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ABSTRACT
We evaluate an automatic hint generator for CS1 programming
assignments powered by GPT-4, a large language model. This sys-
tem provides natural language guidance about how students can
improve their incorrect solutions to short programming exercises.
A hint can be requested each time a student fails a test case. Our
evaluation addresses three Research Questions:
RQ1: Do the hints help students improve their code?
RQ2: How effectively do the hints capture problems in student code?
RQ3: Are the issues that students resolve the same as the issues ad-
dressed in the hints?

To address these research questions quantitatively, we identified
a set of fine-grained knowledge components and determined which
ones apply to each exercise, incorrect solution, and generated hint.
Comparing data from two large CS1 offerings, we found that access
to the hints helps students to address problems with their code
more quickly, that hints are able to consistently capture the most
pressing errors in students’ code, and that hints that address a few
issues at once rather than a single bug are more likely to lead to
direct student progress.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Social and professional topics → CS1; • Applied computing
→ Computer-assisted instruction.

KEYWORDS
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1 INTRODUCTION
Some students struggle to complete programming exercises in CS1
courses even when provided with test cases and test running soft-
ware. Tutors can potentially help those students make progress by
pointing out the specific parts of their incorrect solutions that need
revision, as well as the course concepts and techniques relevant
to revising them. Large language models (LLMs) have powered a
variety of recent programming assistance systems in introductory
CS courses [6, 10, 13, 23, 25]. We use data from the deployment of
one of these LLM-based tools that generates hints for CS1 program-
ming exercises that are specific to a student’s incorrect solution
and failing test cases.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-
NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.

This paper first gives a brief overview of the dataset and method-
ology behind our analysis. Then, we dive deeper into students’
progression through assignments and quantitatively evaluate the
pedagogical effects of LLM-generated hints by answering the fol-
lowing three Research Questions (RQs):

RQ1: Do the hints help students improve their code?
RQ2: How effectively do the hints capture issues in the code?
RQ3: Are the issues that students resolve the same as the issues

addressed in the hints?
We evaluate all three of these research questions by identify-

ing and tracking the use of Knowledge Components (KCs), first
introduced by Koedinger et al. [11]. KCs are fine-grained course
concepts and techniques, such as formatting a call expression, using
a particular built-in function, updating a variable within a while
loop, checking a base case in a recursive function, or accumulating
a result and returning it. KCs are a useful tool for evaluating hints
because correcting an incorrect solution to a programming exercise
often involves correctly applying one or more KCs that are miss-
ing from the incorrect solution. Students make progress when the
number of missing KCs is reduced. Hints are accurate when they
correctly address the missing KCs. When students apply missing
KCs referenced in a hint, that’s evidence that they are applying the
hint to make progress.

We evaluated the RQs quantitatively by analyzing students’ re-
sponses to programming exercises and the system’s hints for two
homework assignments that were similar in two large offerings of
a CS1 course. We found that, with assistant access, students made
fewer reverse-progress/no-progress revisions where the number
of missing KCs in their code either went up or did not change,
respectively—upwards of a 50% drop in these unproductive sub-
missions for the majority of problems. We also found high overlap
between the KCs missing from incorrect solutions and the KCs
referenced in generated hints, indicating that hints were often accu-
rate (RQ2)—over 85% of all hints addressed a high-priority missing
KC. Finally, we found evidence that the KCs students resolve were
often the ones addressed in the hints, indicating that some students
were able to understand and act on the hints (RQ3). Furthermore,
hints that addressed multiple missing KCs led to direct student
progress more often—more than half the time for hints that address
multiple KCs.
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2 BACKGROUND & RELATEDWORK
2.1 LLM-Based Tools in CS Education
In large introductory Computer Science (CS) courses, students who
are new to CS get stuck often on programming assignments [14, 16]
and there tends to be more demand for staff help than available
staff office hours [8]—a problem that is alleviated with Artificial
Intelligence (AI) assistants. The rise of Large Language Models
(LLMs) has opened the door for the straightforward development
of AI educational tools that provide on-demand feedback with high
availability. As a result, development of AI tools for education has
skyrocketed in the past year. Researchers in academia and industry
are experimenting with incorporating State-Of-The-Art (SOTA)
LLMs into their classrooms and products.

