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Abstract

Instruction-finetuned code language models (LMs) have shown promise in various program-
ming tasks. They are trained, using a language modeling objective, on natural language
instructions and gold code snippet pairs. Recent evidence suggests that these models, never
exposed to incorrect solutions during training, often struggle to distinguish between correct
and incorrect solutions. This observation raises our inquiry: Can preference learning, which
trains models to prefer correct solutions over incorrect ones, help push the boundaries
of code LMs even further? We propose PLUM, a novel preference learning framework
augmented with test cases tailored for code LMs. PLUM aims to investigate the key success
factors and potential benefits of preference learning in code LMs, which remain elusive
despite its success in aligning LMs with human values. PLUM consists of three stages: (1)
Generating test cases for natural language instructions, (2) sampling candidate solutions
from the policy and evaluating them against the test cases to create a preference dataset,
which is then used to (3) train the policy with a preference learning algorithm. Experiments
demonstrate that PLUM substantially improves the performance of existing code LMs on
established code generation benchmarks such as HumanEval (+) and MBPP (+), even for the
state-of-the-art open-source language model CodeQwen-1.5-7B-Chat. PLUM complements
the supervised fine-tuning (SFT) stage, demonstrating synergistic effects.

1 Introduction

Language models pre-trained on code corpora [29, 17, 21, 14, 3] have demonstrated strong code
generation capabilities. Supervised fine-tuning (SFT) can further unlock their ability to understand
natural language requirements and generate code that reflects human intentions [33, 38, 22]. However,
SFT has inherent limitations, particularly in addressing semantic nuances, because SFT trains the
models to maximize the likelihood of target solutions by mimicking patterns in the training data,
without any explicit training signal to prioritize functionally correct code over incorrect ones. It fails
to provide a mechanism that allows the model to discern correct solutions from incorrect ones; the
intricate nature of code correctness is challenging to capture solely through SFT.

To overcome these limitations, we aim to integrate preference learning into the code LMs’ training
process. Preference learning aims to train models to prefer certain solutions(e.g. those that are
factual, helpful, or harmless) over others. Primarily due to the lack of appropriate preference training
data, the recipe for preference learning in code generation remains elusive despite its success in
alignment with human values and other reasoning problems [14, 34, 31]. We propose a novel
preference learning framework augmented with test cases, specifically designed for training code
language models (PLUM). PLUM collects natural language instructions from established datasets,
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such as OSS-Instruct [33], Evol-Instruct-Code [22] or ShareGPT [7], and constructs multiple high-
quality test cases for each instruction. To create the training data for preference learning, for each
instruction, PLUM samples multiple solutions from the policy model and evaluates them against the
corresponding test cases. Each training instance is then a tuple consisting of the instruction, a chosen
solution (passing the test cases in the generated test suite), and a rejected solution (failing at least one).
This dataset is used to train the policy with established preference learning algorithms [28, 9, 2].

PLUM comes with several appealing properties. First, it does not require access to gold solutions
for the instructions. Second, unlike existing preference learning datasets with solutions agnostic to
the policy to be trained [4, 34], PLUM uses test cases to collect preferences over solutions sampled
from the policy itself. This ensures that the preference data is always in-distribution for the policy,
which is an important assumption made by many preference learning algorithms [28, 9, 2]. As we
demonstrate in the experiments, this drops the need for the common practice of performing SFT on
the same instructions before preference learning [28].

We evaluate PLUM on a diverse set of state-of-the-art code language models under different set-ups,
on commonly used evaluation benchmarks: HumanEval(+) and MBPP(+) [6, 1, 20] as well as more
challenging code generation dataset [15]. We show that this approach applies in a plug-and-play
style to different models, requiring only natural language instructions to boost the code generation
capabilities.

2 Background

Syntax and Semantics of a Computer Program Syntax refers to the formal rules governing the
structure and format of statements in a programming language. These rules define how code should
be written so that it can be parsed and understood by compilers or interpreters. Syntax errors, such
as missing semicolons or mismatched parentheses, are typically detected at compile-time and are
relatively straightforward to identify and correct.

