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In the context of software frameworks with limited resources (such as HarmonyOS), large language mod-
els (LLMs) often exhibit poor code generation performance because they lack sufficient exposure to such
environments during pre-training. Although LLMs can usually maintain correct logical structures across
programming languages, they frequently struggle when dealing with framework-specific APIs or syntax,
resulting in errors. This indicates that while pre-training equips LLMs with general algorithmic capabilities,
they remain unfamiliar with the distinctive syntax and API usage of underrepresented frameworks. As a
result, even advanced commercial models like GPT-4o cannot reliably generate correct code without prior
adaptation.

To address this issue, we propose APIKG4SYN, a framework designed to exploit API knowledge graphs
for the construction of API-oriented question–code pairs, specifically tailored for low-resource frameworks
without requiring executable code. APIKG4SYN integrates both single-API and multi-API knowledge, where
the latter is derived through uncertainty estimation (UE)-driven Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS), enabling
the creation of a diverse and informative dataset for fine-tuning LLMs. Using HarmonyOS as a case study,
we build the first benchmark for HarmonyOS code generation. Experimental results show that fine-tuning
Qwen with APIKG4SYN raises pass@1 accuracy to 25.00%, compared with 17.59% for the baseline GPT model.
These results confirm that API-oriented data significantly enhance LLM performance in low-resource software
development scenarios.
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1 INTRODUCTION
LLMs have demonstrated significant success across a wide range of software development tasks,
including code completion, refactoring, generation, and comprehension [10, 22–24, 26, 29, 31, 43,
55, 59, 60]. Beyond these general capabilities, LLMs have also been applied to more specialized areas
such as third-party library code generation [35] and modeling of coding styles [62]. Furthermore,
there is a growing body of research that integrates knowledge graphs into software engineering
with LLMs [12, 36]. Nevertheless, in emerging frameworks and domain-specific environments,
the performance of LLMs often deteriorates due to their limited exposure during pretraining [63].
Nonetheless, low-resource scenarios—including private libraries, proprietary frameworks, and
other settings with limited data—are commonly encountered in industrial practice. HarmonyOS, a
relatively new operating system with distinctive APIs, exemplifies such a low-resource scenario.
Developers working with HarmonyOS face unique challenges due to complex API structures
and sparse training data, which restrict the model’s ability to generate accurate and contextually
appropriate code [71]. As illustrated in Figure 1, this example shows the code generated by the
GPT-4o model for a breadth-first traversal task in the HarmonyOS. Although the generated code is
logically correct, it omits the required API import statements, employs the disallowed any type in
HarmonyOS, and calls methods that do not exist in ArrayList. This observation indicates that

the model has internalized general algorithmic knowledge during pretraining, yet it lacks

domain-specific knowledge for low-resource scenarios such as HarmonyOS.

Fig. 1. The breadth-first traversal algorithm code under HarmonyOS generated by GPT-4o

A variety of benchmarks have been introduced to assess the capabilities of large language models
across different aspects of software engineering [1, 4–6, 11, 15, 45], each emphasizing distinct
evaluation perspectives. Nevertheless, the majority of these efforts predominantly target widely
used programming languages such as Python and Java, while comparatively limited attention has
been devoted to low-resource languages, such as ArkTS within the HarmonyOS framework.
For low-resource programming languages, LLMs often lack familiarity with their syntax and

APIs. In contrast, they typically demonstrate stronger competence in code logic. Pan [46] et al.
observed that in code translation tasks, when two languages are used to solve the same problem,
models tend to preserve logical components such as control flow and algorithmic structures, while
frequently introducing errors in API mapping and syntactic details. This is because, across languages
such as C, Python, and Java, the solutions to a given problem are generally consistent in logic,
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and language-specific features rarely invalidate the overall problem-solving approach. Similarly,
Alessandro Giagnorio [18] et al. reported that models perform poorly in API mapping across
programming frameworks, further indicating that LLMs exhibit uneven familiarity with APIs across
different languages, although their understanding of code logic remains relatively clear.
Although domain-specific fine-tuning can improve model performance, acquiring high-quality

datasets for emerging platforms remains challenging. Existing approaches, such as OSS-Instruct [64],
synthesize training data for supervised fine-tuning (SFT), but they often suffer from incomplete
coverage of API semantics, insufficient multi-API reasoning, or heavy reliance on real usage
examples that are unavailable for newly released frameworks. These limitations leave significant
gaps in training data quality and applicability for low-resource scenarios.
To address these challenges, we propose APIKG4SYN, a knowledge-graph-based data