In academia, many large introductory CS courses are using LLMs
to provide support to students at scale in the form of debugging help
on programming assignments [10, 12, 13, 15, 23, 25], answering on-
line forum questions [15, 17], and generating course materials [19].
Generally, these tools seem well-received by students and save time
for both students and teaching staff. While preliminary usage sta-
tistics and surveys suggest that students enjoy using these tools,
there is far less analysis on how these tools are affecting students’
learning.

In the private sector, the programming capability of LLMs is be-
ing leveraged across many industries. In research, some companies
are exploring tuning foundation models to specialize in the task of
code generation, such as Codex [3], while others are building end-
to-end agents on top of LLMs that can act as autonomous software
engineers like Devin [4]. Developer-facing companies are releasing
coding companions such as Copilot [9] that can help program-
mers by generating template code, investigating bugs, or writing
documentation and test cases. Educational organizations are devel-
oping AI tutors and Teaching Assistants (TAs) like Khanmigo [1]
which are capable of guiding students to answers and taking care
of teachers’ busy work. As with similar projects in academia, these
industry products have seen wide adoption and generally positive
or optimistic reception.

2.2 Knowledge Component Framework
Traditionally, mastery of KCs is measured via a statistical procedure
(Bayesian Knowledge Tracing) [5, 7], but more recent work has
shown the capacity of deep learning approaches toward both gen-
eration of KCs and evaluation of KC mastery. In 2023, a multilayer
perceptron was shown to perform well on automatic KC generation
and KC mastery evaluation tasks [20]. Most recently, SOTA LLMs
are able to effectively generate a set of KCs and extract KCs from
student code in CS1 [18]. We make use of this capability of LLMs
and extend it to also extract KCs from the hints generated by the
assistant.

While recent related work [22] has found success in using topic-
agnostic classifications to categorize student errors, we decided to
use (topic-specific) KCs to align the concepts missing in student
code one-to-one with the concepts addressed by hints.

More details about our KC framework and extraction can be
found in the following section §3.

3 METHOD: DATASET & KNOWLEDGE
COMPONENT EXTRACTION

We apply our method to the data of 61A-Bot [25], one these LLM-
based helper tools. Starting in Spring 2024, the assistant was fully
deployed to 872 enrolled students in CS 61A, the introductory CS
course at UC Berkeley.

3.1 Extracting Knowledge Components Missing
in Code

We extract KCs from student code across two semesters: Spring
2023 and Spring 2024. We treat Spring 2023 (before the assistant’s
release) data as a baseline for comparison with Spring 2024 (after
the assistant’s release). These code samples are intermediate, in-
complete student code checkpoints that are logged on a server after
each autograder run.

We can find which KCs each student is missing as they progress
through a homework problem by looking at their code checkpoints.
We pass the student’s code, a list of human-generated KCs, and some
metadata to GPT-4 and ask it to determine which KCs the student
is missing from the provided list and output them in order of most
important to least important missing KC (additionally, we instruct
the LLM to output its reasoning for its chosen KCs in a Chain-
of-Thought [24]-inspired manner). This approach is a variation
on previous LLM-based KC extraction work, which would ask the
LLM to generate missing KCs from scratch rather than classify
missing KCs from a provided list. We found that GPT-4 performed
better if given the list of possible KCs compared to expert labels.
Our human-generated KCs range from relatively high-level "mini-
concepts" (e.g. "Function Objects versus Function Calls", "Return
versus Print") to common errors students make on these problems
(e.g. "Return Early in Loop", "Forget While Loop Update"). This
list of KCs, which includes short descriptions/definitions for each
KC, effectively serves as a database for the LLM to select from,
reducing the possibility for hallucination. For a single homework,
wemanually defined anywhere from 30-40 KCs across 7-9 categories
(e.g. "Control", "Functions", "Recursion"), depending on the specific
homework topics.