Semantics, on the other hand, pertains to the meaning and behavior of syntactically correct programs
when executed. It focuses on the logical and functional outcomes of the code. Semantic errors are
more challenging to identify because they involve the correctness of the logic rather than the structure.
These errors occur at runtime and can result in unexpected behavior or incorrect program results.

This distinction highlights that while syntax ensures the structural validity of code, ensuring semantic
correctness is more complex and requires information from testing and/or verification.

Challenges in Achieving Semantically Correct Programs via Supervised Fine-Tuning Super-
vised fine-tuning has shown success in enabling models to comprehend and execute instructions, but
it primarily teaches the model what the correct response is without establishing a clear distinction
between correct and incorrect responses [39, 36]. Moreover, instruction-tuning data can be noisy,
often relying on synthetic data generated by models like GPT-3.5-turbo, which have limitations
in programming accuracy. For example, GPT-3.5-turbo achieves around 70% accuracy on basic
programming benchmarks and solves only 23% of LeetCode problems across difficulty levels [14].
Models such as CodeLlama use self-generated test cases for data quality control, but issues with
execution reasoning capabilities can still lead to noisy data filtering [29, 12, 19].

Preference Learning Preference learning, initially used to improve model responses for user
interaction, has shown potential in enhancing reasoning capabilities [23]. Models often produce
correct programs with large sampling budgets [18] but may fail to generate semantically valid answers
consistently. Preference learning algorithms, such as Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) [28] and
Kahneman & Tversky Optimization (KTO) [9], can help close this gap by providing signals about
the semantic validity of programs. DPO optimizes the log-likelihood of preferred responses, while
KTO optimizes the utility of preferred responses directly, leading to different training outcomes [34].
These algorithms can improve the generation of semantically correct programs by systematically
distinguishing valid from invalid ones.
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Figure 1: Overview of PLUM. It involves three steps: (1) Generating the test cases; (2) Sampling
solutions from the policy and evaluating them against the test cases to collect the preference data for
(3) performing preference learning.

3 Preference Learning Augmented with Test Cases for Code LMs(PLUM)

PLUM leverages test cases to produce the preference learning data to improve code language models.
It first converts natural language specifications into test cases. They are then used to verify whether
the solutions sampled from the policy exhibit desirable behavior in order to collect the preference data
for training. PLUM complements the supervised fine-tuning (SFT) stage, and explicitly teaches code
language models to prioritize functionally correct solutions over incorrect ones, thereby enhancing
their overall performance. An overview of PLUM is provided in Figure 1 and Algorithm 1.

We focus on Python due to its wide use and the availability of well-established training and evaluation
resources.

Generating Test Cases The test cases in PLUM are generated with a generator model over natural
instructions from established code generation datasets.1

• Collecting instructions from established datasets: We collect natural language instruc-
tions from established datasets including OSS-Instruct [33], Evol-Instruct-Code [22], and
ShareGPT [7]. These datasets provide a diverse range of programming tasks and instructions.
Although they come with gold/silver solutions in the training splits, these solutions are never
used in PLUM. Instead, they allow us to directly compare PLUM’s performance against
SFT, which relies on gold solutions, as we investigate in our experiments. Not requiring gold
solutions for training broadens the applicability of PLUM to a wide variety of real-world
coding tasks and user requirements.

• Generating high-quality test cases: Given a training instruction in natural language, we
prompt a generator model to produce a reference solution, a starter code snippet specifying
the function signature, and a suite of test cases using the prompt in Figure 3. The generated
test cases are critical for ensuring that the solutions meet the functional requirements
specified in the instructions. The correctness of the test cases is central to the success of
preference learning. We adopt a consistency-based approach inspired by [5] and [29] for
quality control. We check for consistency between the generated reference solution and the
test cases. Pairs where the test cases do not accurately reflect the solution, or the solution
does not pass the test cases, are filtered out. This process helps to minimize potential noise
and enhances the quality of the test cases used in the following stages. The generated
reference solutions serve only to control the quality of the test cases and are never used in
training. Similarly, the solutions provided with the instruction data are never used in PLUM.
On average, each instruction is paired with 3–5 test cases depending on the dataset.

