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Abstract

Code modification requires developers to comprehend code, plan
changes, articulate intentions, and validate outcomes, making it a
cognitively demanding process. Generated natural language code
summaries aid comprehension but remain static and limited in
supporting the full workflow. We present NATURALEDIT, a system
that makes code summaries interactive and adaptive representa-
tions directly linked to source code. Grounded in the Cognitive
Dimensions of Notations, NATURALEDIT implements a paradigm of
code modification through interaction with natural language repre-
sentations through three key features: (1) adaptive multi-faceted
representation of code summaries with flexible Abstraction Gradi-
ent; (2) interactive mapping mechanisms between summaries and
codes, ensuring a tight Closeness of Mapping; and (3) intent-driven,
bidirectional synchronization that reduces Viscosity in editing and
validation. A technical evaluation confirms the performance of
NATURALEDIT, and a user study with 12 developers shows that it
enhances comprehension, intent articulation, and validation, giving
developers greater confidence and control.
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1 Introduction

Developers devote a substantial portion of their effort to code
modification—altering an existing program to fit a new task [69].
Code modification is central to software maintenance, and its cog-
nitive and technical complexity makes it a major contributor to
industrial cost [53, 58]. Shneiderman and Mayers’ model [69] char-
acterizes this process as a cycle: developers first construct an “inter-
nal semantics,” or a mental model of the program’s logic [41]. Then,
based on this understanding, they mentally update the “internal
semantics” to form a modification plan, and then map the intended
change back to the program’s formal syntax, either manually or
with tool support [66]. Finally, they validate that the modified code

reflects their plan and identify unintended side effects 3, 52]. Each
stage increases complexity and cognitive load, creating persistent
bottlenecks in software development [15, 18].

A longstanding strategy for mitigating this complexity is to im-
prove program representations [4, 24]. Effective representations act
as externalizations of program logic, bridging the formal code with
the developer’s “internal semantics.” They enable developers to com-
prehend logic, reason about behavior, and express modifications [1,
27]. Natural Language (NL) is an especially promising medium for
this purpose, as it provides a representation that aligns with the
developer’s native mode of thought, allowing them to interact with
programs “in the same way they think about them” [51]. In practice,
code summaries provide such representations by describing pro-
gram functionality in NL form—even a short summary such as “adds
transparency to the currently selected polygon” can give a program-
mer insights about what code does. However, although a substantial
body of research has explored their generation and use for com-
prehension [40, 71, 78], these summaries have traditionally been
treated as static documentation. This limits their utility to the early
phase of the modification, leaving significant gaps between under-
standing and the later stages of planning and expressing changes.

We propose bridging this gap by transforming NL summaries
into a primary, interactive surface for modification. This paradigm,
modifying code through interaction with its NL representation,
externalizes the developer’s “internal semantics” from an implicit
mental model into a tangible, manipulable artifact. Recent advances
in Large Language Models (LLMs) make this vision feasible by en-
abling high-fidelity translation between NL and code [9, 12]. Our
approach builds upon, yet distinguishes itself from, recent work that
leverages NL summaries to connect developer intent and code in var-
ious contexts. Prior work has demonstrated the paradigm’s feasibil-
ity and potential benefits, including improved prompt authoring and
increased developer control over Al behavior [16, 46, 68, 75]. How-
ever, they have largely treated the NL summary as an intermediate
medium for instructing the model. Consequently, key HCI ques-
tions about the representations themselves and the mechanisms for
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interacting with them remain underexplored. Specifically, what con-
stitutes an effective NL representation? How should their mapping
to code be established and visualized? And how can these compo-
nents be integrated into a coherent code modification workflow?

Recent empirical findings by Tang et al. [73] underscore the
importance of these questions. The study showed that editing NL
summaries can help developers comprehend system edits and con-
struct more comprehensive prompts, but also highlighted major
usability issues: overly rigid detail, implicit and effortful links to
code, and disproportionate editing effort for simple changes. These
issues point to the need for a systematic analysis of NL as a first-
class interaction artifact. To structure this, we draw on the Cognitive
Dimensions of Notations framework [27], which provides precise
terms for evaluating how an information artifact supports users’
cognitive tasks. Our analysis is in four dimensions:

(1) Presenting NL summaries at a single, fixed level of detail
creates a poor abstraction gradient, preventing developers
from adjusting structure and granularity to suit different
cognitive needs.

(2) The connection between NL and code is implicit, leading to
poor closeness of mapping and forcing developers to mentally
trace their correspondences, increasing cognitive load on
working memory.

(3) Interaction on NL is also often rigid, exhibiting high viscosity,
where conceptually simple changes require many tedious
edits to the NL summary, discouraging iterative refinement.

(4) Updates between code and NL are unclear, undermining
visibility and consistency, forcing developers to manually
verify changes and disrupting workflow.

To address these challenges, we present NATURALEDIT, a prac-
tical interactive system, in the form of a VS Code extension, that
treats a program’s NL description as a first-class interactive rep-
resentation. NATURALEDIT introduces three core features, each
targeting the cognitive dimensions outlined above:

(1) Adaptive Multi-Faceted Representation: enables devel-
opers to dynamically adjust the NL summary across two or-
thogonal dimensions: structure (e.g., paragraph vs. bulleted)
and granularity (from high-level overviews to line-by-line
details). This creates an adaptive abstraction gradient, allow-
ing users to tailor the representation to the task at hand.

(2) Interactive Cross-Representation Mapping: establishes
a tangible, visual connection between NL sub-segments and
their corresponding code blocks. Selecting an element in the
NL view highlights its counterpart in the code editor, making
the relationship explicit and ensuring closeness of mapping.

(3) Intent-Driven Bidirectional Synchronization: maintains
synchronization between NL and code, ensuring visibility
and consistency. Updates appear as clear, incremental visual
diffs, enabling developers to validate changes. To also reduce
viscosity, the workflow is intent-driven: developers can ex-
press high-level modification goals, and the system executes
corresponding low-level edits on the NL representation.

Tang et al.

We evaluated NATURALEDIT through a two-part study. First, a
technical evaluation established the approach’s soundness: a bench-
mark confirmed that our NL-mediated workflow is technically vi-
able, achieving performance comparable to direct-instruction base-
lines, while an expert-driven assessment further demonstrated that
NATURALEDIT’s generated artifacts are of consistently high quality.
Second, a controlled lab study with 12 experienced developers pro-
vides strong evidence of NATURALEDIT’s usability and cognitive
benefits. This study shows that by systematically addressing key
cognitive bottlenecks, NATURALEDIT significantly enhances devel-
opers’ comprehension, intent specification, and sense of control,
resulting in a more effective NL-centric modification workflow.

In summary, our contribution is threefold:

o A new paradigm for code modification transforms NL sum-
maries from static documents into interactive representa-
tions within workflows. It is supported by a set of actionable
design principles, derived from the Cognitive Dimensions
framework, that address key usability challenges.

o The instantiation of these principles in NATURALEDIT, a prac-
tical interactive system in the form of a VS Code extension
that demonstrates the viability of this paradigm through a
set of novel interactive mechanisms.

o Empirical evidence from a mixed-methods evaluation shows
that our approach is both technically effective and reduces
cognitive effort, while also enhancing developers’ control
and confidence.

2 Background and Related Work

2.1 Cognitive Demands of Code Modification

Modifying existing code for tasks (e.g., debugging, refactoring, or
feature enhancement) is central to software engineering but re-
mains costly [6, 38, 58]. Its difficulty arises not only from technical
complexity but also from the limits of human cognition [15, 31].
At the core of this activity lies code comprehension, a cognitively
demanding process in which developers construct an “internal se-
mantics” of a program’s logic [7, 26, 41, 69]. The process requires
developers to move across multiple levels of abstraction, from in-
dividual statements to overall program logic [67]. This cognitive
activity places a heavy load on working memory, which must si-
multaneously store and process information about the program’s
state and behavior [19]. The scale of this bottleneck is significant:
a field study by Xia et al. [82] estimated that comprehension alone
can consume up to 58% of a developer’s working time.

Building on comprehension, the subsequent stages of implement-
ing and validating a change can be understood through Norman’s
theory of action, particularly the iterative cycle of the Gulf of Exe-
cution and Evaluation [32, 55]. The Gulf of Execution represents the
challenge of this second stage: translating the developer’s intended
change into the precise syntax of the programming language. This
translation involves a two-stage cognitive process [69]: first, devel-
opers devise a plan by decomposing the problem and formulating
a general solution strategy [28, 80, 81]; second, they implement
that plan by mapping the strategic steps to concrete actions, which
requires substantial effort in recalling and correctly applying APIs
and formal syntax [27, 57, 61]. While modern LLMs can support this
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implementation process by translating a natural language require-
ment into a complete program, they also introduce new cognitive
challenges. For example, Sarkar et al. [66] observed that developers
often iteratively refine prompts to instruct the LLM toward the
desired behavior, a difficulty they termed the “fuzzy abstraction
matching” problem.

Following this, developers face the Gulf of Evaluation, the chal-
lenge of verifying that the modified source code accurately reflects
their intent. This diagnostic task requires verifying that a change
fixes a bug or implements a feature, without introducing unin-
tended side effects [8, 83] or breaking existing correctness (i.e.,
regressions) [62]. The cognitive difficulty of this process motivates
structured quality practices such as code review [3, 21] and soft-
ware testing [14, 52]. The emergence of LLM-generated code further
complicates evaluation. Prior studies showed that developers must
devote substantial effort to validating and repairing LLM-generated
code [45, 49, 72]. Such validation often relies on surface-level in-
spection (e.g., executing the program and checking logs) rather than
a deep understanding of code semantics [73], increasing the risk
of subtle but critical bugs being overlooked and thereby threaten-
ing software security and reliability [33, 48]. Taken together, these
persistent cognitive bottlenecks across the modification cycle indi-
cate the need for an interaction paradigm that moves beyond task
automation to support developers’ cognitive processes.

2.2 Natural Language Programming

The ambition to program computers using NL is almost as old
as programming itself. It originated from a vision to democratize
computation. Early proponents, such as Sammet, argued that allow-
ing people to communicate with computers in their native tongue
would reduce the cognitive overhead of formal languages and let
users focus on their problem domain [64]. However, this vision
faced strong criticism. Dijkstra argued that the imprecision of NL
was a fundamental flaw, calling the pursuit of NL programming
“foolishness” [17]. He contended that the power of computation
derives from the very formality and symbolism that NL lacks, and
that these qualities are essential for precise reasoning. This tension
gave rise to early systems (e.g., AppleScript [13]) that employed
naturalistic keywords and grammars but preserved the rigidity of
formal languages, creating a “passive English” that was readable
but not truly writable for non-programmers [29].

Today, the advent of LLMs has revived this ambition. With a
strong ability to interpret context and parse NL [12, 34], LLMs now
power a new generation of Al coding agents that execute high-level
prompts from developers (e.g., GitHub Copilot!, Cursor?). This
shift has given rise to “vibe coding [65],” where programming is
conducted through conversation with an AL Tools such as Bolt?
exemplify this trend, aiming to support low- or no-code develop-
ment through only conversational prompts and live previews with
minimal manual edits. However, while fluid on the surface, this
paradigm fragments the cognitive workflow discussed in Section 2.1
and transforms rather than eliminates classic cognitive bottlenecks.

!https://github.com/features/copilot
Zhttps://cursor.com/
3https://bolt.new/
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First, in the Gulf of Execution, developers often bypass code com-
prehension, compressing intent directly into a prompt, leading to
the “fuzzy abstraction matching” challenge [46, 66, 73]. Second,
in the Gulf of Evaluation, the AI’s output forces them to validate
and debug large-scale code edits, overwhelming their cognitive
load [33, 45, 49, 72]. As a result, the continuity across comprehen-
sion, planning, and validation is disrupted.

Our work addresses these challenges by reframing NL not as a
delegational command language but as an interactive representa-
tion of code itself. Grounded in the previously discussed cognitive
model of code modification [69], we propose to externalize the de-
veloper’s implicit “internal semantics” into a tangible NL layer. This
approach addresses the long-standing tension in NL programming:
it enables developers to work closer to their mental model [51]
while maintaining the formal precision emphasized by Dijkstra [17].
Developers operate across both NL and source code, a practice of
semi-formal programming [84] that positions the NL layer as an
equal medium for reasoning and modification.

2.3 Interactive Code Summaries

The automated generation of NL code summaries and the study of
their role in program comprehension are well-established research
areas in software engineering [40, 71, 78, 85]. Recent work has
explored elevating these summaries from static text to interactive
surfaces for modification. This interactive approach has been shown
to be feasible and useful in exploratory data analysis, where pro-
gramming tasks are often localized (typically a single query or data
transformation) and constrained by simpler, well-defined contexts
such as a database schema. For instance, systems like Grounded
Abstraction Matching (GAM) [46], STEPs [75], and SQLucID [74]
allow users to interact with data through structured NL, but their
translations rely on semantically constrained, pre-defined rules that
are less generalizable.

In general programming, Shi et al. [68] introduced “NL outlines”
that synchronize bidirectionally with code to support understand-
ing and navigation. Di and Zhang [16] proposed PING, showing
that iteratively modifying comments can improve code generation
performance on benchmarks. While these systems demonstrate
technical feasibility, they underscore the importance of interac-
tion design that effectively integrates these features into developer
workflows. A recent empirical study by Tang et al. [73] provided
a deeper exploration of the cognitive advantages and interaction
challenges. Through a study with 15 developers, the authors found
that modifying NL summaries for prompting can bridge the gap
between code comprehension and modification. At the same time,
the study surfaced usability issues and suggested design insights
such as flexible granularity and a consistent workflow.