Additionally, we considered pre-assigning the list of possible
KCs at the problem-level instead of at the assignment-level (each
assignment consists of multiple problems). While this approach
would limit the cases where the LLM hallucinates about KCs that
are not relevant to the current problem, it would also limit the
LLM’s capacity to measure the progression of creative alternate
solutions that students come up with.

To measure the accuracy of GPT-4 at this task of extracting
missing KCs from code (with a reference KC list provided), we
sampled 63 pairs of student code checkpoints and corresponding
LLM outputs. Then, two experts (co-authors who are also TAs for
the course) made a binary classification of whether they agreed
with the LLM-generated missing KC list. The two experts had an
inter-rater agreement of 93% with a Cohen’s 𝑘 of 0.759 on a small,
jointly labeled sub-sample of 14 queries (agreed on 13/14). Overall,
the experts agreed with 85% of the LLM-generated missing KC list.
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3.2 Extracting Knowledge Components
Addressed in Hints

For extracting KCs addressed by assistant hints, we only look at
the Spring 2024, the term where the tool was fully deployed. We
follow a similar process as we did with student code but now for
the assistant’s hints: we pass the hint, a list of human-generated
KCs, and some metadata to GPT-4 and ask it to determine which
KCs the hint addresses from the provided list and, this time, output
them in any order (as well as its reasoning).

To measure the accuracy of GPT-4 at this task of identifying
the KCs addressed by a hint (with a reference KC list provided),
we sampled 63 pairs of hints and corresponding LLM outputs—for
the purpose of expert lableling, we had the LLM output only one
KC addressed by the hint at a time. Then, two experts (co-authors
who are also TAs for the course) made a binary classification of
whether they agreed that the LLM-generated KCs also existed in
the hint. The two experts had an inter-rater agreement of 92% with
a Cohen’s 𝑘 of 0.629 on a small, jointly labeled sub-sample of 13
queries (agreed on 12/13). Overall, the experts found that 87% of
the time, GPT-4 correctly classified whether a particular KC existed
in the hint.

4 RESULTS
4.1 RQ1: Do the hints help students improve

their code?

Figure 1: Sp23 (Left) vs. Sp24 (Right) HW1 Time Spent &Num-
ber of Submissions Colored by Student Progression. Upper
plots show average time spent per student. Lower plots show
average number of submissions per student.

With the dataset of missing KCs lists associated with each code
checkpoint, we look at time-adjacent pairs of checkpoints and com-
pare whether the number of missing KCs decreases, increases, or

stays the same. With this categorization, we can visualize how
students’ progressions through assignments change with the intro-
duction of the assistant, as shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3. Specifically,
we calculate the average time spent per student and average number
of submissionsmade per student in each of these three categories. In
our plots, green regions correspond to checkpoint pairs where the
number of missing KCs decreases; red regions correspond to pairs
where the number of missing KCs increases, and yellow regions
correspond to pairs where the number of missing KCs stays the
same.

Figure 2: Sp23 (Left) vs. Sp24 (Right) HW2 Time Spent &Num-
ber of Submissions Colored by Student Progression. Upper
plots show average time spent per student. Lower plots show
average number of submissions per student.

From Spring 2023 (no-assistant) to Spring 2024 (with-assistant),
we observe drops across the board both in time spent and the
number of submissions associated with each color region. This
drop is upwards of 50% for the majority of problems including
a_plus_abs_b, largest_factor, hailstone, product, and coun
t_coins. Spending less time in yellow and red regions may be
attributable to the assistant’s hints pointing out issues in their code
more quickly than the students themselves can. The reduction in the
green region is less intuitive but may be explained by Spring 2024
students making more progress per green submission compared
to Spring 2023 students. In Spring 2024, each green submission
reduces the number of missing KCs by 1.42 (𝑆𝐷 = 0.71) on average,
while in Spring 2023, each green submission reduces the number
of missing KCs by 1.28 (𝑆𝐷 = 0.56) on average (𝑝 < 0.000001,
𝑟 = 0.107, 𝑡-statistic= 4.93, 𝑑𝑜 𝑓 = 2116).