1We use GPT-4-1106 as the generator model.
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Sampling Solutions from the Policy to Create the Preference Data Many preference learning
algorithms assume that the preference data is in-distribution for the policy, i.e., the solutions are
sampled from the policy model to be trained [28, 9, 2]. In practice, however, preference data
often contains solutions sampled from different models than the policy, making the data out-of-
distribution [4, 34]. A common workaround is to first perform supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on the
same instructions before applying preference learning. [28, 34]. This ensures that the policy has a
similar distribution to that from which the preference data is sampled.

Prompt for Test Case Generation

You are a teaching assistant helping to write reference solutions and tests for programming
questions. Given a programming question, you need to first analyze the problem, then write a
reference solution (code), followed by assertions that test student solutions. The test code
must be runnable when concatenated at the end of student solutions to check the correctness.

Programming Question:
{Question}

Follow the format below.

[Analysis]
{{Natural Language Analysis Of The Problem.}}

[Solution]
{{Your Solution To The Problem}}

[Start Code]
{{Start code for students so that they can follow the I/O protocol. E.g. Function signatures,
class names etc.}}

[Test Code]
{{Test code that is immediately runnable if concatenated with student code to check the
correctness.}}

One of the research questions we aim to answer through PLUM is the standalone effect of preference
learning on LMs’ coding capability, with or without first performing SFT. To this end, we sample
solutions from the policy to be trained and run them against the test cases to create the preference
data. For each instruction, we sample K solutions from the policy and evaluate them against the
generated test cases. K is set to 20 based on the findings from our preliminary experiments. With
static and execution checks,2 we identify and filter out solutions that contain syntactic errors and fail
to execute, as our focus is on functional correctness. Moreover, as a recent work points out, training
with code snippets containing syntax errors may hurt the model’s performance [32]. Solutions passing
all test cases are used as the chosen solutions, and those failing at least one the rejected solutions. An
instruction is filtered out if it has no chosen solution after this process. This aims to ensure that the
learned policy does not drift too far from the original one as drastic changes might cause the model to
forget previously learned information or to perform poorly on tasks it was previously adept at [28].

Preference Learning with KTO The collected chosen and rejected solutions are potentially
imbalanced. This motivates us to apply the Kahneman-Tversky Optimization (KTO) algorithm for
preference learning. Unlike many other algorithms [28], KTO does not require pairwise preference
data; instead, it operates on singleton feedback. Therefore, KTO is less affected by the potential
imbalance in our dataset. As we will show in the experiments, KTO achieves better performance than
DPO.

2We use mypy for the static check: https://mypy-lang.org/.
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Algorithm 1 PLUM.

Input: Natural language instructions I = {qi}, policy model to be trained πθ, generator model G
Output: Trained policy model π̂θ

1: Initialize preference datasets D+ and D−

2: for each qi ∈ I do
3: Generate n pairs of reference code and test case {(rij , tij)}nj=1 using G
4: for each pair (rij , tij) do
5: if rij passes tij then
6: Add (qi, tij) to D
7: end if
8: end for
9: Sik ∼ πθ for k = 1 to K (sample K solutions for qi)

10: for each solution sik ∈ Sik do
11: for each test case tij in D do
12: if sik passes tij then
13: Add (qi, sik) to D+

14: else
15: Add (qi, sik) to D−

16: end if
17: end for
18: end for
19: end for
20: Filter out instances with no correct solutions from D+ and D−.
21: Train the policy model πθ using D+ and D− with KTO and get π̂θ.
22: return π̂θ

4 Experiments

To demonstrate the effectiveness of PLUM, we evaluate it on established benchmarks: HumanEval [6],
MBPP [1], and EvalPlus (a widely-adopted augmented version [20] of them). We also use the more
challenging LiveCodeBench [15].
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Figure 2: Distribution of policy model correctness ratio on OSS-Instruct dataset.