synthesis framework specifically designed for domain-specific software development. Our
approach constructs a structured API knowledge graph from documentation, capturing function
descriptions, parameters, return values, and hierarchical relationships. LLMs are then leveraged
to quantify the familiarity with different API nodes, which in turn guides Monte Carlo Tree
Search [42] (MCTS) to identify unfamiliar or highly correlated API nodes for generating multi-API
joint scenarios. For single-APIs, we also provide representative single-API application scenarios.
Based on this information, API-Oriented question–code tuples are synthesized to enrich LLMs’
understanding of APIs in low-resource environments, and even to enable the construction of
corresponding models in zero-resource scenarios. This, in turn, allows for the fine-tuning of models
that are specifically tailored to software development in low-resource programming languages.
In addition, we construct a HarmonyOS code generation benchmark to quantitatively evaluate

LLM performance in this low-resource scenario, providing a standard testbed for future research.We
conduct extensive experiments (details in Section 3) to evaluate the effectiveness of our method. The
results demonstrate that LLMs fine-tuned with our synthesized data achieve substantial improve-
ments over baseline methods on both single-API and multi-API tasks. Specifically, our approach
attains a pass@1 of 25.00% on HarmonyOS benchmark (OHBen), exceeding the strongest baseline
(10.19%) by 14.81%. These findings validate the efficiency and effectiveness of API knowledge
graph–guided data synthesis.

In summary, this paper makes the following contributions:

• We propose a knowledge-graph-driven data synthesis framework that generates targeted
training data without relying on execution examples.
• We construct a HarmonyOS code generation benchmark to provide a standard evaluation
testbed for future research.
• We validate the effectiveness of our method through quantitative experiments, showing
improvements in LLM performance for both single-API and multi-API scenarios.
• All code and are publicly available at [2].
• We also release the APIKG4SYN-HarmonyOS Dataset, our generated training dataset, as an
open-source contribution to support fine-tuning of HarmonyOS–related LLMs.

2 METHOD
LLMs often lack sufficient exposure to APIs in emerging frameworks, leading to poor generalization
in low-resource settings. To address this gap, we design APIKG4SYN, a knowledge-graph-driven
data synthesis framework that creates realistic, API-grounded training samples for HarmonyOS. The
approach systematically constructs an API knowledge graph, generates single-API questions with
factual grounding, and extends to multi-API scenarios using Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) [42].

Figure 2 illustrates the overall workflow. The framework operates through three key stages:
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API Document API KG

(a) API Knowledge Construction

Uncertainty Estimation

API KG With UE
−𝑙𝑜𝑔2𝑃

Multi-API Info

Single-API Info

Guidance

(c) Multi-API Seed Selection

API-Oriented Question

Fine-Grained API Info Single-API Data

(d) API-Oriented Dataset Generation

(e) Dataset Integration

Class/Interface

(b)Single-API Seed Selection

Classes/Interfaces

Multi-API Data

MCTS

High Sum Uncertainty API Combination Discovery

...
Deduplication

...

Standardization

Dataset

Fig. 2. Approach Overview of APIKG4SYN

(1) API Knowledge Graph Construction: HarmonyOS API documentation is parsed to extract
modules, classes, methods, and properties, along with hierarchical and semantic relationships.
Each node is enriched with metadata such as functional description, parameters, and return
values.

(2) Single-API Seed Selection: Leveraging the API knowledge graph, single-API information
is recommended based on usage scenarios

(3) Multi-API Seed Selection: Leveraging the API knowledge graph, we employ LLMs to
compute UE, which guides a Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS [42]) to identify node paths
with the highest cumulative uncertainty. The relevant nodes along these paths are then
extracted and combined to construct multi-API information.

(4) API-Oriented Question-Code Tuples Dataset Construction: Using the provided single-
API and multi-API information, LLMs generate appropriately tailored API-Oriented problem
scenarios. The models then retrieve fine-grained API information from the API knowledge
graph to produce corresponding API-Oriented code solutions, thereby constructing an API-
Oriented question–code tuple dataset.

(5) Dataset Integration and Post-processing: The single-API and multi-API generated API-
Oriented data are combined into a unified dataset. Post-processing steps include deduplication,
formatting, and validation of questions and answers, ensuring consistency and quality for
downstream fine-tuning tasks.

These three steps form the core of the APIKG4SYN methodology. Details regarding implementa-
tion, dataset construction, and descriptive statistics are provided in Section ??.