If we look at the time spent in each color category proportionally
(see Figures 4, 5, and 6), specifically in terms of the number of
submissions (rather than time), we can see that the distribution of
categories is mostly consistent from Spring 2023 to Spring 2024
(with some cases—e.g. HW3—showing significant increases in green
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Figure 3: Sp23 (Left) vs. Sp24 (Right) HW3 Time Spent &Num-
ber of Submissions Colored by Student Progression. Upper
plots show average time spent per student. Lower plots show
average number of submissions per student.

regions). This suggests that students’ general progression through
problems remains similar and is merely expedited by the assistant
in Spring 2024, i.e., students inevitably encounter and still struggle
to resolve the same bugs and issues regardless of hints but overall
move at a faster pace when the assistant is available.

One natural question that arises with this color categorization is,
"Are there any patterns in these hints that make them good (green)
or bad (yellow/red)?" Qualitatively, we’ve noticed that in some red
hint cases (e.g., Your two_of_three function is still not
correct. The problem is that you’re not always getting
the two smallest numbers. For example, if i is 1, j is
2, and k is 3, your current function would return 1*1
+ 2*2 = 5, which is correct. But if i is 3, j is 1,
and k is 2, your function would return 1*1 + 1*1 = 2,
which is incorrect. You need to find a way to exclude
the largest number from the calculation.), a clear fault in
the hint is that it simply points out a mistake (and provides a failure
case), but does not suggest a solution or fix. However, it does not
seem to be a consistent property of red (nor yellow) hints. Similarly,
for green hints, the successful application of the hint seems to be
heavily dependent on the student’s:

(a) Understanding of course topics and the CS1 terminology in
order to digest what the hint is telling them to do

and
(b) Understanding of their own code, which is often incomplete

yet they choose to run the autograder anyway just to see what
happens.

Overall, it seems that we need more context in order to differen-
tiate between green, yellow, and red hints in most cases.

Figure 4: Sp23 (Left) vs. Sp24 (Right) HW1 Proportion of Time
Spent & Number of Submissions Colored by Student Progres-
sion. Upper plots show average time spent per student. Lower
plots show average number of submissions per student.

Figure 5: Sp23 (Left) vs. Sp24 (Right) HW2 Proportion of Time
Spent & Number of Submissions Colored by Student Progres-
sion. Upper plots show average time spent per student. Lower
plots show average number of submissions per student.
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Figure 6: Sp23 (Left) vs. Sp24 (Right) HW3 Proportion of Time
Spent & Number of Submissions Colored by Student Progres-
sion. Upper plots show average time spent per student. Lower
plots show average number of submissions per student.

4.2 RQ2: How effectively do the hints capture
issues in the code?

Next, we explore which KCs the hints address and look at the
overlap between the KCs the hint discusses and the missing KCs
from code as a measure of how effectively the assistant hints are
able to capture issues in student code.With the list of KCs addressed
by each hint along with the list of missing KCs for each student code
checkpoint from § 4.1, we can measure the overlap. Specifically, we
calculate the proportion of hints that address at least 1 out of the top-
3 missing KCs in the student’s code. We use this metric of "overlap
with top-3 missing KCs" because our goal with the assistant is not to
have its hints point out every single bug and misunderstanding the
student has—instead, we are interested in whether the assistant’s
hints are addressing the most pressing missing KCs in the student
code, similar to how a human tutor would walk through a problem
with a student in office hours. Over 85% of all hints given for
homeworks 1, 2, and 3 address a top-3 critical missing KC.

Furthermore, we choose to group hints by the number of KCs
addressed by the hint (i.e., KC hint list length, hint KC-richness) as
we’re interested in exploring whether leveraging the capability of
the assistant to enumerate multiple issues in the student’s code in
a single hint, allowing the student to come back re-read as they
make edits to their code (a unique benefit of written versus spoken
tutoring [25]), leads to better student progress.

In homework 1 (see Figure 7) we notice that over 85% of hints
fulfill this overlap criterion for all hint KC list lengths. This is sur-
prising as we would expect hints that cover a larger number of KCs
to have a higher likelihood of also covering one of the top-3 miss-
ing KCs in the student’s code, but the success proportion appears
nearly uniform over all hint KC list lengths. Another implication

of this hint of KC-richness independence is that the LLM is quite
good at recognizing and weighing the importance of various issues
in student code and ensuring that the key issues are included in
its response—possibly an unintended but welcome side-effect of
including a Limit your response to a sentence or two at
most instruction in the prompt to the assistant.