Preference Data Collection We use GPT-4 [24] to generate test cases for each programming
question. For the OSS-Instruct dataset and ShareGPT dataset, we query GPT-4 for 3 responses, and
due to the comparatively more complex nature of the natural language instruction, we generate 6 for
each of the EvolInstruct instances. We then sample 20 outputs from the policy using temperature
T = 1 for the former two and 50 outputs for the latter. This yields around ∼ 60, 000 examples for
ShareGPT and OSS-Instruct, and around ∼ 120, 000 for EvolInstruct before any filtering. We present
the statistics on the pass ratio of sampled solutions over OSS-Instruct in Figure 2. We included the
self-consistency pass rate of the test-generation process with GPT-4-1106 in Table 1.
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Dataset Self-Consistency Pass Rate

OSS-Instruct 63.76
Evol-instruct 42.38
ShareGPT 45.69

Table 1: Self-Consistency Pass Rate Using GPT-4-1106.

Model Families Type Models MBPP MBPP+ HE HE+

MagiCoder-S-CL-7B [33] SFT
Baseline 68.4 56.6 70.7 66.5
PLUM 71.4 60.8 73.8 69.5
Rel. + 4.4 7.4 4.4 4.5

MagiCoder-S-DS-6.7B [33] SFT
Baseline 75.7 64.4 76.8 70.7
PLUM 80.4 69.3 80.5 73.8
Rel. + 6.2 7.6 4.8 4.4

DeepSeek-Coder-Instruct-6.7B [14] SFT
Baseline 74.9 65.6 75.4 71.3
PLUM 76.9 67.9 81.7 76.2
Rel. + 2.7 3.5 8.4 6.9

MagiCoder-DS-6.7B [33] SFT
Baseline 75.4 61.9 66.5 60.4
PLUM 79.6 66.7 71.3 65.9
Rel. + 5.6 7.8 7.2 9.1

OpenCodeInterpreter-DS [38] SFT
Baseline 73.9 63.7 77.4 72.0
PLUM 78.2 66.4 80.5 76.2
Rel. + 5.8 4.2 4.0 5.8

OpenCodeInterpreter-CL [38] SFT
Baseline 66.4 55.4 72.6 65.2
PLUM 66.7 55.4 73.8 67.7
Rel. + 0.5 0.0 1.7 3.8

Code-Qwen-7B-Chat [3] SFT
Baseline 77.7 67.2 83.5 78.7
PLUM 81.0 69.0 86.0 81.1
Rel. + 4.3 2.7 3.0 3.1

Code-Qwen-7B-Base [3] Base
Baseline 72.2 60.2 51.8 45.7
PLUM 75.4 62.9 70.1 62.2
Rel. + 4.4 4.5 35.3 36.1

Deepseek-Coder-Base [14] Base
Baseline 70.2 56.6 47.6 39.6
PLUM 72.9 58.9 56.7 48.8
Rel. + 3.9 4.1 19.1 23.2

StarCoder2-7B-Base [21] Base
Baseline 54.4 45.6 35.4 29.9
PLUM 60.4 49.1 46.3 39.6
Rel. + 11.0 7.7 30.8 32.4

Table 2: %Pass@1 of PLUM-OSS-Instruct on HumanEval (HE) and MBPP, and their enhanced
versions (HE+ and MBPP+). We calculate the relative performance improvement over the baseline in
row Rel. + for each model. Bold fonts indicate results where PLUM outperforms the baselines.