2.1 API Knowledge Graph Construction
In this stage, We parse the API documentation of low-resource frameworks(HarmonyOS) to build
a structured knowledge graph representing the API ecosystem. The graph captures hierarchi-
cal relationships among modules, classes, methods, and properties. Each node is enriched with
metadata including functional descriptions, parameters, and return values. This structured repre-
sentation serves as the foundation for generating both single-API and multi-API training data. The
construction process involves:

• Extract code information and text information from the API documentation.
• Transform restructured code and semantic information into a professional API knowledge
graph.

Data Reorganization. As illustrated in Figure 3, we extracted all API documentation from the
SDK folders of DevEco Studio, the official IDE for HarmonyOS. We scanned the entire set of API
documents and applied rule-based matching to extract information from each line. The extracted
data typically comprise two categories: code-related information and textual information.
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……

/**

text

*/

declare class ArrayList<T> {

/**

text

*/

constructor();

/**

text

*/

length: number;

/**

text

*/

add(element: T): boolean;

……

}

Code Information

Text Information

/**

* Appends the specified element to the end of this arraylist.

* @param { T } element - element element to be appended to this arraylist

* @returns { boolean } the boolean type, returns true if the addition is successful, 

and returns false if it fails.

* @throws { BusinessError } 10200011 - The add method cannot be bound.

……

*/

declare class ArrayList<T> {}

constructor();

add(element: T): boolean;

……
……

……

……

{

"name": "ArrayList",

"type": "class",

"module": "@kit.ArkTS",

" Hierarchy ": 1,

"Superior": "@kit.ArkTS"

},

{

"name": "constructor",

"type": "method ",

"module": "@kit.ArkTS",

"Hierarchy": 1,

"Superior": "ArrayList"

},

JSON 

Filter

Final JSON 

{

"name": "ArrayList",

"type": "class",

"module": "@kit.ArkTS",

"function": "……",

"metadata": ["……"],

" Hierarchy ": 1,

"Superior": "@kit.ArkTS"

},

{

"name": "constructor",

"type": "method ",

"module": "@kit.ArkTS",

"function": "A constructor used 

to create a ArrayList object.",

 "metadata": [

"@throws { BusinessError } 

10200012 - The ArrayList's

constructor cannot be directly 

invoked.","@syscap

SystemCapability.Utils.Lang",

"@crossplatform",

"@atomicservice",

"@since 12"

],

"Hierarchy": 1,

"Superior": "ArrayList"

},

API Document

Fig. 3. API Documentation Conversion Workflow

Code Info.The code-related information contains all code snippets from the API documentation,
which inherently encode the graph structure of the APIs. By analyzing these code snippets, we
can determine the hierarchical organization of different methods, properties, classes, interfaces,
namespaces, and enums.
Text Info.The textual information includes metadata for the corresponding APIs, such as

functional descriptions, parameters, and return values. This information can be leveraged by large
language models as reliable evidence for subsequent code generation.
API Knowledge Graph Construction.All entities are extracted from the code information, and
their relationships are constructed based on nesting structures to generate an initial graph. The
corresponding textual information is then parsed, with rule-based matching and filtering applied to
obtain the most up-to-date and valid semantic information. By integrating this semantic information
with the initial graph structure, as illustrated in Figure 4,an API knowledge graph is constructed.

2.2 Single-API Seed Selection
At this stage, the APIKG4SYN framework traverses all non-leaf nodes in the knowledge graph, such
as classes and interfaces, and retrieves the semantic and code information of these nodes along
with their child nodes for output.The selection of single-API seeds is illustrated in Figure 5.

2.3 Multi-API Seed Selection
At this stage, for multi-API information, we first employ a large language model to compute the
UE for each non-leaf node, thereby quantifying the model’s unfamiliarity with the node. This UE
then guides a Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) [42] to identify the top-5 highest-scoring paths.
From each path, which contains several high-scoring nodes, 2–3 nodes are randomly sampled and
combined to construct multi-API information. The detailed procedure for synthesizing multi-API
information is as follows:

• Compute the UE for each non-leaf node.
• MCTS [42] is executed with the UE value serving as the reward function.
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@kit.ArkTS

Stack

HashMap

Event

buffer
length

push

pop ……

TypedArray

Blob

concat

……

……

timeStamp

type

……

……

@kit.ArkData

@kit.ArkGraphics2D

…………
…… ……

Meta Data

<id>:14351

<name>:push

<function>:Pushes an 

item onto the top of 

this stack

<param>:{ T } item -

item item to be 

appended to this 

Stack

<return>:{ T } the T 

type

<throws>:{ Business

Error } 10200011 -

The push method 

cannot be bound.

Fig. 4. API Knowledge Graph and Node Metadata

(a) Return ALL Nodes
...

