures the implied meaning and
declares this method cannot be overridden by using “public
final boolean isEmpty()”. In addition, CodeT5 with GenAP
achieves the generation of identical Java code with the ground
truth Fig. 7(b).

An even more intriguing fact is that in both two cases, the
prompts auto-designed by GenAP seem semantically poor to
humans but perform better, which is consistent with Section
VI-A-3) “Semantic richness is not a must for good prompts”.
We believe this is a result of the inherent difference between
programming languages (source code) and natural language,
akin to two distinct languages like Chinese and English. Just as
communication challenges between speakers of Chinese and
English, natural language prompts can be perplexing for code
intelligence PLMs. Therefore, auto-prompt design becomes
even more crucial. Crafting a semantically rich prompt for
humans may be effortless for software engineering experts.
However, designing an understandable prompt for code intel-
ligence PLMs is notably challenging.

C. Threats to Validity

Major threats to validate are illustrated as follows:
1) Limited Datasets: The experiment results are based on

a limited number of datasets for each code intelligence task,
which may introduce bias to the results. To address this
concern, we have selected the most commonly used datasets
for each task and fixed the seeds. Moreover, we intend to
gather more datasets in the future for a better evaluation of
prompt learning and GenAP.

2) Limited Downstream Tasks: The experiments are con-
ducted on three canonical tasks in code intelligence, including
one understanding task and two generation tasks. Although
these tasks are the representative ones in code intelligence,
there are many other tasks like code search [55], [56] and code
generation [57], [58]. We anticipate that similar observations
can be made across these tasks, as they can all be categorized
as either understanding or generation tasks for source code.

3) Algorithm Convergence Criterion: In the experiments,
we noticed varying convergence speeds among different PLMs
and tasks. The current fixed convergence criterion used may
prolong the runtime of GenAP. Creating an adaptive criterion
for diverse PLMs and tasks is an exciting future research.
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4) Word Pool Construction: GenAP requires the word
pool for initialization. Its quality will inevitably affect the
performance of GenAP. Notably, for the experiments involving
GenAP on CodeBERT, we observed a more significant perfor-
mance improvement compared to others. This enhancement
can be attributed to the fact that the word pool used is con-
structed using the vocabulary of CodeBERT. Thus, designing
a stronger word pool with minimal labor and expertise will be
a meaningful avenue for future research.

TABLE XI
COMPARSION OF THE PERFORMANCE OF PROMPT LEARNING AND

INSTRUCTION TUNING USING CODET5 AND CODET5+ MODEL IN CODE
TRANSLATION TASK WITH BLEU AND CODEBLEU METRICS.

Mehtods BLEU CodeBLEU

CodeT5 Prompt learning 79.85 85.17
Instruction Tuning 44.67 66.37

CodeT5+ Prompt learning 81.63 86.17
Instruction Tuning 80.56 85.37

D. Comparison with Instruction Tuning

Instruction tuning [59] is designed for LLMs to follow
instructions. It can potentially enhance the performance of
LLMs but may not be suitable for these relatively small PLMs.
However, in recent years, the software engineering community
has witnessed the ability of these relatively small PLMs [60]–
[62] and the experiments show these PLMs have comparable
performance with LLMs in certain tasks. Conducting code
summarization using CodeT5 can achieve 17.29 BLEU while
CodeT5+ can only achieve 17.09 BLEU. Using a state-of-
the-art code LLM (CodeT5+) is even worse than the small
PLM (CodeT5) in the code summarization task. Therefore,
less compatibility with small-size PLMs will be a drawback
to instruction tuning. We have experimented with its com-
patibility with CodeT5 and CodeT5+ by adapting instruction
tuning to the code translation task. The instruction used for
instruction tuning is “Below is an instruction that describes a
task, paired with an input that provides further context. Write a
response that appropriately completes the request. Instruction:
Translate the following Csharp code into java. Input:<code>
Response:”. As outlined in Table XI, we find it will lead to a
34 drop of BLEU and an 18 drop of CodeBLEU for CodeT5,
as well as a 1 drop of BLEU and a 0.7 drop of CodeBLEU for
CodeT5+. These results confirm that instruction tuning may
not be suitable for small PLMs.