Models We consider a diverse set of strong open language models: MagiCoder [33], OpenCodeIn-
tepreter [38], CodeQwen [3], DeepSeek Coder [14] and StarCoder2 [17]. MagiCoder and Open-
CodeIntepreter contain instruction-tuned checkpoints from DeepSeek Coder and CodeLlama [29]
base models. To demonstrate that PLUM is broadly applicable, we consider three different settings:

• First train with SFT followed by PLUM on the same instructions as those used in SFT.
• Train with SFT followed by PLUM on instructions unseen during SFT.
• Train directly with PLUM without SFT.
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Model Families Type Models MBPP MBPP+ HE HE+
PLUM-EvolInstruct

WizardCoder-CL-7B SFT
Baseline 48.2 40.9 56.6 47.1
PLUM 54.3 48.8 65.9 52.9
Rel. + 16.4 12.3 12.7 19.3

DeepSeek-Coder-Instruct-6.7B [14] SFT
Baseline 74.9 65.6 75.4 71.3
PLUM 77.7 67.7 81.7 76.8
Rel. + 3.7 3.2 8.4 7.7

PLUM-ShareGPT

DeepSeek-Coder-Instruct-6.7B [14] SFT
Baseline 74.9 65.6 75.4 71.3
PLUM 79.2 67.9 77.4 73.8
Rel. + 5.7 3.5 2.8 3.5

OpenCodeInterpreter-DS [38] SFT
Baseline 73.9 63.7 77.4 72.0
PLUM 77.7 64.4 79.9 75.6
Rel. + 5.14 1.1 3.2 5.0

Code-Qwen-7B-Chat [3] SFT
Baseline 77.7 67.2 83.5 78.7
PLUM 81.2 69.7 85.4 79.3
Rel. + 4.5 3.7 2.3 0.8

Code-Qwen-7B-Base [3] Base
Baseline 72.2 60.2 51.8 45.7
PLUM 76.4 64.9 73.2 67.1
Rel. + 5.8 7.8 41.3 46.8

Deepseek-Coder-Base [14] Base
Baseline 70.2 56.6 47.6 39.6
PLUM 75.4 60.7 64.0 53.7
Rel. + 6.4 7.2 34.5 35.6

StarCoder2-7B-Base [21] Base
Baseline 54.4 45.6 35.4 29.9
PLUM 63.9 51.9 50.0 42.1
Rel. + 17.5 13.8 41.2 40.8

Table 3: %Pass@1 on HumanEval (HE) and MBPP, and their enhanced versions (HE+ and MBPP+)
on other open-source code-generation instruction-tuning data. We demonstrated that PLUM brings
improvements when applied to different instruction distributions.

4.1 Results

HumanEval(+) and MBPP(+) The PLUM-OSS-Instruct block of Table 2 presents the results of
PLUM when applied to a subset of 1K instances of the OSS-Instruct-75K dataset. MagiCoder models
(-DS, -S-CL, and -S-DS) and OpenCodeIntepreter models (-CL and -DS) have already seen these
instructions during supervised fine-tuning, while DeepSeekCoder-Instruct has not, as it was released
earlier than the dataset. CodeQwen chat model uses proprietary data. PLUM-ShareGPT data for
preference learning is generated with the same setting. Similarly, the PLUM-EvolInstruct block
corresponds to the results when we apply PLUM to EvolInstruct [22] dataset. Since the instructions
are comparatively less clear than the OSS-Instruct dataset, we control the number of initial samples
to be the same by generating 50 samples for each problem and use about 400 instances in total.

PLUM consistently improves the performance of a wide range of code language models across all
three settings, regardless of the base models’ performance. Remarkably, PLUM can even improve
the state-of-the-art 7B model, CodeQwen-7B-Chat, relatively by 3% on average, using either OSS-
Instruct or ShareGPT data. These results demonstrate that PLUM is broadly applicable in different
datasets and settings.