Single-API InfoAPI Knowledge Graph

Fig. 5. Single-API Non-Leaf Node Selection and Data Retrieval

Uncertainty estimation Construction. Shannon (1948) proposed that uncertainty estimation [50]
quantifies the information content carried by an individual “fact” under a given probability distri-
bution.In the API knowledge graph we constructed, a “fact” is defined by a non-leaf node together
with its code information, semantic information, and its associated child nodes. Such a fact can be
formalized as a triplet 𝜏 =< 𝑢, 𝜌, 𝑣 >.To quantify the extent to which a large language model
understands such factual information, we transform the triples into a form suitable for computing
conditional probability distributions, namely 𝑃 (𝑣 | 𝑢, 𝜌). Specifically, given a head entity 𝑢 and a
predicate 𝜌 , we estimate the probability that a tail entity 𝑣 belongs to 𝑢.The negative logarithm of
this probability yields the uncertainty estimation, which is computed using the following formula:

𝐼 (𝑢, 𝜌, 𝑣) = − log2 𝑃 (𝑣 | 𝑢, 𝜌) (1)

Let𝑢 denote a non-leaf node, such as the𝐴𝑟𝑟𝑎𝑦𝐿𝑖𝑠𝑡 class, and 𝑣 denote one of its child nodes, such
as the 𝑎𝑑𝑑 method. The relation 𝜌 represents the membership of 𝑣 under 𝑢, and in our knowledge
graph, 𝜌 is modeled as a directed relationship.𝑃 (𝑣 | 𝑢, 𝜌) thus represents the probability of 𝑣
belonging to 𝑢 given the leaf node, while 𝐼 (𝑢, 𝜌, 𝑣) denotes the computed uncertainty estimation.
This value reflects the extent to which a large language model understands the internal structure of
the upper-level API, providing a quantifiable measure that can be used in further analyses.Finally,
the computed uncertainty estimation value is stored as a property of the corresponding node.
MCTS. The overall workflow of integrating the MCTS [42] algorithm into our APIKG4SYN frame-
work is illustrated in Figure 6.

Node Selection. Starting from a root node, the algorithm recursively selects child nodes accord-
ing to the chosen selection strategy until a leaf node or an unexpanded node is reached. In our
implementation, we adopt the Upper Confidence Bound (UCB1 [3]) strategy. Importantly, the root
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(a) Selection (b) Expansion (c) Simulation (d) Backup

Repeated X Times

Root Node Current Node Expanded Node Terminal Node

(e) Max Score Trajectory

API Knowledge Graph

Multi-API Info

Fig. 6. Multi-API Non-Leaf Node Selection and Data Retrieval

node is not fixed; instead, each node is treated as a root once, aiming to explore a broader range of
API combination paths. The UCB1 [3] strategy is defined as follows:

UCB1(𝑛) =

+∞, 𝑁 (𝑛) = 0,

𝑄 (𝑛) + 𝑐 ·
√︂

ln𝑁total

𝑁 (𝑛) , 𝑁 (𝑛) > 0
(2)

𝑄 (𝑛) = 𝑊 (𝑛)
𝑁 (𝑛) (3)

In the above formula, 𝑛 denotes the current node, 𝑁 (𝑛) represents the visit count of node 𝑛, and
𝑊 (𝑛) is the total accumulated reward of node 𝑛. In our implementation, the reward for each node
is defined as the uncertainty estimation introduced in Section 2.1. The term 𝑄 (𝑛) =𝑊 (𝑛)/𝑁 (𝑛)
corresponds to the average reward of the node. The parameter 𝑐 is the exploration coefficient, which
balances the trade-off between exploration and exploitation. 𝑁total indicates the total visit count
of the parent node or the sum of visits of all sibling nodes. The value +∞ ensures that unvisited
nodes are selected at least once.

Expansion. During the expansion step, if the selected leaf node has unvisited neighboring nodes,
one of them is randomly chosen and added to the search tree as a new child node. This process
incrementally grows the tree and allows the algorithm to explore previously unvisited states.

Simulation. Following expansion, a simulation is performed starting from the newly expanded
node. The algorithm generates a random trajectory by repeatedly selecting unvisited successor
nodes until a terminal node or a leaf node with no unvisited successors is reached. Let the simulated
path be denoted as

𝜋 = (𝑛0, 𝑛1, . . . , 𝑛𝑇 ), (4)
where 𝑛0 is the newly expanded node and 𝑛𝑇 is the terminal node. The cumulative reward of this
path is calculated as:

𝑅(𝜋) =
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝑟 (𝑛𝑡 ), (5)

where 𝑟 (𝑛𝑡 ) represents the reward of node 𝑛𝑡 . In our implementation, the reward for each node
is defined as the uncertainty estimation introduced in Section 2.1. This simulation step provides an
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estimate of the potential value of the newly expanded node, guiding subsequent backpropagation
and selection.