VII. RELATED WORK

This work is related to research on pre-trained code intel-
ligence language models, prompt learning methods, as well
as automatic prompt design methods. We summarize related
works as below.

A. Pre-trained Code Intelligence Language Models

Code intelligence leverages artificial intelligence to help
software developers improve the productivity of the devel-
opment process. It supports various scenarios such as code

summarization, translation, and defect prediction [13], [15],
[39], [42], [44]. Recently, driven by the success of PLMs
in NLP, A surge in PLMs for programming languages(PL)
emerges. CodeBERT [2] is one of the pioneer works. It can
learn NL-PL representation via replaced token detection tasks.
GraphCodeBERT [3] leverages a data flow graph to pre-train
the model and make it better understand the code structure.
Apart from the aforementioned encoder-only models, PLMs
with other architectures are also proposed for PL. For ex-
ample, Wang et al. [37] modify the T5 model and introduce
CodeT5, which is an encoder-decoder architecture model. As
for decoder-only models, Svyatkovskiy et al. [57] train GPT-
2 [6] on a large code corpus to solve code completion task. As
the size of models continues to grow, an increasing number
of larger models are being proposed. Roziere et al. [8] further
pre-train Llama 2 [63] on a mixed dataset of natural language
and code, and propose a series of Code Llama models. Their
parameter size varies from 7B to 70B. Wang et al. [52] scale
up the encoder-decoder model and introduce CodeT5+ models
with parameter sizes ranging from 110M to 16B. Those large
PLMs are commonly referred to as code LLMs. In this paper,
we investigate both code intelligence PLMs and LLMs.

B. Prompt Learning Methods

The concept of prompt learning is developed gradually.
The use of prompt can be traced back to T5 [38] and GPT-
3 [7]. Specifically, Raffel et al. [38] add a task-specific prefix
to convert all text-based language problems into a text-to-
text format, gaining a huge performance boost. Brown et
al. [7] use prompts to give GPT-3 knowledge of studied
tasks. Subsequently, prompt-based methods diverged into two
factions. One faction employed prompts to facilitate better
model tuning [24], [59], while the other faction dives into
tuning-free prompting [64]–[66]. Prompt learning methods
primarily focus on the latter faction. In code intelligence, there
are works that align with the former faction, such as [67],
which use prompts to improve fine-tuning T5 and generate
summary recommendations for annotators. Works that align
with the latter faction are relatively less. For example, Liu et
al. [68] designs a method to convert user queries to prompts,
enhancing the human-computer interaction of code-generating
PLMs.

C. Automatic Prompt Design Methods

Note that several representative automatic prompt design
methods have been introduced thoroughly in the previous
sections, here we mainly discuss the relationships with
GAP3 [69]. GAP3 utilizes a genetic algorithm to automatically
design prompts in black box scenarios where the access to
PLMs is limited to a cloud API. In such situations, methods
for tuning soft prompts require additional APIs for vector
injections, and methods for automatically designing discrete
prompts require manual prompts as initialization. It appears
that GAP3 addresses these issues. However, it overlooks the
automatic design of the verbalizer and the prompt template
order, which we have discussed the significance of in subsec-
tion 6.1. The design of a verbalizer and prompt template order
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in GAP3 still requires human effort, whereas GenAP does
not require any human intervention. Additionally, as described
in subsection 4.1, the genetic algorithm serves as a compre-
hensive framework that needs to be implemented in practical
applications. The implementation of GAP3 differs significantly
from GenAP, and their mutation operator introduces additional
computational demands.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we conduct an empirical study on the effec-
tiveness of prompt learning in three canonical code intelligence
tasks and find it largely depends on the manual design of
prompts. Moreover, we assess popular approaches for auto-
matically designing prompts in NLP and discover that methods
of tuning soft prompts suffer from a lack of interpretability,
and are not applicable when gradients are inaccessible. Addi-
tionally, approaches that involve tuning discrete prompts face
challenges such as high computational demands and restricted
applicability. Motivated by the empirical study, we introduce
GenAP, a gradient-free and cost-effective automatic prompt
design method. The experiments demonstrate that prompts
designed by GenAP outperform meticulously hand-crafted
ones, effectively automating the process of designing prompts.