LiveCodeBench We further evaluate PLUM using strong instruction-tuned models on the more
challenging LiveCodeBench dataset. As shown in Table 4, the models demonstrate overall per-
formance improvements over their respective baselines across the board. Despite the increased
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Model Item Easy Medium Hard Overall

MagiCoder-S-CL-7B
Baseline 29.9 1.0 0.0 11.4
PLUM 38.1 1.8 0.0 14.3
Rel. + 27.4 80.0 0.0 25.4

MagiCoder-S-DS-6.7B
Baseline 48.6 12.1 0.1 22.6
PLUM 52.1 15.5 0.1 25.0
Rel. + 7.2 28.1 0.1 10.6

OpenCodeInterpreter-DS
Baseline 49.6 9.9 0.4 21.9
PLUM 45.8 13.7 1.2 22.3
Rel. + -7.7 38.4 200.0 1.8

CodeQwen-7B-Chat
Baseline 42.7 18.8 0.9 23.2
PLUM 43.0 23.2 3.0 25.8
Rel. + 0.7 20.0 230.0 11.2

Table 4: %Pass@1 on LiveCodeBench.

difficulty and reasoning required, we show that PLUM can enhance the base models’ overall coding
performance on interview-level coding problems from LiveCodeBench. PLUM proves particularly
beneficial for medium-level interview questions, which are often quite challenging for models, es-
pecially those with around 7B parameters. This demonstrates that PLUM does more than simply
fitting to commonly tested benchmarks; it enhances the models’ general coding capabilities in more
complex and diverse coding scenarios.

4.2 PLUM-KTO vs. DPO and SFT

We also examine the performance with direct preference optimization (DPO) [28]. We use the
same settings as KTO, but since DPO requires balanced preference data, we sub-sample to match
the numbers of chosen and rejected solutions for each instruction. Te results suggest that DPO
underperforms KTO and could sometimes harm the performance of models that have undergone SFT,
as shown in Table 6. This aligns with the findings from prior works [23, 34].

For base models that have not gone through SFT, we demonstrate that PLUM-KTO outperforms
applying SFT on pairs constructed using instructions and the correct solutions (Table 5).
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Model Type MBPP MBPP+ HE HE+ Avg.
(Base)

Avg.
(+)

Avg.
(All)

SC2-7B-Base
Baseline 54.4 45.6 35.4 29.9 44.9 37.8 41.3
SFT 62.2 49.4 41.5 35.4 51.9 50.6 47.1
PLUM-KTO 60.4 49.1 46.3 39.6 53.4 51.2 62.2

CQ-7B-Base
Baseline 72.2 60.2 51.8 45.7 62.0 53.0 57.5
SFT 73.4 62.4 67.7 59.1 70.6 66.5 65.7
PLUM-KTO 75.4 62.9 70.1 62.2 72.8 67.8 67.7

DSC-6.7B-Base
Baseline 70.2 56.6 47.6 39.6 58.9 57.8 53.5
SFT 71.7 57.1 56.1 48.8 63.9 60.5 58.4
PLUM-KTO 72.9 58.9 56.7 48.8 64.8 61.9 59.3

Table 5: PLUM vs. SFT. Baseline: pretrained models without SFT or preference learning; SC2:
StarCoder2; CQ: CodeQwen-1.5; DSC: DeepSeek-Coder.

Model Objective MBPP MBPP+ HE HE+ Avg.
(Base)

Avg.
(+)

Avg.
(All)

MagiCoder-DS-6.7B
Baseline 75.4 61.9 66.5 60.4 71.0 61.2 66.1
DPO 75.9 63.4 65.2 61.0 70.6 67.0 66.4
KTO 79.6 66.7 71.3 65.9 75.5 71.1 75.9

MagiCoder-S-CL-7B
Baseline 68.4 56.6 70.7 66.5 69.6 61.6 65.6
DPO 68.9 55.9 67.1 59.1 68.0 57.5 62.8
KTO 71.4 60.8 73.8 69.5 72.6 65.2 68.9

MagiCoder-S-DS-6.7B
Baseline 75.7 64.4 76.8 70.7 76.3 70.3 71.9
DPO 76.2 64.7 78.7 73.8 77.5 71.1 73.4
KTO 80.4 69.3 80.5 73.8 80.5 74.9 76.0

Table 6: KTO vs. DPO when used with PLUM to train SFT-ed models (Baseline).
Red underlined numbers indicate performance that are worse than the baseline’s.