Building on insights from the prior work, we apply the Cognitive
Dimensions of Notations to analyze the revealed interaction chal-
lenges in practical general programming tasks. As summarized in
Table 1, prior work made important strides but also highlighted
opportunities for improvement across several dimensions. For in-
stance, while systems such as NL outlines introduced hierarchical
structures, they also exposed the difficulty of relying on a single,
fixed representation to support all tasks (an issue of abstraction gra-
dient). Likewise, early linking approaches demonstrated the value
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Table 1: Comparison of NATURALEDIT with prior work along key Cognitive Dimensions. Symbols denote the level of support: @
Fully Supported, © Partially Supported, and O Not Supported. Generally, partial support refers to mechanisms that are fixed,
coarse-grained, or domain-specific, while full support implies dynamic, fine-grained, and generalizable solutions. Rationales

for specific ratings (©) are detailed in the table notes.

Abstraction Gradient Closeness of Mapping  Viscosity Visibility & Consistency
Rigid, single-level NL rep-  Implicit, non-interactive High cost for simple  Opaque, disruptive NL up-
resentation NL-code mapping semantic changes dates from code

GAM [46] O O O O

STEPS [75] O @) 0 O

SQLucID [74] O © © O

NL outlines [68] © © @) [ J

PING [16] O (D) @) O

PasTa [73] O O O O

NATURALEDIT ‘ [ ] { ® ®

1 Abstraction Gradient: NL outlines took a step towards managing abstraction by introducing a hierarchical structure (while fixed).
2 Closeness of Mapping: Pioneering forms of mapping were explored, including coarse-grained navigation (NL outlines), comment anchoring

(PING), and direct data mapping (SQLuCID).

3 Viscosity: STEPs and SQLucID provided valuable insights into reducing viscosity in domain-specific contexts by exploring rule-based entity

transformations (e.g., variables).

of traceability but underscored the cognitive burden when close-
ness of mapping was not sufficiently explicit. These systems also
surfaced challenges of high viscosity in editing and the need for
greater visibility and consistency in updates. Our work is motivated
by these findings and aims to build on prior efforts while directly
addressing the empirically observed challenges.

3 NATURALEDIT

To address the gaps in existing interactive code summaries (Sec-
tion 2.3) for supporting code modification tasks, we designed and im-
plemented NATURALEDIT. NATURALEDIT instantiates the paradigm
of modifying code through its NL representation by introducing
three key interactive features: Adaptive Multi-Faceted Representa-
tion, Interactive Cross-Representation Mapping, and Intent-Driven
Bidirectional Synchronization. Each feature is grounded in the Cogni-
tive Dimensions framework and targets the gaps identified in Table 1.

3.1 Design Goals

The design of NATURALEDIT is guided by four core design goals
(DGs), each directly targeting a cognitive dimension identified as a
gap in our related work analysis:

DG1: Enable an Adaptive Abstraction Gradient. A fixed rep-
resentation cannot address all cognitive needs. Develop-
ers must be able to move fluidly between levels of abstrac-
tion [77], including structural presentation and level of detail,
to match the demands of different cognitive tasks.

DG2: Ensure Tight and Interactive Mapping. NL segments
should be explicitly linked to corresponding code, reduc-
ing the cognitive cost of mentally tracing connections and
offloading working memory [35].

DG3: Promote Low-Viscosity, Intent-Driven Editing. Editing
summaries manually is effortful, requiring tedious adjust-
ments across text segments [73]. Developers should instead

express high-level intent that the system translates into con-
sistent modifications with minimal effort.

DG4: Maintain High Visibility and Consistency. NL and code
should be perceived as a unified representation. Edits must
be communicated clearly, via explicit, incremental diffs, so
developers can validate alignment with their intent.

3.2

To achieve these goals, NATURALEDIT introduces three key fea-
tures. Our discussion is organized by their roles: we first describe
the design of the NL representation itself (Section 3.2.1), then the
interactive mapping between NL and code representations (Sec-
tion 3.2.2), and finally the end-to-end workflow that supports code
modification through this interactive layer (Section 3.2.3).

Key Features

3.2.1 Adaptive Multi-Faceted Representation. To meet DG1 and
enable an adaptive abstraction gradient, NATURALEDIT introduces
an NL representation that is not static, but dynamically adjustable
along two orthogonal dimensions: Structure and Granularity
(Figure 1). This design goes beyond the one-size-fits-all summaries
of prior systems by allowing developers to tailor the representa-
tion to their immediate cognitive needs. The choice of these two
dimensions is informed by both empirical findings and established
design principles.

o Structure: This dimension lets developers toggle between
prose paragraphs and a bulleted list. Prior study showed that
developers often prefer structured formats for readability
and alignment with code organization [73]. Conceptually, it
presents a representational trade-off: the paragraph format
supports a holistic, narrative view, while the bulleted format
mirrors the procedural logic of the source code. Providing
both enables developers to choose the format that best aligns
their mental model with the program for the task at hand.

e Granularity: This dimension controls the level of detail,
ranging from a high-level overview (what the function does),
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Filter and Format Long-Term Active Users

Paragraph (] Bulleted
' { Structure ) >
2 This function filters active users who joined « Filter for users marked as active
3 over a year ago and returns their names and * Select those who joined over a year ago
. emails. ¢ Return the formatted list of names and emails
e function filters user dictionaries to find * Filters the list to include only users with 'active' status
S those who are active and have been * Selects active users who joined over a year ago.
. 5 members for over a year. It then formats ¢ Formats each qualifying user's info as "Name <email>"
@ each qualifying user's name and email into a o Collects the formatted strings into a results list
= ¢ Returns the list of these strings

string. The result is a list of these strings.

Granularity

Figure 1: The adaptive, multi-faceted NL representation in NATURALEDIT features a concise Title that summarizes the
function’s purpose. It is adjustable along two orthogonal dimensions: (1) , toggling between a paragraph () and

bulleted format (] ; and (2) , scaling from a high-level overview @

line-by-line explanation

a procedural summary (how it works), to a line-by-line ex-
planation (specific implementation details). Prior study sug-
gested that developers desire to have access to adjustable lev-
els of detail to balance efficiency and thoroughness [73]. This
control is analogous to semantic zooming [5, 56], an interac-
tion technique that was proven useful for users to navigate in-
formation at different levels of abstraction in other contexts.

Developers can interact with these dimensions through simple
UI controls: a toggle switch for Structure and a three-stop
slider “ @ @ for Granularity. Internally, NATURALEDIT generates
aconcise Title along with all six representations (2 structures
X 3 granularities) on demand using a single structured prompt to
an LLM. This design ensures that toggling between views is instan-
taneous and consistent for the user, while the title is consistently
available in the interface as a compact summary of the function.
Together, these features provide an adaptive abstraction gradient,
allowing developers to customize the NL representation to match
their current cognitive focus (e.g., rapid orientation, procedural
reasoning, or detailed inspection).

3.2.2 Interactive Cross-Representation Mapping. To address DG2
and ensure closeness of mapping, NATURALEDIT replaces the im-
plicit, static relationship between summary and code with explicit,
dynamic links. Inspired by expressiveness benchmarks* that match
NL specifications to code for usability analysis across programming
language designs, we repurpose the idea from a static human anno-
tation into an interactive bridge for comprehension. Rather than
requiring developers to mentally trace connections between text

4https://willcrichton.net/expressiveness-benchmark/

, to a procedural summary @ ,toa

and code, a process that burdens working memory, NATURALEDIT
externalizes the link as a tangible mapping.

As shown in Figure 2, the mapping is fine-grained and responsive.
NATURALEDIT segments each NL representation into several seman-
tic units. When a user hovers the cursor over a segment, the system
instantaneously highlights the corresponding block of code. To en-
able this interactivity, we instruct the LLM to generate a structured
JSON object containing an array of (text segment, code segment)
pairs. This structured data serves as the backbone of the interactive
mapping. The schema of this JSON object, along with the matching
and rendering engine used for visualization, is detailed in Section 3.4.
This interactive mapping transforms the cognitively demanding
task of tracing logic into a lower-effort perceptual operation.

3.2.3 Intent-Driven Bidirectional Synchronization. The final key
feature of NATURALEDIT integrates adaptive representation and in-
teractive mapping into a cohesive end-to-end process for code mod-
ification. As illustrated in Figure 3, this workflow guides developers
from articulating their initial intent to validating the final result.

Intent Articulation and NL Refinement. The workflow begins with
@ the developer authorizing a high-level instruction based on their
modification goal. @ The system acts on this intent by generating
a proposed modification to the summary, presented as an editable
diff with insertions highlighted in green and deletions in red.
This NL diff is a critical intermediate artifact. € The developer
can validate, accept, or iteratively refine it to ensure it precisely
captures their intent before the code is modified. This intent-driven
approach directly addresses DG3 by lowering the viscosity of the
modification process, allowing conceptually simple changes to be
performed with a single high-level command.



Preprint, Under review, October 2025

Structured  Granularity — @ V
The function filters a list of users to find those who are currently active and
have been members for more than a ygar. It then formats each qualifying
user's name and email into a string. result is a list of these strings.

Tang et al.

() structured  Granularity — @ V4

The function filters a list of users to find those who are currently active and
have been members for more than a year. It then formats each qualifying
user's mame and email into a string. The result is a list of these strings.

1 def process_user_data(users): 1 def process_user_data(users):
2 active_users = [u for u in users if u['status'] == 'active'l 2 active_users = [u for u in users if u['status'] == 'active'l
3 o ) ) Moves cursor to 3 o ) )
4 from datetime import datetime, timedelta 4 from datetime import datetime, timedelta
- - the next segment . .
5 one_year_ago = datetime.now() - timedelta(days=365) 5 one_year_ago = datetime.now() - timedelta(days=365)
6 long_term_users = [ —_— 6 long_term_users = [
7 u for u in active_users if ul['join_date'] < one_year_ago 7 u for u in active_users if u['join_date'] < one_year_ago
8 1 8 1
9
10 results = [] 10 results = []
11 for u in long_term_users: 11 for u in long_term_users:
12 results.append(f"{ul'name']} <{ul'email']}>") 12 results.append(f"{ul'name']} <{ul'email']}>")
13 return results 13 return results

Figure 2: Interactive cross-representation mapping in NATURALEDIT. As the user’s ) cursor moves from one semantic segment
(e.g., have been members... in the left panel) to another (e.g., formats each... in the right panel), the system dynamically

updates the corresponding code highlight.

Edit Instruction Modifiable Code Summary (medium, bulleted) > 1 def process_user_data(users):
Refactor the function * Filters the list to include only users with 'active' 2 active_users = [u for u in users if u['status'] == 'active']
to Group the results status 3
by the users' email * Selects active users who joined over a year ago. 4 from datetime import datetime, timedelta
domain. Appl « Formats each qualifying user's info as "Name <email>" B 5 - i — ti _
-"_p_li)_)_l_ UectGroups these formatted strings . Mod|fy 5 one_year_ago = datetime.now() - timedelta(days=365)
listby the user's email domain | TTmemeen > 6 long_term_users = [
* Returns the a dictionary mapping each domain to a list 7 u for u in active_users if ul['join_date'] < one_year_ago
of these strings 8 ]
o 9
N — results = []
= . . .
o SRR, RN a - @ 10 + from collections import defaultdict
o < O ! e main.py 11+ domain_groups = defaultdict(list)
2 Filter, Format and Group Long-Term Active Users Update for u in long_term_users:
Commmmn 12 — results.append(f"{ul'name']} <{ul['email']l}>")
X 13 + formatted = f"{ul'name']} <{ul'email']}>"
Structured  Granularit
@ u u § Y |'y _. X X 4 14 + domain = u['email'].split('@") [-1]
% The function filters user dictionaries to find those who are 15 + domain_groups [domain] .append(formatted)
_— active and have been members for over a year. It then — > 154+
Intention Validate formats each qualifying user's name and email into a string, Validate , + results = []
and groups these formatted strings by the user'g.email Lo .
- - — - - 18 + for domain in sorted(domain_groups):
domain. The result is a dictionary mapping eac main to a . .
= - 19 + results.extend(domain_groups[domain])
list of these strings.
. 20 return results
Validate T

Figure 3: Intent-driven bi-directional synchronization in NATURALEDIT, where developer actions are shown as solid arrows —
and system actions as dashed arrows ‘- . The workflow connects intent articulation, NL refinement, code modification, and

global/local validation into a cohesive loop.

Code Modification and Bidirectional Synchronization. @) Once the
developer approves the NL representation, the system generates
the corresponding code modification. To do this, it provides the
LLM with the original code along with the original and edited
summary, instructing it to focus on the developer-approved NL diff.
@ After the code is modified, NATURALEDIT automatically updates
the persistent NL representation to keep it synchronized. To make
these updates transparent rather than disruptive, they are presented
as Incremental Diffs. This is achieved by supplying the original
summary as context to the LLM and prompting it to make minimal
changes that highlight the semantic impact of the code modification.

Multi-Level Validation. This synchronized, dual-diff view sup-
ports validation at two levels. (@ Developers can first perform a
global validation by inspecting the summary and code diffs side by
side to understand the overall change. @ They can then perform a
local validation by leveraging the interactive mapping feature di-
rectly on the highlighted diffs (e.g., purple highlights in Figure 3).