REFERENCES

[1] M. Allamanis, E. T. Barr, P. Devanbu, and C. Sutton, “A survey
of machine learning for big code and naturalness,” ACM Computing
Surveys (CSUR), vol. 51, no. 4, pp. 1–37, 2018.

[2] Z. Feng, D. Guo, D. Tang, N. Duan, X. Feng, M. Gong, L. Shou, B. Qin,
T. Liu, D. Jiang et al., “Codebert: A pre-trained model for programming
and natural languages,” in Findings of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: EMNLP 2020, 2020, pp. 1536–1547.

[3] D. Guo, S. Ren, S. Lu, Z. Feng, D. Tang, L. Shujie, L. Zhou,
N. Duan, A. Svyatkovskiy, S. Fu et al., “Graphcodebert: Pre-training
code representations with data flow,” in International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2020.

[4] W. Ahmad, S. Chakraborty, B. Ray, and K.-W. Chang, “Unified pre-
training for program understanding and generation,” in Proceedings of
the 2021 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, 2021,
pp. 2655–2668.

[5] D. Guo, S. Lu, N. Duan, Y. Wang, M. Zhou, and J. Yin, “Unixcoder:
Unified cross-modal pre-training for code representation,” in Proceed-
ings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), 2022, pp. 7212–7225.

[6] A. Radford, J. Wu, R. Child, D. Luan, D. Amodei, I. Sutskever et al.,
“Language models are unsupervised multitask learners,” OpenAI blog,
vol. 1, no. 8, p. 9, 2019.

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

[8] B. Roziere, J. Gehring, F. Gloeckle, S. Sootla, I. Gat, X. E. Tan, Y. Adi,
J. Liu, T. Remez, J. Rapin et al., “Code llama: Open foundation models
for code,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.12950, 2023.

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

[10] N. Ding, S. Hu, W. Zhao, Y. Chen, Z. Liu, H. Zheng, and M. Sun,
“Openprompt: An open-source framework for prompt-learning,” in Pro-
ceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: System Demonstrations, 2022, pp. 105–113.

[11] J. Devlin, M.-W. Chang, K. Lee, and K. Toutanova, “BERT: Pre-
training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding,”
in Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American Chapter
of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language
Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers). Association for
Computational Linguistics, Jun. 2019, pp. 4171–4186.

[12] T. Sun, Y. Shao, H. Qian, X. Huang, and X. Qiu, “Black-box tuning for
language-model-as-a-service,” in International Conference on Machine
Learning. PMLR, 2022, pp. 20 841–20 855.

[13] Y. Li, S. Wang, T. N. Nguyen, and S. Van Nguyen, “Improving bug
detection via context-based code representation learning and attention-
based neural networks,” Proceedings of the ACM on Programming
Languages, vol. 3, no. OOPSLA, pp. 1–30, 2019.

[14] P. Fernandes, M. Allamanis, and M. Brockschmidt, “Structured neural
summarization,” in International Conference on Learning Representa-
tions, 2018.

[15] A. T. Nguyen, T. T. Nguyen, and T. N. Nguyen, “Divide-and-conquer
approach for multi-phase statistical migration for source code (t),” in
2015 30th IEEE/ACM International Conference on Automated Software
Engineering (ASE). IEEE, 2015, pp. 585–596.

[16] X. L. Li and P. Liang, “Prefix-tuning: Optimizing continuous prompts
for generation,” in Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics and the 11th International
Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (Volume 1: Long
Papers), 2021, pp. 4582–4597.

[17] X. Liu, Y. Zheng, Z. Du, M. Ding, Y. Qian, Z. Yang, and J. Tang, “Gpt
understands, too,” AI Open, 2023.