For later homeworks (i.e., 2 & 3), we do not observe as strong
an overlap between KCs addressed by hint and missing KCs in the
code, specifically with KC-sparse hints (i.e., shorter hint KC list
length). We speculate this is because our few-shot expert examples
were limited to samples from homework 1, which leads to less
accurate KC classifications in the hints and the code checkpoints.
The effect of this lower accuracy is exacerbated in the low-data
settings of hints that only address one or two KCs. Naturally, there
is an upward slope that tapers off past a hint KC list length of 3
which is most likely due to the fact that covering more KCs leads to
higher probability of addressing a KC that is relevant and missing
in the student’s code just by chance.

Figure 7: Sp24 HWs 1,2,3 Proportion of Hints that Address
≥ 1 of Top 3 Missing KCs in Code Grouped By Hint KC List
Length.
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4.3 RQ3: Are the issues that students resolve the
same as the issues addressed in the hints?

Finally, to measure how well students are able to apply the hints
to improve their code, we can check whether the KCs that are
missing in the student’s code at checkpoint 𝑖 are no longer missing
at checkpoint 𝑖 + 1 (i.e., the resolved KCs) are the same as the KCs
addressed in the hint given in response to the the checkpoint 𝑖 code.
Specifically, for each hint KC list length, we count the proportion
of hints that address at least one missing KC that is resolved in
the following submission. As we see in Figure 8, hints that cover
a greater number of KCs is more likely to lead to direct student
progress. This suggests that steering the LLM to cover 3 or 4 issues
in a single hint could lead to student progress more often than
honing in on one bug—a bug, which, in reality, could be a minor
issue when compared to the student’s general approach to the
problem, for example. In contrast to the previous result in § 4.2, we
see the number of KCs addressed by the hint playing a key role in
students’ ability to apply at least one of the suggestions in the hint.
While KC-sparse hints may be able to address core issues in student
code consistently, there’s a better chance of the student successfully
applying some part of the hint to make progress when the hint is
KC-rich. This effect is less apparent in homework 3 (Figure ??)
which we suspect may be due to the higher conceptual difficulty
of later homeworks, in which case the hint’s ability to explain a
concept well likely has a higher correlation with immediate student
progress than KC-richness.

5 NEXT STEPS & CONCLUSION
To extend the work we did in § 4, we plan to perform additional
time-series analysis of student submissions to gain an extra dimen-
sion of insight into how individual students are progressing through
assignments differently with and without access to the assistant.
Moreover, one clear drawback of the KC-based progression catego-
rization we’ve developed is that the number of missing KCs does
not always accurately measure how much progress a student is
making. For example, a code submission with a slew of "Off-by-
One" and "Forget While Loop Update" errors could realistically be
much closer to a correct solution than a recursive function that has
a single "Incorrect Recursive Recombination Step" missing KC asso-
ciated with it. So, collecting more data on this approach’s validity
(or shortcomings) will prove valuable.

Inspired by recent work in model distillation [2], we experi-
mented with inserting a "judge" LLM in the middle of our pipeline
that would take in an LLM-generated list of KCs as input and ei-
ther validate it or make changes to it. While we found the "judge"
outputs to be, on average, as good as the initial LLM outputs (when
evaluated by co-authors), we are hopeful that future iterations on
the "judge" prompt that include few-shot expert examples or using
an ensemble of diverse LLMs for evaluation (i.e., a "jury") [21] will
result in significant improvements in LLM-generated KC accuracy.

Figure 8: Sp24 HWs 1,2,3 Proportion of Hints that Address a
Subsequently Resolved KC Grouped By Hint KC List Length.

We reported here on using knowledge components as a proxy for
student progress and found that students follow the same general
progression trajectories through problems—only faster with the
assistant. Analyzing the hints themselves revealed that the LLM is
able to decipher important issues in student code at a high rate and
that hints that cover a number of issues rather than a single bug
are more likely to lead to direct student progress.
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