This enables fine-grained inspection of the correspondence between
specific NL and code changes, ensuring that the details are correct.
This validation loop directly addresses DG4 by giving each edit
high visibility and ensuring consistency between the two repre-
sentations, giving developers improved confidence that the final
program state aligns with their intent.

3.3 Example Workflow

To illustrate how NATURALEDIT s features integrate, we follow a de-
veloper, Grace, as she performs a refactoring task shown in Figure 4.
Her goal is to modify the existing function process_user_data,
which filters active users who joined over a year ago and returns their
names and emails. She wants to change it to group the resulting
users by email domain.

) Grace begins by selecting the process_user_data function

in her editor and clicking EIREFASNEEENOEEY . This opens a

new interactive session in the NATURALEDIT panel, titled Filter and
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@ Review Edits: main.py X € main.py M - NATURALEDIT [
1 def pro?ess_user_data(users):. . . NaturaIEdit
2 active_users = [u for u in users if u['status'] == ‘'active'l]
3 Transform your code seamlessly by modifying its natural
4 from datetime import datetime, timedelta language representation. A
5 one_year_ago = datetime.now() - timedelta(days=365) Summarize Selected Code
6 long_term_users = [
7 u for u in active_users if u['join_date']l < one_year_ago
8 ] > 9/6/2025, 7:57:13 PM @ main.py

10 +
11+

results = []

from collections import defaultdict
domain_groups = defaultdict(list)
for u in long_term_users:

12 — results.append(f"{ul'name']} <{ul'email']l}>")
13 4+ formatted = f"{ul'name']} <{ul'email']}>"
14 + domain = u['email'].split('@") [-1]
15 + domain_groups [domain].append(formatted)
? 16 +
17 + results = []
18 + for domain in sorted(domain_groups):
19 + results.extend(domain_groups [domain])
20 return results

G Filter, Format and Group Long-Term Active Users
This function filters active users who joined over a year ago and returns
their names and emails, grouped by email domain.

v 9/6/2025, 7:55:08 PM & main.py

Filter and Format Long-Term Active Users

Structured  Granularity @ @

&
« Filter for users marked as acti @
« Select those who joined over @aar ago

« Return the formatted list of names and emails
Edit Instruction B

Group the results by the users' email domain G

J Apply to Summary %
Modifiable Code Summary (low, paragarph) B

e Filter for users marked as active

* Select those who joined over a year ago

* Return the a dictionary of formatted lists o mes
and emails, grouped by email domain

Figure 4: The user interface and key steps of the example workflow. The developer begins by summarizing the code (A), interacts
with the NL representation (B), provides an instruction (C), validates the proposed NL change (D), reviews the updated summary
and code in a visual diff (E), and reverts unintended code changes (F).

Format Long-Term Active Users, which is linked to its source
code location € main.py (1-13).

Next, () Grace interacts with the generated multi-faceted sum-
mary to understand the existing logic. She adjusts the summary’s
Structure and Granularity @  to suit her needs, choosing a
structured, low-granularity view that presents the function’s logic
as three clear bullet points. To map these points to the implemen-
tation, she uses interactive mapping, hovering over each bullet to
highlight the corresponding code in the editor. With a clear mental
model established, she determines that this view provides the right
level of abstraction for her change and clicks the edit button & to
load the summary into the Modifiable Code Summary area.

Rather than directly editing the text manually, (® Grace types a
high-level instruction, Group the results by the users’ email
domain, into the Edit Instruction text box. To validate the system’s
understanding of her intent, she clicks . The
system generates a proposed change, inserting the phrase grouped
by email domain into the summary. () Grace reviews this NL diff.
Although it is correct according to her originally expressed intent,
she decides to more specifically define the type of the function’s
return value. She edits the text to state that the function should
return the a dictionary of formatted lists.

Once satisfied with the refined NL representation, Grace then pro-
ceeds to modify the code by clicking the send button =>. (3 Nar-
URALEDIT applies the change to the source code and presents a
synchronized code diff, while also generating a new section for the
updated NL representations with Incremental Diffs (Section 3.2.3).
Grace inspects the result and sees that the system has correctly
imported collections.defaultdict and rewritten the logic to
group users by domain. (@) During this validation phase, she re-
tains fine-grained control: if the system introduces incorrect logic,
she can click the revert button 9 to roll back specific lines directly
from the diff view, or choose to iterate on the task in either the
current or a new working session. This example illustrates how
NATURALEDIT enables a collaborative workflow that supports the
full code modification process.

3.4 Implementation

NATURALEDIT is implemented as an extension for Visual Studio
(VS) Code®, with its main user interface rendered in a side panel.
This architecture ensures compatibility with all forks of VS Code,
e.g., Cursor, ensuring the practicality and wide applicability of
NATURALEDIT. The front end is a web application built with Re-
act and Vite, embedded within a VS Code Webview, styled with

Shttps://code.visualstudio.com/api
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the @vscode/webview-ui-toolkit for seamless integration into
different themes. All natural language processing and generation
are powered by OpenAl’s GPT-4.1 model®. For transparency and
reproducibility, all prompts used in NATURALEDIT are provided
in Appendix A. The source code for NATURALEDIT is available at
https://github.com/T TangNingzhi/NaturalEdit, and the extension
is available in the VS Code Marketplace at https://marketplace.
visualstudio.com/items?itemName=sandwich-lab.naturaledit.

3.4.1 Generating Adaptive Representations and Mappings. To en-
able instantaneous adjustments of the summary’s structure and
granularity, as described in Section 3.2.1, NATURALEDIT uses a single
comprehensive prompt that instructs the LLM to generate all 2 X 3
summary variants at once and return them in a single JSON object.
This ensures that Ul interactions remain fluid and responsive.
The interactive mapping feature relies on prompting the LLM
for structured data. To establish this mapping for all six summary
variants with low latency, the process runs in parallel for each
summary. In each run, the model is given a detailed prompt (see
Appendix A) and the source code, which is pre-annotated with line
numbers. The prompt instructs the model to return a JSON array
where each object contains a summaryComponent key, representing
an exact substring from the summary, and a codeSegments key. The
latter holds an array of objects, each specifying a code fragment and
its 1-based line number from the annotated source file. Including
line numbers is crucial for precise alignment and robustly handling
cases where identical code fragments appear multiple times in a
function [68]. The front-end then consumes this structured JSON to
render the summary as interactive HTML and to apply highlights
in the code editor using the TextEditor.setDecorations APIL

3.4.2  Ensuring Workflow Robustness and Synchronization. To en-
sure robust operation on live, mutable code, NATURALEDIT em-
ploys a resilient location and patching strategy for its two most
critical operations: activating a working session and applying an
LLM-generated code change. For both tasks, the system first at-
tempts a fast, exact match using the stored filename, start line,
and text content. If this fails due to concurrent edits, it falls back
to a fuzzy-matching algorithm based on the diff-match-patch
library’. Specifically, it calls the match_main API with a high con-
fidence threshold of 0.9 to locate the most likely code position or
apply the patch intelligently. This two-step approach ensures that
sessions remain valid and modifications apply correctly, even as
the source code changes.

Incremental NL diffs are generated by prompting the LLM with
the original summary and instructing it to produce minimal ed-
its. The visual diff for the NL summary is computed and rendered
on the client side using diff-match-patch. We use diff_main
to compute the differences and diff_cleanupSemantic to sim-
plify the output into more human-readable edits. For code changes,
we leverage the native VS Code diffing engine by invoking the
vscode.diff command, providing developers with a familiar and
powerful interface for inspecting changes.

Shttps://openai.com/index/gpt-4-1/
"https://github.com/google/diff-match-patch
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4 Technical Evaluation

Before evaluating the usability of NATURALEDIT in a user study (Sec-
tion 5), we conducted a two-phase technical evaluation to establish
the technical soundness of our NL-mediated interaction paradigm.

In the first phase, we ran a benchmark evaluation on standard
code modification datasets to verify that our approach maintained
accuracy comparable to state-of-the-art standard direct-instruction
methods. In the second phase, we assessed the quality of the inter-
mediate artifacts (summaries and mappings) through expert review,
as these representations are central to user experience.

4.1 Benchmark Performance of NL-Mediated
Modification

The primary objective of this benchmark is to assess the technical vi-
ability of our NL-mediated modification approach. Notably, our goal
is not to surpass state-of-the-art automated methods, but to estab-
lish that our interactive paradigm is built upon a technically reliable
foundation that does not compromise the modified code quality.

4.1.1 Experimental Setup.

Datasets. For our evaluation, we used two standard code mod-
ification benchmarks. Both datasets provide natural language in-
structions for a desired code change and a set of unit tests to verify
the correctness of the modified code.

e CanltEdit [11]: A benchmark comprising 105 hand-crafted
Python code editing challenges, constructed by a team of ex-
perienced programmers. It features two distinct instruction
styles: (1) Lazy, which are concise and potentially ambiguous,
and (2) Descriptive, which are highly detailed.

¢ EditEval [44]: A benchmark containing 194 Python code
editing tasks derived from GitHub commits, MBPP [2], and
HumanEval [12]. Each task includes a human-written canon-
ical solution as the ground truth.

Comparison Conditions. We compared two conditions:

o Direct Instruction (Baseline): The model directly generates
the modified code from the original code and instruction in
a single step. This represents the standard automated code
editing workflow.

e NL Mediation (NATURALEDIT): This condition follows our
proposed two-step workflow (i.e., first incorporating the
modification instruction into an NL summary, then gener-
ating code from the updated summary) as implemented in
NATURALEDIT (Section 3.2.3). For this condition, we evalu-
ated six representation variants crossing two Structures and
three Granularity levels, as detailed in Section 3.2.1.

Implementation Details. The experimental setup mirrors the im-
plementation of the NATURALEDIT prototype (Section 3.4). Both
conditions were powered by GPT-4.1 via the OpenAl API. The
prompts used were identical to those in NATURALEDIT, with mi-
nor adjustments to fit the benchmark format (e.g., removing file
context unavailable in the datasets). The Direct Instruction baseline
corresponds to the system’s existing fallback mechanism.


https://github.com/TTangNingzhi/NaturalEdit
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Evaluation Metric. We report Pass@1 accuracy, defined as the
proportion of tasks where the first generated code passes all ground-
truth unit tests.

4.1.2 Results. Our primary finding is that the NL-mediated
workflow is technically viable, achieving performance com-
parable to the direct instruction baseline and surpassing it in
6/18 tested configurations. Figure 5 shows the Pass@1 accuracy
of our NL-mediated conditions relative to the baseline.® Across all
datasets, none of the NL representation variants caused substan-
tial performance degradation (average -1.92%, maximum -8.98%).
This result demonstrates that the intermediate NL representation
provides a solid technical foundation for our approach without
compromising final code quality.

Furthermore, there is no single, universally optimal NL
representation; the ideal format is task-dependent. For ex-
ample, the Structured, Medium-granular representation achieved
the best performance, outperforming the baseline on both Can-
ItEdit instruction types (Figure 5, left and center). However, this
pattern did not hold for the Unstructured representation, where
performance peaked at different granularity levels depending on
the dataset. This task-dependent variability motivates our Adaptive
Multi-Faceted Representation. By enabling developers to dynam-
ically adjust the NL representation, NATURALEDIT gives users the
flexibility to configure it for optimal task performance.

Finally, our approach outperformed the baseline more con-
sistently on Lazy instructions than on Descriptive instruc-
tions. With Lazy instructions, which are concise and potentially
ambiguous (similar to human-written ones), our workflow was
shown to be robust, exceeding the baseline on average (+0.48%).
In contrast, performance with Descriptive instructions was more
volatile, averaging below the baseline (-4.45%). This suggests that
when user workflows contain vague or underspecified intentions,
our NL-mediated workflow can be more resilient.

4.2 Expert Evaluation of Intermediate
Representations

To complement the benchmark analysis, we conducted an expert
evaluation to assess the quality of the intermediate NL representa-
tions, which are central to the user experience in NATURALEDIT.

4.2.1 Evaluation Protocol.

Corpus. We used the six code modification tasks from our user
study (Section 5.1.3) as the corpus. These tasks were chosen over
smaller benchmark snippets for their ecological validity, as they
involve multi-file edits and represent the realistic scenarios that
NATURALEDIT is designed to support. For each task, we generated
the six representation variants (Section 3.2.1) for both the initial
code and our ground-truth final solution. The summaries for the
final solution were generated with semantic diffs against the origi-
nal summary (Section 3.2.3), and all code-to-summary mappings
were built using the process in Section 3.2.2. This yielded a corpus
of 72 summaries (36 with diffs) and 487 summary-code mappings.

8To enhance transparency, we provide an interactive browser with all individual data
points and model outputs on our supplementary website: https://www.nztang.com/
naturaledit-evaluation-showcase/#/benchmark
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To facilitate the rating process, we developed a web-based interface
that presented these artifacts to raters.’

Procedure. Drawing on prior work in code summarization [76,
78], the first two authors collaboratively defined the evaluation
criteria for each generated artifact, as summarized in Table 2. The
complete rating guide is in Appendix B.1.

Two experts rated the quality of the generated NL represen-
tations. They were computer science researchers experienced in
software development; one specialized in evaluating AI models,
and the other in designing developer tools.