[18] T. Vu, B. Lester, N. Constant, R. Al-Rfou, and D. Cer, “Spot: Better
frozen model adaptation through soft prompt transfer,” in Proceedings
of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), 2022, pp. 5039–5059.

[19] Y. Gu, X. Han, Z. Liu, and M. Huang, “Ppt: Pre-trained prompt tuning
for few-shot learning,” in Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of
the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers),
2022, pp. 8410–8423.

[20] K. Hambardzumyan, H. Khachatrian, and J. May, “Warp: Word-level
adversarial reprogramming,” in Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics and the 11th Interna-
tional Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (Volume 1:
Long Papers), 2021, pp. 4921–4933.

[21] D. Khashabi, X. Lyu, S. Min, L. Qin, K. Richardson, S. Welleck, H. Ha-
jishirzi, T. Khot, A. Sabharwal, S. Singh et al., “Prompt waywardness:
The curious case of discretized interpretation of continuous prompts,”
in Proceedings of the 2022 Conference of the North American Chapter
of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language
Technologies, 2022, pp. 3631–3643.

[22] A. Prasad, P. Hase, X. Zhou, and M. Bansal, “Grips: Gradient-free,
edit-based instruction search for prompting large language models,” in
Proceedings of the 17th Conference of the European Chapter of the
Association for Computational Linguistics, 2023, pp. 3827–3846.

[23] H. Xu, Y. Chen, Y. Du, N. Shao, W. Yanggang, H. Li, and Z. Yang, “Gps:
Genetic prompt search for efficient few-shot learning,” in Proceedings
of the 2022 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, 2022, pp. 8162–8171.

[24] S. Hu, N. Ding, H. Wang, Z. Liu, J. Wang, J. Li, W. Wu, and M. Sun,
“Knowledgeable prompt-tuning: Incorporating knowledge into prompt
verbalizer for text classification,” in Proceedings of the 60th Annual
Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1:
Long Papers), 2022, pp. 2225–2240.

[25] S. Forrest, “Genetic algorithms,” ACM computing surveys (CSUR),
vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 77–80, 1996.

[26] T. G. Kolda, R. M. Lewis, and V. Torczon, “Optimization by direct
search: New perspectives on some classical and modern methods,” SIAM
review, vol. 45, no. 3, pp. 385–482, 2003.

[27] M. Mitchell, An introduction to genetic algorithms. MIT press, 1998.
[28] Y. Sun, B. Xue, M. Zhang, G. G. Yen, and J. Lv, “Automatically

designing cnn architectures using the genetic algorithm for image
classification,” IEEE transactions on cybernetics, vol. 50, no. 9, pp.
3840–3854, 2020.

[29] T. Schick and H. Schütze, “Exploiting cloze-questions for few-shot
text classification and natural language inference,” in Proceedings of
the 16th Conference of the European Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Main Volume, 2021, pp. 255–269.

[30] X. Han, W. Zhao, N. Ding, Z. Liu, and M. Sun, “Ptr: Prompt tuning
with rules for text classification,” AI Open, vol. 3, pp. 182–192, 2022.

[31] P. Liu, W. Yuan, J. Fu, Z. Jiang, H. Hayashi, and G. Neubig, “Pre-
train, prompt, and predict: A systematic survey of prompting methods
in natural language processing,” ACM Computing Surveys, vol. 55, no. 9,
pp. 1–35, 2023.

[32] B. Lester, R. Al-Rfou, and N. Constant, “The power of scale for
parameter-efficient prompt tuning,” in Proceedings of the 2021 Con-
ference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2021,
pp. 3045–3059.



16

[33] G. Qin and J. Eisner, “Learning how to ask: Querying lms with mixtures
of soft prompts,” in Proceedings of the 2021 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Human Language Technologies, 2021, pp. 5203–5212.

[34] C. Wang, Y. Yang, C. Gao, Y. Peng, H. Zhang, and M. R. Lyu, “No
more fine-tuning? an experimental evaluation of prompt tuning in code
intelligence,” in Proceedings of the 30th ACM Joint European Software
Engineering Conference and Symposium on the Foundations of Software
Engineering, 2022, pp. 382–394.