4.3 Importance of Test Case-Based Preference Learning

We experiment with including only non-executable samples as rejected solutions, while using the
same set of chosen solutions. As shown in Figure 3, we observe that this is worse than PLUM in
most cases. More importantly, it does not always improve the model’s performance and may even
hurt. This has also been noted in previous studies [32]. Although the positive examples used are the
same as our oracle-based preference learning, lower-quality negative examples do not necessarily
help the model improve due to the additional noise in the preference signal.

5 Related Works

5.1 Reinforcement Learning and Preference Learning For Reasoning-Related Tasks

Preference learning algorithms like Direct Preference Optimization (DPO) [28] and Kahneman &
Tversky’s Optimization [9] have gained their popularity in aligning large language models for their
lower cost and better stability in training. Recently, beyond simply controlling nuances of the model
when interacting with users, the community has investigated the use of these algorithms in more
challenging tasks that involve reasoning. Ocra-Math [23] adopted iterative preference learning on
top of the SFT-ed language model to boost the performance of language models in solving math
reasoning tasks. Eurus [34] utilized preference trees to teach models to solve complex problems via
multi-step interactions with external feedback.
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5.2 Code Generation with Large Language Models

Code generation has become an important real-world application of generative language models.
Various code foundation models demonstrated prominent performance on program-related tasks by
pre-training language models over code corpus (e.g. StarCoder [17] and StarCoder2 [21], DeepSeek-
Coder [14]) or continued pre-training successful foundation models over additional code data like
CodeQwen [3] and CodeLlama [29]. To further boost the capability of these models in responding to
various kinds of tasks, efforts have been made to perform supervised fine-tuning for these models on
pairs of instructions and responses [22, 33, 38].

5.3 Test Case Generation with Language Models

Automated test case generation [25, 11, 26], as an integral ingredient to efficiently ensuring the quality
and safety of programs and software, has always been an important topic in the software engineering
domain. The rise of LLMs has inspired many works to leverage transformer-based language models
in generating tests for various purposes either by training models [30, 18] or prompting them [5].

Test cases can also be an effective way of clarifying user intent. These formalized specifications can
improve the alignment of model-generated programs with user requirements [10, 8].

5.4 The synergy between test cases and code generation

Programming-by-examples [13] and test-driven programming [27] have long been topics of interest
in the domain of programming languages. The core idea is to leverage the test cases to automatically
improve the program to meet the specifications. This idea has been borrowed to improve deep
learning approaches to code synthesis [16, 5, 35]. More recent approaches around language models
like CodeT [5] and Parsel [35] generate test cases to reduce the search space during inference time.
Similarly, ALGO [37] leverages brute-force reference solution as an oracle to produce test outputs
given inputs for competitive programming.

Our approach differs from the existing works as we are leveraging the test cases in training, to
improve the models’ inherent capabilities to program.

6 Conclusion

We introduced PLUM, a novel preference learning framework designed to enhance the performance
of code LMs. By integrating test cases into preference learning, PLUM synergizes with SFT and
improves different models’ performance across a variety of code generation benchmarks. By training
models to prefer correct solutions over incorrect ones, PLUM mitigates the pattern-mimicking issues
of SFT. This highlights the potential of preference learning in improving code language models,
offering a solution for addressing the nuanced requirements of code generation tasks.

Limitations and broader impact PLUM relies on model-generated test cases to obtain preference
data for training. When the coding problems are challenging, the quality of both the generated test
cases could be low, potentially limiting the efficacy of PLUM.
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