The rating procedure is as follows: two raters independently
scored all items on a 5-point scale (1=Very Poor, 5=Excellent). They
then assessed inter-rater reliability using percent agreement. We
chose this metric because our data was highly skewed, with the
majority of ratings being 5. In such cases, coefficients like Cohen’s
Kappa are known to produce paradoxically low reliability scores
despite high actual agreement [22]. We calculated both strict agree-
ment (exact match) and relaxed agreement (ratings within +1 point).
This yielded a strict agreement of 70.4% (96.3% relaxed) for Summary
Quality, 74.1% (99.1% relaxed) for Diff Quality, and 94.3% (98.0%
relaxed) for Mapping Quality, indicating a high level of consistency.
To create the final consensus scores, items with a one-point differ-
ence were averaged, while disagreements greater than one point
were resolved through consensus meetings. During the discussions,
the raters also qualitatively analyzed instances of low-quality arti-
facts to identify recurring error patterns.

4.2.2 Results. The generated NL artifacts were consistently
rated as high quality across most dimensions. The majority
(42/48) of mean scores fell between 4.5 and 5.0 on a 5-point scale,
confirming the viability of our pipeline for producing accurate and
clear NL representations of realistic code.

However, the perceived utility of code segmentation de-
creased at high granularity in unstructured summaries. Al-
though most mapping metrics were rated as high-quality, raters
rated Segmentation Granularity significantly lower for the high-
granularity unstructured variant (M = 4.08, SD = 0.74; Wilcoxon
signed-rank test: W = 2.5, p = .038 < .05). Raters noted that at
this level of detail, consecutive highlighted blocks often mapped
to nearly identical code regions, indicating that a coarser semantic
segmentation would be more effective.

A critical trade-off was observed between a diff’s level of
detail and its salience. While ratings for Faithfulness and Com-
pleteness remained high, Salience, defined as the ability of a diff to
highlight important changes, showed a strong negative correlation
with granularity, reaching its lowest in the high-granular unstruc-
tured variant (M = 3.75, SD = 1.08). Raters attributed this to two
factors. First, the large volume of insertions and deletions in long
texts made it difficult to distinguish critical changes from trivial
ones. Second, the use of action-oriented language (e.g., “Current
price... added to the response”) occasionally broke the “objective
description” metaphor of the summary, reducing clarity.

“Deployed at: https://www.nztang.com/naturaledit-evaluation- showcase/#/ratings
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Figure 5: Pass@1 accuracy of our NL-mediated workflows (blue and red lines) against the Direct Instruction baseline (dashed
gray line), evaluated on CanlItEdit (using both Lazy and Descriptive instructions) and EditEval benchmarks.

Table 2: Expert rating dimensions for the quality of intermediate NL representations.

Artifact Quality Dimension Guiding Question
Accuracy Does the summary accurately and correctly describe the func-
Summary Quality . tionality and logic o.f the ?orresponding c9de?
Clarity Is the summary written in clear, unambiguous, and easy-to-
understand language for a developer?
Segmentation Granularity Is the code broken down into segments of an appropriate and
useful size?
Mapping Quality Accuracy Doesh this specific link correctly connect the summary segment
to this code segment?
Coverage Does this summary segment successfully link to all the relevant
parts of the code that implement the concept it describes?
Faithfulness Does the change in the summary accurately represent the
change that occurred in the code?
Diff Quality Completeness Does the summary diff c‘apture all of the important semantic
changes from the code diff?
Salience Does the summary diff make the most important aspects of the

change stand out clearly and effectively?

5 User Study

Besides confirming that NATURALEDIT’s workflow is computation-
ally sound, we conducted a controlled lab user study to examine
the usability and usefulness of NATURALEDIT.X The study also
examines the cognitive and practical impact of NATURALEDIT: How
does the paradigm of modifying code through its NL representation
affect the developer experience, and in what ways do our design fea-
tures informed by the Cognitive Dimensions of Notations contribute
to this effect?
We framed our inquiry around four research questions (RQs):

e RQ1: How does transforming static NL summaries as pri-
mary interactive artifacts influence developers’ modification
strategies and perceived usability?

e RQ2: How does the adaptive, multi-faceted representation
affect developers’ management of the abstraction gradient
during code comprehension and modification?

19The study protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at our
institution.

e RQ3: How does interactive mapping influence the devel-
oper experience of closeness of mapping across NL and code
representations?

e RQ4: How does the intent-driven and bidirectional synchro-
nization mechanism shape the viscosity, visibility, and con-
sistency of the modification workflow?

5.1 Study Design

5.1.1 Participants. We recruited 12 participants (seven male, five
female; ages 21-52, M = 26.0, SD = 8.05) through purposive
sampling [20]. All had significant experience with Python and
JavaScript. The group consisted of two undergraduates, six graduate
students, and four industry professionals, with an average of 8.17
years of programming experience (SD = 6.91). All eight students
majored in Computer Science or Engineering, and six reported
professional internship experience. Each participant received a $66
Amazon gift card as compensation.

Participants reported “frequently” (5) or “almost always” (7) us-
age of LLM-powered tools for programming, including ChatGPT
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Figure 6: Expert ratings of the quality of NATURALEDIT artifacts (summaries, mappings, and diffs). Points indicate mean ratings,

and shaded regions represent standard deviations.

(11), GitHub Copilot (9), Cursor (6), and Claude Code (3). 10 partici-
pants were familiar with the VS Code IDE, while two had used it
before but reported low familiarity. Most participants also reported
relevant domain experience with the task scenarios: web develop-
ment (12/12) and machine learning (11/12). A detailed summary of
participant demographics is shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of Participant Demographics.

ID Gender Age Occupation Experience
P1 Male 23 PhD Student 5 years
P2 Male 25 Software Engineer 8 years
P3 Male 24 Graduate Student 6 years
P4 Male 25 PhD Student 6 years
P5 Female 27 PhD Student 11 years
P6 Female 52 IT Professional 30 years
P7 Female 22 PhD Student 5 years
P8 Female 22 Software Engineer 6 years
P9 Male 21 Undergraduate Student 3 years
P10 Female 21  Undergraduate Student 3 years
P11  Male 26 R&D Engineer 7 years
P12 Male 24 PhD Student 8 years

5.1.2 Baseline. To isolate the effects of NATURALEDIT’s key fea-
tures, we built a controlled baseline version of it. In this baseline,
the three core interactive mechanisms were disabled: the Adaptive
Multi-Faceted Representation was replaced with a static, paragraph-
style summary at a fixed medium level of granularity; the Interac-
tive Cross-Representation Mapping was removed, leaving no explicit
visual link between NL and code; and the Intent-Driven Synchro-
nization was simplified to require manual text edits to the summary.

This ablated design intends to represent the current state-of-the-
art interaction paradigm. Its workflow consists of editing a static
NL summary to modify code, supplemented by a direct instruc-
tion mechanism for fallback, making it functionally equivalent to
prior systems such as Pasta [73] and GAM [46]. By comparing
NaTurALEDIT with this baseline, we can measure the cognitive and
usability impact of our specific design contributions. To ensure a
fair comparison, the baseline was implemented using the same VS
Code extension framework and Ul style as NATURALEDIT (Figure 7).

5.1.3  Programming Tasks. We designed two programming tasks
that represent practical tasks in two distinct domains: full-stack
web development and machine learning pipelines, implemented in
JavaScript and Python. Each task was developed through a struc-
tured, iterative design process. One author selected the task back-
ground, implemented a baseline version, and proposed plausible
enhancement subtasks. The research team then refined these sub-
tasks to balance realism with the feasibility of completing the task
under study time limits. The tasks are summarized here and de-
scribed in full detail in Appendix C.1:

e Task 1. Finance Dashboard (full-stack web development): A
web application that visualizes stock prices using a Node.js
backend to retrieve data and a React front-end to display
it. Participants were asked to (a) implement a helper func-
tion to format the x-axis tick marks of the chart, (b) modify
the back-end API to include the current stock price in its
response, and (c) display this new price data as a reference
line on the front-end chart.

o Task 2. MVP Predictor (machine learning pipeline): A Python-
based data science workflow that scrapes NBA player data,
processes it, and trains a model to predict MVP rankings.
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@ main.py M @ Review Edits: main.py M X NN [ NA 9 wm O - & X
% main.py > @ greet_user
L 1 def greet_user(): EdltHeIper
2 2 name = input("Enter your name: ").strip() Transform your code seamlessly by modifying its natural
3 . if not name: language representation.
B B PR, S Summarize Selected Code
5 else:
9| 6 print(f"Hello, {name}!")
3+ while not name: Natural Language Summary Va
4+ name = input("Name cannot be empty. Enter your name: ").strip() This code checks if the variable name is empty and
5+ print(f"Hello, {name}!") prints "Hello, stranger!" if it is, otherwise it greets the
7 6 user by name with "Hello, {name}!".
8 7
9 8 if __name__ == "__main__": Edit Instruction
10 9 greet_user()

11 10

Enter a direct edit instruction.

N

Modifiable Code Summary B

This code checks if the variable name is
empty and primts—Hellte;—stranger“ompts
the user to enter the name again if it
is, otherwise it greets the user by name
with "Hello, {name}!".

Figure 7: A screenshot of the baseline system, implemented as an ablation of NATURALEDIT.

Participants were asked to (a) enhance the web scraper to col-
lect advanced player statistics, (b) tune the n_estimators
hyperparameter of the XGBRanker model to find the best
value, and (c) improve the final visualization by changing its
chart type and color scheme.

To validate realism, participants rated their agreement on a 7-
point Likert scale (1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree) as part
of the study procedure. The results confirmed a strong perception
of realism: all 12 participants gave ratings of 5 or higher, with 58.3%
selecting 5, 25.0% selecting 6, and 16.7% selecting 7.

To minimize biasing participant instructions to the system, we
designed the task descriptions following the Natural Programming
Elicitation method [50]. Tasks were presented through a combina-
tion of visual targets (annotated visuals of the desired outcome)
and concise textual descriptions, so the task descriptions could not
be directly reused as instructions when performing the task (see
Figure 8 for an example).

@ A. + Advanced Metrics

scraper.py -> scrape_season_stats Scrap (existing) basic stats + advanced stats & Merc
them!

e Basic (2025): https://www.basketball-reference.com/leagues/NBA_2025_ -html
e Advanced (2025): https://www.basketball-reference.com/leagues/NBA_2025_: .html

Basic Stats Advanced Stats
1 (Year,Namé)MVP_Points JPTS, AST, TRB, FG|BPM, WS/ 48, T5% VORP, WS, PER] Rank
2 2018,James Harden,965,30.4,8.8,5.4,0.449,9.9,0.289,0.619,7.7,15.4,29.8,1.0
3 2018, LeBron James,738,27.5,9.1,8.6,0.542,8.7,0.221,0.621,8.2,14.0,28.6,2.0
4 2018,Anthony Davis,445,28.1,2.3,11.1,0.534,6.7,0.241,0.612,5.9,13.7,28.9,3.0
5 2018,Damian Lillard,207,26.9,6.6,4.5,0.439,7.2,0.227,0.594,6.3,12.6,25.2,4.0
6 2018,Russell Westbrook,76,25.4,10.3 1,0.449,6.3,0.166,0.524,6.1,10.1,24.7,5.0
7 7,0 5.7
8
9
o

2018,Giannis Antetokounmpo,75,26.9
2018,Kevin Durant,66,26.
2018, Delfar DeRozan,32,23.
2018, LaMarcus Aldridge, 6,2

Figure 2. Example of scraped and pre-processed data data/merged_data.csv

Figure 8: Example task description for Task 2.A. Participants
are required to extend existing basic NBA player statistics
by scraping advanced statistics from another website and
merging them into the dataset.

For some subtasks, where specific details were required for clar-
ity and timely completion, the descriptions included direct pointers
to relevant APIs (e.g., “Create a ReferenceLine”). This hybrid ap-
proach elicited natural problem-solving language while providing
sufficient scaffolding to ensure task feasibility.

To focus the study on code modification, each subtask description
included a pointer to the relevant starting point in the codebase (e.g.,
scraper.py — scrape_season_stats). This ensured that partic-
ipants spent most of their limited time interacting with the system
features being evaluated, rather than on the variable task of file
navigation [37]. Standardizing the starting point aimed to increase
the internal validity of our comparison between the two systems.

5.1.4  Study Protocol. We conducted a within-subjects user study
to compare NATURALEDIT against Baseline.

Environment. To ensure a consistent setup, we deployed both
NATURALEDIT and Baseline in a web-based environment using
CodeSandbox!!, a fork of VS Code. This approach provided pre-
configured Node.js and Python environments for the tasks, avoiding
issues such as local environment configuration and the latency of
remote control screen sharing. Participants accessed the study envi-
ronment through the provided web links.'? For visual consistency
with a standard local setup, the IDE theme was set to Default Light+.
We instructed participants to view the task instructions, provided
as a Notion link, on a separate device (e.g., an iPad or a second
monitor) to minimize context switching.

Procedure. Each study session lasted about 90 minutes. At the
beginning of the session, participants were asked to sign a con-
sent form and complete a pre-study questionnaire on demographic
information and programming experience. Next, we provided a
brief introduction to the study’s objectives. To reduce performance
anxiety and encourage authentic user behavior [63], participants
were explicitly told that the goal was not to evaluate their task

Uhttps://codesandbox.io/
121 inks are provided in the replication package.
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performance but to gather feedback on the systems, and they were
encouraged to try out available features. To mitigate learning and
ordering effects [54], the sequence of tasks and conditions was
counterbalanced across participants.

Before starting to use a system condition, participants were
guided through an onboarding example to familiarize themselves
with the system’s features. We allocate 25 minutes for each task.