[35] Y. Liu, M. Ott, N. Goyal, J. Du, M. Joshi, D. Chen, O. Levy, M. Lewis,
L. Zettlemoyer, and V. Stoyanov, “Roberta: A robustly optimized bert
pretraining approach,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.11692, 2019.

[36] H. Husain, H.-H. Wu, T. Gazit, M. Allamanis, and M. Brockschmidt,
“Codesearchnet challenge: Evaluating the state of semantic code search,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.09436, 2019.

[37] Y. Wang, W. Wang, S. Joty, and S. C. Hoi, “Codet5: Identifier-aware
unified pre-trained encoder-decoder models for code understanding
and generation,” in Proceedings of the 2021 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2021, pp. 8696–8708.

[38] C. Raffel, N. Shazeer, A. Roberts, K. Lee, S. Narang, M. Matena,
Y. Zhou, W. Li, and P. J. Liu, “Exploring the limits of transfer
learning with a unified text-to-text transformer,” The Journal of Machine
Learning Research, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 5485–5551, 2020.

[39] M. Pradel and K. Sen, “Deepbugs: A learning approach to name-based
bug detection,” Proceedings of the ACM on Programming Languages,
vol. 2, no. OOPSLA, pp. 1–25, 2018.

[40] S. Kwon, J.-I. Jang, S. Lee, D. Ryu, and J. Baik, “Codebert based
software defect prediction for edge-cloud systems,” in International
Conference on Web Engineering. Springer, 2022, pp. 11–21.

[41] E. N. Akimova, A. Y. Bersenev, A. A. Deikov, K. S. Kobylkin, A. V.
Konygin, I. P. Mezentsev, and V. E. Misilov, “A survey on software
defect prediction using deep learning,” Mathematics, vol. 9, no. 11, p.
1180, 2021.

[42] X. Hu, G. Li, X. Xia, D. Lo, S. Lu, and Z. Jin, “Summarizing source
code with transferred api knowledge,” in Proceedings of the 27th
International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2018, pp. 2269–
2275.

[43] S. Lu, D. Guo, S. Ren, J. Huang, A. Svyatkovskiy, A. Blanco,
C. Clement, D. Drain, D. Jiang, D. Tang, G. Li, L. Zhou, L. Shou,
L. Zhou, M. Tufano, M. GONG, M. Zhou, N. Duan, N. Sundaresan,
S. K. Deng, S. Fu, and S. LIU, “CodeXGLUE: A machine
learning benchmark dataset for code understanding and generation,”
in Thirty-fifth Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems
Datasets and Benchmarks Track (Round 1), 2021. [Online]. Available:
https://openreview.net/forum?id=6lE4dQXaUcb

[44] Y. Zhou, S. Liu, J. Siow, X. Du, and Y. Liu, “Devign: Effective vul-
nerability identification by learning comprehensive program semantics
via graph neural networks,” Advances in neural information processing
systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[45] K. Papineni, S. Roukos, T. Ward, and W.-J. Zhu, “Bleu: a method for
automatic evaluation of machine translation,” in Proceedings of the 40th
annual meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 2002,
pp. 311–318.

[46] S. Ren, D. Guo, S. Lu, L. Zhou, S. Liu, D. Tang, N. Sundaresan,
M. Zhou, A. Blanco, and S. Ma, “Codebleu: a method for automatic
evaluation of code synthesis,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2009.10297, 2020.

[47] S. Chakraborty, T. Ahmed, Y. Ding, P. T. Devanbu, and B. Ray, “Natgen:
generative pre-training by “naturalizing” source code,” in Proceedings
of the 30th ACM Joint European Software Engineering Conference and
Symposium on the Foundations of Software Engineering, 2022, pp. 18–
30.

[48] S. Mishra, D. Khashabi, C. Baral, Y. Choi, and H. Hajishirzi, “Reframing
instructional prompts to gptk’s language,” in Findings of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: ACL 2022, 2022, pp. 589–612.