Data Collection. We collected data through a mixed-methods
approach. The study environment automatically logged all user in-
teractions with the systems to a Firebase database, including times-
tamps, feature usage events, and the context of LLM responses.
The entire session, including the participant’s screen and audio,
was also recorded for post-hoc analysis. After each task/condition,
participants completed the NASA-Task Load Index (NASA-TLX)
questionnaire [30] to measure their perceived cognitive workload
across its six dimensions (Mental Demand, Physical Demand, Tem-
poral Demand, Performance, Effort, and Frustration). Additionally,
we asked participants to self-report their level of understanding of
both the original code and the system-generated modifications.

Upon completing both tasks, participants filled out a final ques-
tionnaire to evaluate both the Baseline and NATURALEDIT systems.
The questionnaire contained parallel sections for each condition.
The items for each system included the standardized UMUX-Lite
usability scale [42], supplemented with custom questions evalu-
ating support for key modification stages (e.g., comprehension,
validation) and NATURALEDIT’s specific interactive features.

The session concluded with a 20-minute semi-structured inter-
view to gather in-depth qualitative feedback. The interview pro-
tocol guided discussion on participants’ overall experiences with
code modification, a comparative analysis of NATURALEDIT against
existing workflows, exploration of system features, and contex-
tual factors (e.g., task type) influencing interactions. The full list of
questionnaire items and the protocol are in Appendices C.2 and C.3.

5.1.5 Data Analysis. We transcribed the audio recordings from
the semi-structured interviews. Our qualitative coding followed an
iterative, discussion-based thematic analysis procedure [39, 79]. To
develop the codebook, one author coded 50% of the data to generate
apreliminary set of codes. Another author then coded the same data,
refining the codebook by adjusting existing codes and adding new
ones as needed. The discrepancies were resolved through discussion
to produce a unified codebook. Using this version, the two authors
collaboratively coded the remaining data, continuously discussing
their interpretations to ensure agreement. Because our process was
collaborative and discussion-based, a formal inter-coder reliability
metric was not calculated [47]. The complete codebook is provided
in Appendix C.4, and anonymized coded interview segments are
included in the replication package.

We analyzed the quantitative data from our user study using
non-parametric statistical tests, as they are robust for small sample
sizes and do not assume the data is normally distributed. For all
within-subjects comparisons between NATURALEDIT and Baseline,
we applied the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. We report the median for
each condition (Mdny for NATURALEDIT and Mdng for Baseline),
the test statistic W, and the corresponding p-value, adopting a
significance threshold of a = .05.
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To understand the behavioral patterns of participants during the
study, we constructed transition graphs from user interaction logs.
Raw event logs were preprocessed to aggregate low-level UI inter-
actions into higher-level actions. We applied two filters to clean the
data. First, only mapping hover events with dwell times over 500
ms were treated as Inspect Mapping actions, with consecutive
hovers combined, since users often examined multiple mappings
on a summary in sequence. Second, because UI constraints could
require multiple steps to adjust structure and granularity, consec-
utive Adapt Summary Level events were collapsed into a single
action representing the user’s final chosen state. The resulting event
counts and transition frequencies are shown in Figure 13.

5.2 Study Results

*

Baseline -

NaturalEdit - @ © @

1 1
7.5 10.0 12,5 15.0 17.5 20.0 225 250

Time (minutes)

Figure 9: Distribution of time spent on tasks for each partici-
pant in both conditions.

We begin by reporting task performance and completion time.
Task correctness per subtask was high and comparable across two
conditions (Baseline: 88.9%; NATURALEDIT: 86.1%). The average com-
pletion times were similar (Baseline: 19.92 min, SD = 5.98; NATU-
RALEDIT: 20.67 min, SD = 4.03) with no significant differences (W =
22.5,p = .641), as shown in Figure 9. In general, both systems per-
formed well in helping developers complete the modification tasks.

The participants self-reported higher satisfaction with the code
modifications produced by NATURALEDIT (Figure 10 Q11: Mdny =
7.0, Mdng = 5.0; W = 0.0, p = .002 < .05). Our subsequent anal-
ysis focuses on significant differences in developers’ subjective
experiences and behavioral strategies.

5.2.1 Overall Usability & Experience (RQ1). NATURALEDIT demon-
strated significantly higher usability and was strongly pre-
ferred by developers for real-world use. The overall System
Usability Scale (SUS) result for NATURALEDIT (Mdny = 74.36) was
significantly higher than for the Baseline (Mdng = 66.23, W = 22.5,
p = .0293 < .05), based on the UMUX-Lite responses [42]. For
individual items, participants rated NATURALEDIT’s capabilities
as better meeting their requirements (Mdny = 6.0, Mdng = 4.5,
W = 3.5, p =.0273 < .05). By contrast, there was no significant
difference in perceived ease of use (Q2: Mdny = 6.0, Mdng = 6.0;
W =10.5, p = .281) or learnability (Q3: Mdny = 6.5, Mdng = 7.0;
W = 4.0, p = 1.0). This suggests that, despite its additional features,
NATURALEDIT preserved the simplicity and ease of learning of
the more bare-bone Baseline. Finally, participants expressed signifi-
cantly higher perceived usefulness of NATURALEDIT in real develop-
ment work (Q4: Mdny = 6.5, Mdng = 3.5, W = 0.0, p = .001 < .05).
No significant difference in self-reported workload was
found between the two systems. We assessed cognitive workload
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Q1: Meets Requirements * 1 2

Q2: Ease of System Use 11 3

Q3: Quick to Learn 2 3

Q4: Usefulness in Real Work * 1 5 3

Q5: Helps Comprehend Code *

3
Q6 : Supports Specifying Intent* . 1 2
Q7: Helps Validate Edits * . 2
Q8: Assists Iterative Refinement* 1 3
. 1

Q10: Provides Sense of Control * 1 2

Q9: Utility of NL Representation *

Q11: Satisfaction with Edits * 11
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Figure 10: Comparison of usability (Q1-Q2, UMUX-LITE) and utility (Q3-Q11) between Baseline and NATURALEDIT. Questions
with statistically significant differences (p < 0.05) are marked with an asterisk (*), based on Wilcoxon signed-rank tests.

using NASA-TLX and found no statistically significant differences
across any of the six dimensions: Mental Demand (Mdny = 3.0,
Mdng = 2.0; W = 17.5, p = .598), Physical Demand (Mdny = 2.0,
Mdng = 2.0; W = 4.0, p = .500), Temporal Demand (Mdny = 2.0,
Mdng = 2.0; W = 9.0, p = .516), Performance (Mdny = 2.0,
Mdng =1.5; W =17.0, p = .867), Effort (Mdny = 2.5, Mdng = 2.5;
W = 13.5, p = 1.0), and Frustration (Mdny = 2.0, Mdng = 2.0;
W =12.0, p = 1.0).

NAaTurRALEDIT shifted modification strategies toward an
NL-centric workflow by reducing the viscosity of summary
editing. As shown in Figure 13, participants using NATURALEDIT
frequently worked through the NL summary, iteratively adapting its
representation and refining its content. Overall, 52/60 modifications
were completed via the modified summary, with only 8/60 using
the edit-instruction fallback mechanism. In contrast, participants in
the Baseline condition avoided manual edits of the generated code
summary, relying on direct instructions instead (55/63).

This avoidance was driven by the high effort of manual summary
editing. Participants described editing the static, paragraph-style
summary as “cumbersome and requiring significant effort” (P1). For
non-trivial changes, they often had to modify multiple locations
iteratively, which was error-prone (P5, P10). As P5 explained, the
Baseline forced “a trade-off between the effort of phrasing a pre-
cise summary edit and the uncertainty of a high-level instruction.”
These observations motivated our later design of intent-driven NL
updating (Section 3.2.3).

By enforcing code comprehension and providing a shared
ground for intent validation, NATURALEDIT enhanced de-
velopers’ sense of control. Participants reported a significantly
higher sense of control with NATURALEDIT (Q10: Mdny = 6.0,
Mdng = 5.0, W = 1.50, p = .023 < .05). This control was linked
to developers’ comprehension of the code, which NATURALEDIT’s
workflow actively promoted. Participants reported a deeper under-
standing of the code before making modifications (Mdny = 5.5,

Mdng = 3.0, W = 11.5, p = .211) and significantly greater un-
derstanding of the system’s code edits (Mdny = 5.5, Mdng = 4.5,
W =7.0, p =.043 < .05).

By centering modification on the NL summary, NATURALEDIT
encouraged a “comprehend-then-act” strategy, consistent with es-
tablished best practices for code modification [26, 69]. This is in
contrast with common practices in vibe coding, where program-
mers rely on rapid iterations of feature-level testing to modify the
code without having sufficient comprehension of the code [25]. Par-
ticipants saw this not as a burden but as a scaffold for responsible
engineering (P1, P2, P9). As P9 argued, “modifying code without un-
derstanding it is completely unreasonable” in professional contexts,
and NATURALEDIT “forces the user to understand what the machine
has done, yet this process was not difficult.” This comprehension-
driven control was particularly critical when working with unfa-
miliar code, where developers relied on the summary to build a
mental model before making changes (P9, P12).

Furthermore, this control was supported by the NL summary
serving as a “shared ground” where the developer’s intent and the
system’s interpretation could meet and be validated (P2, P5, P7, P9,
P11, P12). Participants described this shared ground as something
that “structured the way the system understood intent” (P9), “made
the black box more transparent” (P11), and “gave [them] greater con-
fidence it would work” (P12), echoing prior findings that summaries
provide a grounded way for “abstraction matching” [46].

Developers’ preference for NL interaction diverged be-
tween declarative and imperative tasks. Overall, participants
rated the NL representation in NATURALEDIT as significantly more
useful for achieving task goals (Mdny = 7.0, Mdng = 5.0, W = 0.0,
p =0.002 < .05). The feature was heavily used, with core NL-centric
actions such as Inspect Mapping, Adapt Summary Level, and
Commit Modified Summary occurring over 500 times (Figure 13).

However, developers’ preferences varied across tasks types. For
declarative tasks, where the goal was to specify a final state (e.g.,
UI or visual changes), participants showed a relative preference for
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direct instructions. This aligned with a declarative mental model
focused on what the outcome should be, and the availability of
immediate visual feedback reduced the need for deep code compre-
hension. As P2 noted, this distinction resembled “declarative versus
imperative programming,” adding that for front-end tasks, “I care
more about the final effect.”

In contrast, for procedural tasks involving complex logic or data
transformations (e.g., back-end algorithms), participants preferred
the summary-centric workflow. This aligned with a procedural
mental model focused on how a result is achieved, and the lack of
direct feedback made code semantics harder to validate, increasing
reliance on comprehension. As P12 explained, for back-end work,
they “strongly need additional representation to help understand
changes” because correctness could not be easily verified by simply
running the code. Ultimately, NATURALEDIT s strength lay not in
enforcing a single workflow but in supporting both task-dependent
mental models and strategies.

5.2.2  Abstraction Gradient (RQ2). Adaptive representation en-
abled a top-down comprehension workflow by allowing de-
velopers to adjust the granularity on demand. NATURALEDIT
significantly improved self-reported code comprehension compared
to the baseline (Figure 10 Q5: Mdny = 6.5, Mdng = 3.5, W = 0.0,
p = .001 < .05). This can be partly attributed to the adaptive
code representation supported by NATURALEDIT. All 12 participants
rated 6 or 7 for the feature’s usefulness in understanding code at
different levels (Figure 11). Qualitative feedback indicated that this
benefit came from its support for a top-down “overview-to-detail”
workflow (P1, P2, P3, P8). Participants valued having “on-demand
different versions of the explanations” (P5), which enabled them to
begin with a “coarser view for initial understanding” (P3) and then
drill down into details as needed. This practice allowed them to
move “up and down the ladder of abstraction” [77] effectively. In-
terestingly, although participants conceptually favored beginning
with a coarse overview, interaction logs show they rarely switched
to the lowest granularity (Figure 12 left). This suggests that the
default medium-level summary provided a sufficient and seamless
entry point into their top-down workflow, making further descent
unnecessary in most cases.

After building an initial understanding, developers of-
ten adjusted granularity to locate and validate modification
points. During the study sessions, many participants first explored
the surrounding context to build confidence (P2, P6, P9, P10). As
P8 noted, “the best workflow starts with a summary of the entire
script, then narrows down to target individual functions.” In one
instance, P3 switched to a finer-grained view, discovered a more
relevant function that did not appear in the low-granularity view,
and selected it as the modification target instead. This active use of
summaries for localization reinforces prior findings on their value
in code modification workflows [73].

Developers preferred high-granularity summaries when
modifying code, valuing their completeness and support for
incremental changes (P3, P7, P8, P9, P10, P12). As shown in
Figure 12, participants frequently switched to a high-granularity
view (left) and applied edit instructions from it (middle). Two main
reasons explain this preference. First, detailed summaries were
more “comprehensive” (P9, P10), providing the information needed
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as a solid foundation for edits. As P7 noted, they “provide the system
with more context,” which increased confidence in the resulting
code. Second, editing a portion of a fine-grained summary made
changes feel more “incremental” and less likely to “affect other parts”
(P8, P10), which fostered a sense of control.

This preference, however, was not absolute; developers
valued the ability to choose the appropriate level of detail
on demand. The optimal representation depended on the usage
context, especially the scope of the intended edit. As P5 stated, “If
I'm looking to change or add an entire function, I don’t want too many
details.” In such cases, a higher-level summary provided sufficient
scaffolding without the cognitive overhead of unnecessary detail.
Thus, while high granularity was generally preferred for editing,
the adaptability provided in NATURALEDIT allowed developers to
align the representation with their intended scope of changes.

Most participants preferred bulleted summaries for their
direct alignment with the code’s procedural logic (P1, P3, P6,
P8, P10, P11). This is also reflected in Figure 12 (left), where across
all granularity levels, participants more often adapted to structured
NL. Developers found that the bulleted-list format more clearly
represented a program’s step-by-step execution and matched their
mental models of problem decomposition. As P1 explained, a key
benefit was that “it corresponds to the code structure, the hierarchy
is clearer, and each line represents one thing.” This alignment was
especially valued for targeted modifications, where the structured
summary provided “a closer to a line-by-line comparison with the
code” (P8). In contrast, participants noted that paragraph summaries
could obscure this direct mapping by reordering components within
sentences, making tracing more difficult (P10, P11).

Bulleted summaries were also valued for their superior
scannability, which lowered the cognitive cost of information
foraging (P1, P3, P5, P6, P11, P12). Many described paragraph
summaries as visually “overwhelming” (P6) or a block of text they
were reluctant to read (P1, P11). The structured format, with its
clear hierarchy and discrete bullet points, was consistently per-
ceived as easier to process. P5 noted it was “much more useful for
searching, because each bullet point represented a single idea and was
easier to skim through.” This advantage was particularly important
for non-native English speakers, who found the concise, bulleted
format more accessible (P3, P11).

Still, some developers favored paragraph summaries for
their narrative coherence (P2, P4, P7, P8). While structured lists
presented individual steps clearly, they could feel “disjointed” (P2)
or “fragmented in overall logic” (P7), obscuring causal relationships
between operations. In contrast, paragraph summaries offered a
more “coherent” and logically continuous narrative.

5.2.3 Closeness of Mapping (RQ3). Interactive mapping was the
central action in the workflow, serving as the primary bridge
between NL summary and code. The interaction logs show that it
was the most frequent action in the NATURALEDIT workflow during
the study sessions, with 307 total occurrences (Figure 13). It was sup-
ported by subjective ratings, with 8/12 participants strongly agree-
ing that the feature made the code-summary relationship explicit
and easy to follow. The mapping also played a pivotal transitioning
role in the workflow: it was the most common first action after gen-
erating a new summary (49/75) or switching to a new section (14/16).
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Figure 11: User ratings of NATURALEDIT features across four cognitive dimensions.
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Figure 12: Usage counts of the adaptive multi-faceted rep-
resentation across NL granularity and structure. Medium-
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when switching representations and more than expected
when editing summaries.

Developers commonly used the mapping as a constant “anchor” to
ground their understanding when navigating different NL represen-
tations, making it the most common action both immediately before
(129/152) and after (146/152) adapting to a new summary level.

Interactive mapping guided developers through the code
sequentially, adding a finer layer of comprehension granular-
ity that was instrumental in planning modifications. Partic-
ipants described inspecting the mappings segment by segment as a
natural way to build an understanding of the code’s logic (P3, P5, P7,
P9). This interaction created what P7 called “another layer of granu-
larity”, allowing them to grasp the purpose of a summary chunk and
then immediately see its implementation details. As P9 explained,
this enabled a systematic process where “once you understand one
line of code, you can connect it to the whole”, progressively building
a detailed mental model. This guided comprehension was not just a
passive activity but also the direct preparation for modification. As
P5 noted, the combination of summary and mapping “helped me not
only understand the code but also plan how to change it”. Figure 13
confirmed this role: inspecting the mapping was the most common
action taken immediately before initiating a modification, both for
summary editing (43/50) and for direct instructions (6/8).

By making code-summary connections explicit, the map-
ping provided on-demand localization and externalized the
cognitive load of mentally tracing relationships (P1, P2, P5,
P6, P11, P12). At a practical level, developers used the feature for

faster localization. P12 noted that “helped me locate specific code
much faster, and P5 explained that being able to “just hover on it,
and it would take me to the correct chunk of code” was a signifi-
cant improvement over relying only on the summary text. More
fundamentally, this externalization reduced the cognitive effort.
P2 articulated this benefit, stating that with typical Al tools, “the
human brain needs to do the mapping, whereas NATURALEDIT “au-
tomatically did the mapping for me, which reduced the burden”
Beyond initial comprehension, interactive mapping was
also useful for validating code modifications. The value of the
interactive mapping extended across the entire modification lifecy-
cle. After NATURALEDIT generated a code change and updated the
summary, the most common first action developers took was to in-
spect the mapping on the new summary (36/48). This suggests they
relied on it to understand and validate the automated changes. P12
explained that mapping could “guide me to quickly verify if the sum-
mary is correct; which accelerated verification and deepened trust.
Similarly, P8 noted that if the Al-generated code was incorrect, “be-
ing able to trace each line and where it came from could help you fix it”

5.2.4  Viscosity, Visibility & Consistency (RQ4). The intent-driven
workflow of NATURALEDIT lowered modification viscosity
by resolving the tension between the naturalness of issuing
instructions and the high effort of manually editing NL sum-
maries (P2, P5, P6,P7,P9, P12). 10/12 participants strongly agreed
that expressing intent through high-level instructions to modify
summaries was natural and efficient (Figure 11), consistent with
their habits from using conversational Al tools (P2, P9). This was
further supported by significantly higher ratings of NATURALEDIT
on intent specification (Figure 10 Q6: Mdny = 6.0, Mdng = 4.5,
W =1.00, p =.016 < .05). As P5 noted, this approach “did a lot of
the heavy lifting for me” In contrast, manually editing the summary
text was perceived as a high-viscosity activity (Section 5.2.1). P6
felt the effort of doing so was “comparable to modifying the code
directly,” which undermined the purpose of the NL representation.
NATURALEDIT’s intent-driven mechanism directly addressed this
tension by allowing developers to issue instruction-based input
while applying the result to a transparent, verifiable summary.
The intermediate summary diff went beyond simple ver-
ification, often disambiguating and elaborating on a devel-
oper’s concise initial instruction. This validation step was more
than a passive check; it was an active dialogue where the system
helped refine the developer’s intent. This is quantitatively reflected
in the editing distance: developers’ initial instructions were often
concise (Mdn = 14 words), which the system expanded into signifi-
cantly more detailed summary edits (Mdn = 23 words, W = 233.5,
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p =.0001 < .05) (Figure 12). As P3 noted, this process could turn
a “vague, conversational request” into a “more specific summary” In
several instances, this elaboration clarified ambiguity in the original
intent. For example, when P1 vaguely instructed the system to find
the best NDCG score, the summary specified this as the highest,
clarifying the metric’s directionality.

While the workflow enabled developers to discover and
correct system errors, some remained concerned about the
LLM’s ability to interpret subtle instructions. The system’s
interpretation was not always perfect. For instance, it sometimes

misreads a vague request by hard-coding specific inputs instead of
capturing the underlying intent (P3, P12). For example, when asked
to format an x-axis label with abbreviated months (e.g., Jan., Feb.),
the system’s proposed summary included literal string examples
rather than a general rule about date formatting. Still, the intermedi-
ate layer made such failures visible and easier to correct before code
generation. Participants suggested enhancing the interface with
more explicit warnings or error highlighting in the NL layer (P5).

Finally, the automatic, bidirectional synchronization of
the summary provided consistency and visibility, serving as a
validation that developers found indispensable. NATURALEDIT
was significantly rated higher to help developers understand and
validate the modified code (Figure 10 Q8: Mdny = 6.0, Mdng = 4.0,
M =0.0, p =.002 < .05). After a modification, NATURALEDIT auto-
matically updated the NL summary and presented the changes as
a minimal diff. Participants drew analogies of this step to review-
ing a commit on GitHub for “accidental changes” before merging
(P6). This validation step kept the NL representation and code syn-
chronized, making the modification workflow feel more “consistent”
(P7) and more supportive of iterative refinement (Figure 10 Q9:
Mdny = 6.0, Mdng = 4.0, M = 0.0, p = .002 < .05). It also reduced
cognitive load, as developers no longer had to “re-read everything
to find what changed” (P5) but could instead rely on the concise diff
to “see at a glance where the modification was” (P8).

6 Discussion and Design Implications for
Future Systems
Our findings show that NATURALEDIT succeeded in externalizing

developers’ “internal semantics,” into a shared representation that
grounds interaction for code modification. In this section, we reflect
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on these findings to outline implications for the future of NL-based
programming and representations.

6.1 Representing Code’s Non-Linear Structure
in NL
Our study showed that developers identified many strengths of
bulleted summaries over paragraphs in programming tasks (Sec-
tion 5.2.2), indicating that adding structure to NL representations is
helpful. However, our effort in NATURALEDIT represents only a first
step. A developer’s mental model of a codebase is fundamentally
non-linear, and future representations should reflect this reality. As
P2 noted, a bulleted list effectively conveys “parallel and hierarchical
relationships” but is not well suited for representing logical causality.
Furthermore, a codebase is a complex combination of tree struc-
tures (files, classes, methods) and graph structures (call dependen-
cies, data flow, control flow). While developers may read localized
text sequentially for detailed comprehension, in larger codebases,
they navigate along these structural edges to comprehend the sys-
tem and locate relevant modification points [23, 37]. This suggests
that structured NL representations should evolve beyond simple
lists and incorporate richer tree- and graph-based forms. This raises
several research questions: What should such representations look
like, and how should their mappings to code be visualized across
different granularities? How can developer intent be applied to
produce clear and comprehensible diffs? And how might NL repre-
sentations support navigation analogous to moving through code?

6.2 Malleable and Personalized NL
Representations

An ideal representation should also be malleable and personalized
to the unique needs of the developer and the task at hand [10, 60].
In NATURALEDIT, the malleability of the NL representation is repre-
sented in its support for switching and sliding across six predefined
combinations, which was appreciated by developers. However, they
also express the need for more fine-grained customization. For ex-
ample, P2 suggested that “it might be better to have some customiza-
tion options or alternative templates [for the NL representations],”
noting that at a low granularity they wanted to see the function
signatures within a file rather than a descriptive summary of its
overall functionality. This indicates that a one-size-fits-all approach
to granularity is insufficient.

Looking ahead, two directions merit exploration. First, the sys-
tem should implicitly learn developer preferences across contexts,
as information needs vary with expertise, code complexity, task con-
text, and individual programming habits. NL representations should
adapt accordingly. Second, the system should also allow develop-
ers to explicitly initiate and control the style of NL representation,
turning it into a malleable interface that empowers users to flexibly
and efficiently express how the representation should appear.

6.3 Fluid Navigation Across Code Abstraction
Layers

Our results suggest that the adaptivity in code abstraction layers
needs to be bidirectional: not only should the NL representation
itself be adaptive, but the interaction model for navigating across
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code regions must also be fluid. Using a map analogy, NATURALEDIT
currently supports “zooming in and out” within a preselected code
region, but cannot “pan” to adjacent regions or “drill down” to new
regions directly from the NL view. To change focus, developers
must return to the code editor and make a new selection, which
disrupts the interaction flow.

Participants highlighted the need for integrated code navigation
starting from NL representations (P1, P7, P8). As P7 envisioned, “be-
ing able to select a single segment to generate a new, more detailed view
for just that part, without re-selecting the corresponding code”, would
make navigation much smoother. These findings open up a rich
design space: How should code abstraction layers be defined and
surfaced in NL? Should navigation be organized as a hierarchical
tree or as a zoomable interface? And how can interactions support
moving up and down the ladder of abstraction directly from the
NL layer? Future design efforts could help explore these directions.

6.4 An Ecosystem of Tools for NL-Centric
Programming

If NL representations are to evolve into a first-class medium for
programming, they need to be supported by a robust ecosystem of
tools. Our findings highlight two directions.

First, NL representations should serve as a surface for debugging
and error surfacing during program execution. As P9 suggested,
“if the code produces an error, the system should be able to highlight
the problematic logical segment on the NL summary” This connec-
tion between runtime behavior and semantic representation would
integrate comprehension and validation into a single workflow.

Second, the workflow requires a new form of history manage-
ment tailored to the non-linear nature of cognitive exploration
(P5, P8, P12). Participants noted that the current diff-based revert
mechanism is insufficient for the iterative, non-linear nature of
Al-assisted programming. Unlike Git, which is optimized for col-
laboration and production, developers need a lightweight, personal
versioning system that supports exploratory branching, allowing
them to pursue multiple modification paths, compare alternatives,
and selectively merge results. Such support is particularly critical
for vibe coding, where developers iteratively explore and refine
large-scale code edits.

7 Limitations and Future Work
7.1 The Scope of the Representational Paradigm

Our work introduces and evaluates a specific interaction paradigm
centered on interactive NL representations, which differs from the
conversational approaches in many existing Al programming assis-
tants. During the study, some participants, accustomed to conversa-
tional tools, expressed a desire to “ask clarifying questions” (P7) or
“enable chat” (P11). This distinction was a deliberate design choice to
ensure the internal validity of our findings. The goal of this research
was to isolate and understand the cognitive impacts of our core
design principles (Section 3.1). Incorporating an open-ended con-
versational workflow would have introduced confounding factors,
yielding results that are difficult to interpret and reproduce.

We do not, however, view the representational paradigm as in-
compatible with conversational interaction. Rather, it can be com-
plementary. NL representation can serve as an intermediate layer
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between developer intent and formal code, and its intent-driven
workflow design benefits from the feasibility of NL dialogue (Sec-
tion 5.2.4). Moreover, design insights such as interactive mapping
and adaptive summaries are broadly applicable to text-code inter-
actions in conversational systems. We envision integrating this
paradigm into existing conversational approaches to explore its
combined effects in realistic developer tasks.