[49] T. Wang, A. Roberts, D. Hesslow, T. Le Scao, H. W. Chung, I. Belt-
agy, J. Launay, and C. Raffel, “What language model architecture
and pretraining objective works best for zero-shot generalization?” in
International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2022, pp.
22 964–22 984.

[50] J. Zhang, Y. Zhao, M. Saleh, and P. Liu, “Pegasus: Pre-training with
extracted gap-sentences for abstractive summarization,” in International
Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2020, pp. 11 328–11 339.

[51] M. Srinivas and L. M. Patnaik, “Genetic algorithms: A survey,” com-
puter, vol. 27, no. 6, pp. 17–26, 1994.

[52] Y. Wang, H. Le, A. Gotmare, N. Bui, J. Li, and S. Hoi, “Codet5+: Open
code large language models for code understanding and generation,” in

Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing, 2023, pp. 1069–1088.

[53] Q. Zheng, X. Xia, X. Zou, Y. Dong, S. Wang, Y. Xue, L. Shen,
Z. Wang, A. Wang, Y. Li et al., “Codegeex: A pre-trained model
for code generation with multilingual benchmarking on humaneval-x,”
in Proceedings of the 29th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge
Discovery and Data Mining, 2023, pp. 5673–5684.

[54] A. Webson and E. Pavlick, “Do prompt-based models really understand
the meaning of their prompts?” in Proceedings of the 2022 Conference
of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, 2022, pp. 2300–2344.

[55] X. Gu, H. Zhang, and S. Kim, “Deep code search,” in Proceedings of
the 40th International Conference on Software Engineering, 2018, pp.
933–944.

[56] J. Cambronero, H. Li, S. Kim, K. Sen, and S. Chandra, “When deep
learning met code search,” in Proceedings of the 2019 27th ACM Joint
Meeting on European Software Engineering Conference and Symposium
on the Foundations of Software Engineering, 2019, pp. 964–974.

[57] A. Svyatkovskiy, S. K. Deng, S. Fu, and N. Sundaresan, “Intellicode
compose: Code generation using transformer,” in Proceedings of the
28th ACM Joint Meeting on European Software Engineering Conference
and Symposium on the Foundations of Software Engineering, 2020, pp.
1433–1443.

[58] Y. Li, D. Choi, J. Chung, N. Kushman, J. Schrittwieser, R. Leblond,
T. Eccles, J. Keeling, F. Gimeno, A. Dal Lago et al., “Competition-
level code generation with alphacode,” Science, vol. 378, no. 6624, pp.
1092–1097, 2022.

[59] J. Wei, M. Bosma, V. Zhao, K. Guu, A. W. Yu, B. Lester, N. Du, A. M.
Dai, and Q. V. Le, “Finetuned language models are zero-shot learners,”
in International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.

[60] X. Zhou, D. Han, and D. Lo, “Assessing generalizability of codebert,”
in 2021 IEEE International Conference on Software Maintenance and
Evolution (ICSME). IEEE, 2021, pp. 425–436.

[61] F. Chen, F. H. Fard, D. Lo, and T. Bryksin, “On the transferability of
pre-trained language models for low-resource programming languages,”
in Proceedings of the 30th IEEE/ACM International Conference on
Program Comprehension, 2022, pp. 401–412.

[62] M. A. Hadi, I. N. B. Yusuf, F. Thung, K. G. Luong, J. Lingxiao,
F. H. Fard, and D. Lo, “On the effectiveness of pretrained models
for api learning,” in Proceedings of the 30th IEEE/ACM International
Conference on Program Comprehension, 2022, pp. 309–320.

[63] H. Touvron, L. Martin, K. Stone, P. Albert, A. Almahairi, Y. Babaei,
N. Bashlykov, S. Batra, P. Bhargava, S. Bhosale et al., “Llama
2: Open foundation and fine-tuned chat models,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2307.09288, 2023.

[64] G. I. Winata, A. Madotto, Z. Lin, R. Liu, J. Yosinski, and P. Fung,
“Language models are few-shot multilingual learners,” in Proceedings
of the 1st Workshop on Multilingual Representation Learning, 2021, pp.
1–15.