7.2 Implementation and Design Trade-offs

As a research prototype, NATURALEDIT is subject to several practi-
cal constraints. First, its interactive responsiveness is limited by the
latency of the underlying LLM. Although we applied optimizations
such as parallelizing requests, the feedback is not instantaneous
and can disrupt the fluidity of the interaction loop. Second, our
approach incurs significant computational costs that may be pro-
hibitive for larger code bases. Future work should explore more
efficient methodologies, such as using Retrieval-Augmented Gener-
ation (RAG) [43] to establish a coarse-grained alignment between
code and summary before invoking a more expensive model for
fine-grained mapping.

Furthermore, our design embodies the trade-off in visual clarity.
When interactive mapping highlights overlap with colored diffs, the
salience of NL updates is reduced (P1, P5). This reflects a broader
challenge of balancing multiple notational layers, where competing
visual cues demand limited developer attention and highlight the
difficulty of designing information-rich interfaces [27].

7.3 Threats to User Study Validity

We acknowledge several threats to validity. The external validity of
our study is limited by task scope and participant sample. Although
participants rated the tasks as realistic, their scope was necessarily
constrained to fit within a lab session and thus does not capture
the complexity of long-term software maintenance, illustrating the
trade-off between experimental control and ecological validity in
programmer studies [36, 70]. Moreover, while our 12 participants
varied in experience, the sample may not represent the broader
developer population.

In addition, the controlled nature of our study constrains task
design. By providing predefined modification goals, it bypassed the
open-ended problem identification and diagnosis common in real-
world development. Although we applied the Natural Programming
Elicitation method [50] (visual targets and indirect language rather
than explicit, copy-pasteable instructions) to encourage natural en-
gagement, the tasks remain a simplification of authentic workflows.

Finally, part of our analysis relies on subjective self-reports (e.g.,
interviews and usability ratings). To mitigate this, we triangulated
findings with quantitative data such as interaction logs.

Future work should evaluate our paradigm in more complex, lon-
gitudinal settings with a larger and more diverse participant pool.

8 Conclusion

We present NATURALEDIT, a novel system that reimagines static
NL summaries as interactive representations for code modification.
Grounded in the Cognitive Dimensions of Notations, NATURALEDIT
introduces adaptive multi-faceted summaries, interactive code map-
ping, and intent-driven synchronization to reduce cognitive load
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and enhance developer control throughout the modification work-
flow. Through a technical evaluation and a controlled user study
with 12 developers, we demonstrate that our NL-mediated para-
digm is both technically viable and effectively improves developer
experiences. Our work contributes a set of actionable design prin-
ciples for future NL programming tools and provides insights into
richer, more structured, and multimodal representations of code.

Data and Code Availability

To support transparency and reproducibility, we have made our re-
search artifacts publicly accessible in a replication package at https:
//github.com/ND-SaNDwichLAB/naturaledit-replication-package.

This package contains: (1) the source code for NATURALEDIT,
Baseline, and the technical evaluation showcase website; (2) ma-
terials for technical evaluation, including the benchmark run and
expert rating; (3) materials for user study, including study tasks
(with CodeSandbox links), the compiled VS Code extensions, and
all anonymized raw data (interaction logs and questionnaire re-
sponses); and (4) analysis artifacts, including the scripts for data
analysis and visualization, and the coded interview segments from
qualitative analysis. All figures, tables, and statistical results can be
fully reproduced with the provided data and analysis scripts.
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A Prompt Templates

Listing 1: Prompts for Generating Multi-Faceted NL Repre-
sentation

You are an expert code summarizer. For the following code,
generate 6 summaries, one for each combination of
detail level (low, medium, high) and structure (
unstructured, i.e., paragraph, structured, i.e.,
bulleted):

- low_unstructured: One-sentence, low-detail, paragraph
style.

- low_structured: 2-3 short bullet points, low-detail, as a
single string. Each bullet must start with "e" and be
separated by \n. Never return an array.
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- medium_unstructured: 2-3 sentences, medium-detail,
paragraph style.

- medium_structured: 3-5 bullet points, medium-detail, as a
single string. Use "e" for first-level bullets, and
ENCOURAGE the use of two-level bullets (use "o" for the

second level, and indent the second-level bullet with
2 spaces before the "o") when logical groupings exist.
Bullets must be separated by \n. Never return an array.

- high_unstructured: 3-4 sentences, high-detail, paragraph
style.

- high_structured: 4-8 bullet points, high-detail, as a
single string. Use "e" for first-level bullets, and
ENCOURAGE the use of two-level bullets (use "o" for the

second level, and indent the second-level bullet with
2 spaces before the "o") when logical groupings exist.
Bullets must be separated by \n. Never return an array.

IMPORTANT:
- For medium_structured and high_structured, if there are
logical groupings, you should use two-level bullets ("e
" and "o"). For the second-level bullet ("o"), always
indent with 2 spaces before the "o".
The file context below is provided ONLY for reference to
help understand the code's environment.
- Your summary MUST focus ONLY on the specific code snippet
provided.
- Return your response as a JSON object with keys: title,
low_unstructured, low_structured, medium_unstructured,
medium_structured, high_unstructured, high_structured.

File Context (for reference only):
${fileContext}

Code to summarize:
${code}

Listing 2: Prompts for Building Interactive Cross-
Representation Mapping

You are an expert at code-to-summary mapping. Given the
following code and summary, extract up to 10 key
summary components (phrases or semantic units) from the

summary .

IMPORTANT:

1. Each summaryComponent you extract MUST be a substring (
exact part) of the summary text below.

2. Extract summaryComponents in the exact order they appear
in the summary text.

3. Do NOT hallucinate or invent summary components that do
not appear in the summary.

For each summaryComponent, extract one or more relevant code
segments from the code that best match the meaning of
the summary component.

- For each code segment, return both the code fragment (as a
string) and its line number in the original code (1-
based).

- Prefer to use a complete code statement (such as a full
line, assignment, function definition, or block) as the
code segment if it clearly represents the summary
component's meaning.
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- If a full statement is not appropriate or would be
ambiguous, you should use a smaller, relevant fragment
(such as a variable, function name, operator, or part
of an expression).

- Only include enough code to make the mapping meaningful
and unambiguous.

- If a code segment contains multiple lines, split them into

separate objects in the codeSegments array.

Return as a JSON array of objects:

L
{
"summaryComponent": "...",
"codeSegments": [
{ "code": "code fragment 1", "line": 12 3},
{ "code": "code fragment 2", "line": 15 }
]
3,
]

Code (with line numbers for reference):
${codeWithLineNumbers}

Summary:
${summaryText}

Listing 3: Prompts for Applying Edit Instruction on Modifi-
able Summary

You are an expert at editing code summaries. In this
scenario, a developer is using a summary-mediated
approach to modify code:

1. Instead of directly editing the code, the developer
modifies the summary to express their desired code
behavior.

2. The modified summary will later be used to generate the
actual code changes.

3. Your task is to integrate the developer's instruction
into the summary, making it clear what the new code
should do.

Given the following original summary and a direct
instruction, update the summary to incorporate the
developer's intent:

- The code context below is provided ONLY for reference to
help understand the summary's environment.

- Preserve the parts of the original summary that are not
affected by the instruction.

- Maintain the original summary format (sentence, bullet
points, etc.).

- Make it easy to identify what changed by keeping unchanged

parts exactly as they were.

- Integrate the instruction seamlessly into existing
sentences or bullet points as much as possible.

- However, add new sentences or bullet points if the
instruction cannot be naturally integrated into
existing ones.

- The updated summary MUST clearly express what the new code

should do, incorporating ALL information from the
instruction.

- Output only the updated summary, nothing else.

Tang et al.

Code Context (for reference only):
${originalCode}

Original summary:
${originalSummary}

Developer's instruction (integrate this intent FULLY into
the updated summary):
${instruction}

Updated summary:

Listing 4: Prompts for Code Modification via Edited NL Sum-
mary

You are an expert code editor. Given the following original
code and an updated summary (detail level: ${
detaillevel}, structure: ${structuredType}), update the

code to reflect the changes in the new summary.

The file context below is provided ONLY for reference to
help understand the code's environment, and your code
changes MUST focus ONLY on the specific code snippet
provided.

- Only change the code as needed to match the new summary,

and keep the rest of the code unchanged.

- Preserve the leading whitespace (indentation) of each line

from the original code in the updated code. For any
modified or new lines, match the indentation style and
level of the surrounding code.

- Pay close attention to the differences between the

original summary and the edited summary, which reflects
developer's intent of what the new code should be.

- Output only the updated code, nothing else.

File Context (for reference only):
${fileContext}

Original code:
${originalCode}

Original summary (detail level: ${detaillevel}, structure: $
{structuredType}):
${originalSummary}

Updated summary (detail level: ${detaillevel}, structure: ${
structuredType}):
${editedSummary?}

Updated code:

Listing 5: Prompts for Generating NL Representation with
Incremental Diffs

You are an expert code summarizer. Your task is to generate
a new summary for the MODIFIED code below, using the
original code and its previous summary as reference.

Instructions:

- Your new summary MUST focus on the code differences (
addition, deletion) between the original and modified
code and clearly reflect those changes, even if they
are small, such as inline comments.
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Make the changed parts of the summary easy to identify (e.
g., by being explicit about what changed, or by using
wording that highlights the update). I mean, rather
than describing the change itself (e.g., updated the
function to ...), seamlessly integrate the changes into

the new summary in one coherent, descriptive sentence.

- The new summary should be close to the old summary, only
updating the parts that are affected by the code change
: If a part of the summary is still accurate for the
new code, keep it unchanged; If a part of the summary
is no longer accurate, change only that part to reflect

the new code. Do not add unnecessary changes or
rephrase unchanged parts.

For all structured (bulleted) summaries, return as a
single string. Each bullet must start with "e" and be
separated by \\n. For medium_structured and
high_structured, if there are logical groupings, you
should use two-level bullets ("e" and "o"). For the
second-level bullet ("o"), always indent with 2 spaces
before the "o". Never return an array.

- Return your response as a JSON object with keys: title,

low_unstructured, low_structured, medium_unstructured,

medium_structured, high_unstructured, high_structured.

File Context (for reference only):
${fileContext}

Original code:
${originalCode}

0ld summary:

{
"title": "${oldSummary.title}",
"low_unstructured": "${oldSummary.low_unstructured}",
"low_structured": "${oldSummary.low_structured}",
"medium_unstructured": "${oldSummary.medium_unstructured

"
)

"medium_structured": "${oldSummary.medium_structured}",
"high_unstructured": "${oldSummary.high_unstructured}",
"high_structured": "${oldSummary.high_structured}"

}

MODIFIED code:
${newCode}

B Technical Evaluation Materials
B.1 Expert Rating Guide

Overview. This document provides the definitions and criteria for
evaluating the quality of the intermediate artifacts generated by
the NATURALEDIT system. The goal is to systematically assess the
quality of the NL summaries, their mapping to the source code, and
the diffs between summary versions. All items will be rated on a
5-point scale, where the meaning of each point is defined for the
specific dimension being evaluated. As a general guide:

o 5: Excellent / Strongly Agree - The artifact is of very high
quality, with no significant issues.

e 4: Good / Agree

e 3: Acceptable / Neutral - The artifact is adequate for its
purpose but has noticeable room for improvement.
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e 2: Poor / Disagree
e 1: Very Poor / Strongly Disagree - The artifact is of low
quality and has significant, potentially misleading, flaws.

Part A: Summary Quality. (This is rated for each of the 36 buggy code
summaries and the 36 ground-truth code summaries.)

A.1. Accuracy: Does the summary correctly describe the func-
tionality and logic of the corresponding code?

o 5 (Excellent): Perfectly accurate. It correctly captures all
key logic, operations, and outcomes without any errors or
misinterpretations.

¢ 3 (Acceptable): Mostly accurate. It captures the main pur-
pose of the code but may contain minor omissions or slight
inaccuracies that do not fundamentally mislead the reader.

o 1 (Very Poor): Inaccurate. It contains significant factual er-
rors, describes functionality that doesn’t exist, or completely
misses the core purpose of the code.

A.2. Clarity: Is the summary written in clear, unambiguous, and
easy-to-understand language for a developer?

o 5 (Excellent): Very clear, concise, and well-written. A devel-
oper could understand the code’s function almost instantly.

¢ 3 (Acceptable): Generally understandable, but the language
might be slightly awkward, verbose, or contain jargon that
could be simplified.

e 1 (Very Poor): Unclear, confusing, grammatically incorrect,
or so full of jargon that it is difficult to parse.

Part B: Segmentation & Mapping Quality. (This part has two com-
ponents: ratings for each segmentation as a whole for 72 summaries,
and ratings for each of the 478 individual mapping highlights.)

B.1. Segmentation Granularity: Is the code broken down into
segments of an appropriate and useful size?

e 5 (Excellent): The granularity is perfect. Each segment is a
meaningful, well-sized logical chunk.

e 3 (Acceptable): The granularity is mostly fine, but some
segments might be slightly too large (coarse-grained) or too
small and fragmented.

e 1 (Very Poor): The segmentation is not useful. It is either
one giant, monolithic block or is excessively fragmented into
meaningless single lines or tokens.

B.2. Mapping Accuracy (Precision): Is this specific link that
connects the summary segment to the code correct?

o 5 (Correct): The link is perfectly correct. The code highlight
is directly relevant to the summary segment.

¢ 1 (Incorrect): The link is wrong. The code highlight is irrel-
evant to the summary segment.

B.3. Mapping Coverage (Recall): Does this summary segment
successfully link to all the relevant parts of the code that implement
the concept it describes?

e 5 (Complete Coverage): Yes. The summary segment is
linked to every piece of relevant code. No relevant code
segments are missed.

¢ 3 (Minor Omissions): Mostly. The main, most critical code
blocks are linked, but a minor, less important part might be
missing (e.g., a related variable declaration or a peripheral
logging statement).
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¢ 1 (Major Omissions): No. Key code blocks that directly im-
plement the summary segment’s description are completely
unlinked.

Part C: Summary Diff Quality. (This is rated for each of the 36 diffs
between the before-and-after summary pairs.)

C.1. Faithfulness: Does the change in the summary accurately
represent the change that occurred in the code?

e 5 (Excellent): A perfect representation. The summary diff
mirrors the semantic code change exactly.

e 3 (Acceptable): Mostly faithful. It captures the main idea of
the code change but might misrepresent a minor detail or
nuance of the implementation.

e 1 (Very Poor): Unfaithful. The summary diff is misleading,
inaccurate, or completely unrelated to the actual change in
the code.

C.2. Completeness: Does the summary diff capture all of the
important semantic changes from the code dift?

e 5 (Excellent): Fully complete. No important aspect of the
code change is missing from the summary diff.

e 3 (Acceptable): Mostly complete. It captures the primary
functional change but might omit a secondary change (e.g., a
change to a variable name or a log message that accompanies
a logic change).

e 1 (Very Poor): Incomplete. It completely misses one or more
significant functional changes made in the code.

C.3. Salience: Does the summary diff make the most important
aspects of the change stand out clearly and effectively?

o 5 (Excellent): Highly salient. The change is presented clearly
and concisely, making the core of the modification immedi-
ately obvious (e.g., a single, clear bullet point is added).

o 3 (Acceptable): Moderately salient. The change is correctly
represented, but it might be buried in other minor textual
edits or phrased in a way that requires careful reading to
understand the key point.

e 1 (Very Poor): Not salient. The important change is ob-
scured, minimized, or lost in a sea of trivial rewording, mak-
ing it hard for a user to spot the key difference.

C Controlled User Study Materials
C.1 Programming Tasks

C.2 Questionnaires
C.2.1 NASA-TLX. (1=Very low, 7=Very high) unless otherwise noted

1. Mental Demand: How mentally demanding was the task?

2. Physical Demand: How physically demanding was the
task?

3. Temporal Demand: How hurried or rushed was the pace
of the task?

4. Performance: How successful were you in accomplishing
what you were asked to do? (1=Perfect, 7=Failure)
Note: Participants were informed that a lower score means
perfect, while a higher score indicates failure.

C.2.2 UMUX-LITE. (1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree)

1. This system’s capabilities meet my requirements.

Tang et al.

2. This system is easy to use.

C.2.3  Self-Defined Likert Scale Items. (1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly
agree)

Post-Task Questions (Asked immediately after each task, along-
side the NASA-TLX)

1. I have a high level of understanding of the original code
before it was modified.

2. Thave a high level of understanding of the code modifications
made by the system.

Task Realism (Asked once at the end of the entire session, the
same applies below)

1. The study tasks felt as realistic as my daily programming.
Evaluation of both systems (NATURALEDIT and Baseline)

1. I could quickly learn how to use the system.

2. I'would use this system in my real development work if it
were available.

3. The system helps me comprehend the original code.

4. The system supports me in specifying my intentions.

5. The system helps me understand and validate the modified
code.

6. The system assists with the iterative refinement of code.

7. The natural language representation is useful for achieving
the task goal.

8. Ifelt a good sense of control over the system’s behavior.

9. Tam generally satisfied with the code modifications produced
by the system.

Evaluation of NATURALEDIT’s specific features

1. The adaptive and multifaceted summaries helped in under-
standing the code at different levels.

2. The interactive mapping between summary and code made
their relationship explicit and easy to follow.

3. By applying direct instructions to the summary, I was able
to express my intentions flexibly and efficiently.

4. The auto-updated summary with visual diffs helped me vali-
date the changes in a consistent workflow.

C.3 Semi-Structured Interview Protocol

The following questions served as a guide for our semi-structured
interviews. This protocol was used flexibly; we often prioritized follow-
up questions based on direct observations of a participant’s behavior
and their real-time commentary over strictly adhering to this script.

Specific Observations

- “I observed you did [action] when [situation]. Could you elabo-
rate on your thought process there?”

General Code Modification Workflow

— What are your main challenges when modifying existing, unfa-
miliar code (e.g., understanding its logic, validating changes)?

— What is your typical workflow for modifying existing code,
and what are your main concerns during that process (e.g.,
introducing hidden bugs)?

Feedback on NATURALEDIT’s Core Features

— Compare the experience of modifying code via its NL represen-
tation to your usual workflow of editing code directly.
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Task 1: Finance Dashboard « <’ Link

Overview

A web development project that visualizes stock prices using a combination of a Node. js backend, which
retrieves data from Yahoo Finance, and a React frontend, which displays the data in a line chart.

How to Run
1. Frontend: cd frontend && npm run dewv

2. Backend: cd server && node index.js

Subtasks
Market Chart Assistant

Get Chart

Apple Inc. (AAPL)

2028-03-21T13:30:00

024-10-20T13:30:00,0002 2025-06-29T 1330000002

Figure 1. Current interface awaiting modification.

[ A. X-axis Tick Marks

frontend/src/StockChart. jsx Implement the helper function formatDateString and apply it!

& B. Current Price Data

server/index.js -= /api/stock/:symbol The frontend also wants to know the current stock price!

[ C. Current Price Line

frontend/src/StockChart. jsx Create a ReferencelLine for it and match the expected style!

Market Chart Assistant

et Chart

Apple Inc. (AAPL)

. B&C. Current Price

t A A. Tick Markers !

Jan Fob Mar Apr Jin Jul Aug S

o Jan Fob Mar May

Figure 2. Expected result interface for your tasks!

(a) Task 1: Finance Dashboard
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Task 2: MVP Predictor « < Link

Overview

A machine learning pipeline ranks NBA players. The data, scraped from basketball-reference.com, is
processed and then used to train a gradient boosting medel that outputs predicted MVP rankings.
How to Run

Directly run scraper.py , preprocess.py ,and rank_model.py in order.

You should see a folder called data with the statistics and graphs.

Subtasks

(=) A. + Advanced Metrics
scraper.py —> scrape_season_stats Scrap (existing) basic stats + advanced stats & Merge them!
* Basic (2025): https://www.basketball-reference.comfleagues/MNBA_2025_per_game.html
s Advanced (2025): https:/fwww. basketball-reference comfleagues/NBA_2025_advanced htrnl
Merge Keys Basic Stats Advanced Stats
A LR s, TOTBA NI T MR
K 28]

18, James Harden,965,30.4,8.8,5.4,0.445,9.0,0.289,8.619,7.7,15.4,29.8,1.0
3 2618,LeBron Janes,738,27.5,9.1,8.6,0,542,8.7,0,22 2.

& 2018,Russell Westbraak,76,2
7 2818,Gisnnis Antetoko
s 2018,Kevin Durant,66,

9 2018,0Mar DeRozan, 32 ,3.9,0,4 o,
10 2018, LaMarcus Aldridge,6,23.1,2.0,8,5,0.51,3.9,0.209,08.57,3.7,10.9,25.0,9.0

Figure 3. Example of scraped and pre-processed data data/merged_data. csv

Please rerun scraper.py and preprocess.py now.

“ B. Tune Model Parameters

rank_model.py —= main Which n_estimators is best for XGBRanker from 108, 16@8, 2088 ? Useitto
make the final prediction and create visualizations!

+ workspace git:(main] x fusr/local/bin/python /project/workspace/rank_madel.py
Training XGBapstRanker with 109 estimatars...
BOCG Score with 180 cstimators: @.7428
Trafning ¥GBaostRanker with 1088 estinators
HOCG Scere with 1890 estimators: 8.7508
Training XGBaostRanker with 2000 estimators..
KOCG Score with 2090 estimators: 8.7482
Best n_estimators: 1884
Year Wane Rank PredictedScore PredictedRank

43 2004 Nikala Jokié 1.9 12, 622608

94 7024 Shai Gilgeous-Alexander 2.9 -10.613235 7.0
95 2024 Luka Bondié 3.0 -5.187751 5.0
96 2024 Giannis Antetokeunmao 4.8 10.803287 &4

Figure 4. Example output of running XGBRanker

[= C. Better Visualization

rank_model.py —= plot_ranking_predictions Regtdar - Grouped bar chart (color palette coolwarm )

MUP Raniing Predictions (2025}

» Tree Pank
Fredicted mark

e ‘

#

ra & P & FP r 3
yd & d,f f‘f f‘f ff & s"g ¢ <
f'f &

Figure 5. Example visualization data/ranking_predictions_2025.png

(b) Task 2: MVP Predictor

Figure 15: Screenshots of task descriptions used in the study.

— How did the different summary views (in terms of structure and
granularity) affect your workflow? Did you have a preference?

— How useful was the interactive mapping between NL and code
for understanding or modification?

— Did the automatically updated NL summary, with its visual diff,
help you validate code changes?

Perception of Output Quality and Control

— Did you notice any quality differences between the modified
code and the generated NL summaries?

— Describe any moments where you felt more or less in control
of the system’s output.

Contextual Factors

- How did your familiarity with the codebase affect your interac-
tion with the system?

— Did the type of modification or the clarity of your goal influence
how you used the system?

— When might NL-based features be most or least useful, depend-
ing on the code’s complexity?

Special Role (For industry professionals)



Preprint, Under review, October 2025

— How might this NL-based approach fit into your daily work,
and what impact could it have?

Concerns and Future Work

— What are the main drawbacks of NATURALEDIT, and what would
prevent you from using it in your real work?

— Did anything about the study tasks feel artificial or unrealistic?

— How would this approach need to evolve to support large, multi-
file projects?

C.4 Qualitative Codebook

This appendix presents the full codebook used for qualitative analysis.
Codes are organized into thematic categories.
Comprehension Strategies for AI Code

e Developers have different needs for understanding code se-
mantics

e Avoid comprehension of Al-generated code due to cognitive

workload

Preference for concise and clear summaries

Reading the summary helps understanding

Reading the summary involves a high workload

Macro-level comprehension prioritized over line-level

Top-down workflow: start with macro-level, then narrow to

details

Validation Strategies for AI Modifications

e Read the code to validate Al edits
Run the code to validate Al edits
Summarize edits with Al to assist validation
Use Al to refine or fix edits directly
Run tests to validate Al edits

Direct Edit Instructions for AI Modification

e Direct instructions are natural and convenient
e Direct instructions are usually vague and casual
o Distrust in the accuracy of direct instructions

Modifiable Code Summaries for AI Modification

e Manually editing summaries is a high workload

e Manual edits are more prone to error

e Summaries lack intuitive edit points

o Editing decisions depend on the simplicity of modifications

Applying Edit Instruction to the Summary

e Instructions on summaries make editing intuitive and reduce
workload

Intermediate edited summaries pre-validate modifications
Summaries help refine or clarify vague intent

Summaries help understand LLM edits

Summaries increase sense of control over edits

Less trust in LLM’s ability to focus on summary differences
Preference for automation without manual confirmation
Trade-off between controlling logic and trusting instructions

Adjustable Granularity and Structure

o Different granularity supports varied comprehension levels

e More granularity levels give more edit points and keywords

e Low granularity: easy to skim, useful for large-scale edits

o High granularity: detailed understanding, contains edit points,
useful for modification

Tang et al.

e Medium granularity balances detail and efficiency

e Granularity should align with code units (line, block, func)
Structured summaries align with program logic and are eas-
ier to read

Structured summaries support hierarchy and skim reading
Structured summaries help locate edit points

Structured summaries help with large-scale edits
Paragraph summaries are cohesive and easy to read
Paragraph summaries are lengthy, jumbled together, and
harder to parse

Hierarchy and indentation keep summaries structured
Summaries should be context-aware or customizable
Content of different granularities needs careful design
Order mismatches between summary and code structures

Interactive Mapping Between Summaries and Code

e Mapping helps understand code more effectively

e Mapping provides evidence for edits and builds trust

e Mapping works as auto-generated comments

e Mapping helps locate modification points

e Mapping reduces cognitive workload

e Mapping supports focus from code to summaries on demand

e Mapping may be better for structural blocks than lines

e Visualizing mappings in summary input area is helpful

e Structured summaries with mappings benefit non-English
speakers

o Need mappings between code diffs and summary diffs

Auto-Updated New Summaries with Diffs

o Auto-updated summaries maintain workflow consistency
e New summaries with diffs help iterative modification

o Diffs support validation

e Low trust in diff quality

o Highlight colors may blend with mapping colors

Factors Impacting System Usability

Familiar code requires only direct instructions

Unfamiliar code increases reliance on summaries
Imperative programming favors instructions, declarative fa-
vors summaries

Code needing more control benefits from summaries
Reliance on Al may hinder coding skill learning

Scoping Al modifications improves control and testability

Future Improvements for NATURALEDIT

Support for multiple files

Large projects need structured overview and cross-file con-
nections

Multi-file requires coarser mapping

Code diffs should allow accept/reject options

Support search and locating modification points

e Auto-summarize opened file without manual selection

o Jupyter Notebook support

e Code edit history management

o Alternative representations (dependency graph, data flow)
o Add debugging feature

e Include multimodal support, e.g., images

e Runtime sandbox to catch errors early
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