[65] Z. Yang, Z. Gan, J. Wang, X. Hu, Y. Lu, Z. Liu, and L. Wang,
“An empirical study of gpt-3 for few-shot knowledge-based vqa,” in
Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 36,
no. 3, 2022, pp. 3081–3089.

[66] E. Reif, D. Ippolito, A. Yuan, A. Coenen, C. Callison-Burch, and
J. Wei, “A recipe for arbitrary text style transfer with large language
models,” in Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics (Volume 2: Short Papers), 2022, pp. 837–
848.

[67] G. Fan, S. Chen, H. Wu, C. Gao, J. Xiao, X. Xue, and Z. Feng, “Dialog
summarization for software collaborative platform via tuning pre-trained
models,” Journal of Systems and Software, p. 111763, 2023.

[68] M. X. Liu, A. Sarkar, C. Negreanu, B. Zorn, J. Williams, N. Toronto,
and A. D. Gordon, ““what it wants me to say”: Bridging the abstraction
gap between end-user programmers and code-generating large language
models,” in Proceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors
in Computing Systems, 2023, pp. 1–31.

[69] J. Zhao, Z. Wang, and F. Yang, “Genetic prompt search via exploiting
language model probabilities,” in Proceedings of the Thirty-Second
International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI-23,
E. Elkind, Ed. International Joint Conferences on Artificial Intelligence
Organization, 8 2023, pp. 5296–5305, main Track. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.24963/ijcai.2023/588

https://openreview.net/forum?id=6lE4dQXaUcb
https://doi.org/10.24963/ijcai.2023/588

	Introduction
	Background
	Prompt Learning
	Discrete Prompt
	Soft Prompt

	Automatic Prompt Design

	Experimental Evaluation
	Research Questions
	Code Intelligence Tasks with Prompt Learning
	The Chosen PLMs
	Defect Prediction Task and the Corresponding PLM
	Code Summarization Task and the Corresponding PLM
	Code Translation Task and the Corresponding PLM

	Evaluation Datasets
	Dataset for Defect Prediction
	Dataset for Code Summarization
	Dataset for Code Translation

	Evaluation Metrics
	Evaluation Metric for Defect Prediction
	Evaluation Metric for Code Summarization
	Evaluation Metrics for Code Translation

	Implementation Details
	Experiment Settings
	Baselines
	The Design of the Manual Prompt Template and Verbalizer

	Experimental Results and Analysis
	RQ1: Effectiveness of Prompt Learning
	RQ2: Evaluation on Existing Auto-prompt Methods


	Methodology
	Algorithm Overview
	Population Initialization Strategy
	Prompt Initialization strategy
	Variable-length Encoding Strategy

	Crossover & Mutation Operators
	Crossover Operators
	Mutation Operators


	Implementation and Evaluation
	RQ1: How Is the Effectiveness of GenAP Among Different PLMs and Downstream Tasks?
	RQ2: Does GenAP Require a Labor-intensive Manual Prompt Design Process?
	RQ3: What Is the Convergence Speed of GenAP, and What Is the Rationale of Setting the Mutation Probability to 0.4?
	RQ4: How Is the Effectiveness of each Operator Designed in GenAP?
	RQ5: What Is the Computational Cost for GenAP?

	Discussion
	Design Pattern of Prompt
	The Design of Verbalizers Seems to Be More Important than the Design of Prompt Templates
	The Prompt Template Order (within the Framework of the Proposed Encoding Strategy) Appears to Be a Crucial Factor in the Prompt Template Design
	Semantic Richness Is Not a Must for Good Prompts

	Case Study
	Threats to Validity
	Limited Datasets
	Limited Downstream Tasks
	Algorithm Convergence Criterion
	Word Pool Construction

	Comparison with Instruction Tuning

	Related Work
	Pre-trained Code Intelligence Language Models
	Prompt Learning Methods
	Automatic Prompt Design Methods

	Conclusion
	References