Backup. After simulation, the reward obtained from the simulated path is propagated back along
the nodes traversed during selection and expansion. For each node 𝑛 in the path 𝜋 = (𝑛0, 𝑛1, . . . , 𝑛𝑇 ),
the visit count and total accumulated reward are updated as follows:

𝑁 (𝑛) ← 𝑁 (𝑛) + 1, 𝑊 (𝑛) ←𝑊 (𝑛) + 𝑅(𝜋), 𝑄 (𝑛) = 𝑊 (𝑛)
𝑁 (𝑛) , (6)

where 𝑅(𝜋) is the cumulative reward of the simulated path. This backpropagation step refines the
estimated value of each node, influencing future selection decisions and guiding the search towards
nodes with higher expected rewards.
Max Score Trajectory. After repeating the aforementioned process multiple times, numerous

paths are obtained. We select the top five high-scoring paths, each containing multiple non-leaf
API nodes. From these nodes, a random number of API nodes—ranging between two and three—are
selected, and their corresponding code and semantic information are returned together. This
procedure yields multi-API nodes along with their associated code and semantic information.

2.4 API-OrientedQuestion-Code Tuples Generation
This stage focuses on the generation of an API-Oriented question–code tuple dataset. Specifically,
we leverage the code information and semantic descriptions of API nodes retrieved from the API
knowledge graph. By utilizing these reliable sources in combinationwith carefully designed prompts,
the system generates well-structured, low-resource framework-related questions. Subsequently,
finer-grained API information is retrieved based on these questions and provided to LLMs, which
then produce the corresponding code solutions. The key steps include:

• Target API Information Retrieval: Select non-leaf nodes as targets and provide reliable
code information and semantic information.
• API-Oriented Questions Generation: LLMs are employed to generate well-structured
low-resource framework-related questions grounded in the provided API information.
• API-Oriented Code Generation: LLMs address low-resource framework-related questions
by leveraging the questions themselves together with fine-grained API information retrieved
from the API knowledge graph.

Prompting For Generate Question. For both single-API and multi-API data generation, the
previous step provides the code and semantic information of the target nodes, as well as the
code and semantic information of their corresponding child APIs. With this information, we
populate a specially designed prompt for question generation. This prompt is tailored to generate
programming questions in the low-resource framework environment and is capable of producing
questions involving single-API as well as multi-API usage, as illustrated in Figure 7
Prompting For Generate Code. Once low-resource framework-related questions are formulated,
LLMs are employed to solve them. To enhance problem-solving, the APIKG4SYN approach retrieves
fine-grained code and semantic information from the knowledge graph for the relevant single-API
or multi-API elements mentioned in each question. This retrieved information is incorporated
into a carefully designed code-generation prompt, as illustrated in Figure 7. By leveraging this
enriched knowledge, the model gains a comprehensive understanding of how each API is used
and the functionalities they provide, thereby enabling more effective solutions to low-resource
framework-related problems.
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You are an expert {ramework} developer and need to implement code for the 

following question: Instruction

Question: {question}

Here is the API definition you should use:

[API]:{API_name}   

[Function]:{function},

[Meta data]:{meta_data}

[Relevant API details]:{corpus} Question & API Details

Please write the implementation code. Return only the code without any 

explanations.

[Requirements]:

1. The code must use only the provided sub-methods and properties of these APIs, 

and the use of any other methods or properties is strictly prohibited.

2. All functions, classes, or implementations must be marked with export.

3. Usage of 'any' or 'unknown' types is prohibited.

4. The first line must include:   import {{{API_name}}} from '{module}’;

5. {type_statement} Requirements

Output Format[Output Format]:{{"code": "Your implementation code"}}

You are given the definition of an/multiple {framework} API(s), including its 

methods, properties, and documentation. Instruction

[API]: {API_name}\n                       [API Members]: {API_member} API Info

Your task: Design **{num} simple programming exercises** based on this/these 

API.

[Guidelines]:

1. For each exercise, first **reason step by step** about how it can be solved 

using both the **sub-API methods/properties** and the **parent API 

methods/properties**.  

2. Each exercise must **explicitly specify the exact API methods/properties that 

must be used to solve the problem** (e.g., "use the `sort` and `remove` methods").  

3. Each exercise must combine **at least two different methods/properties**.  

4. Output only the **final problem statements**, not the reasoning process.

Requirements

[Example]:

problem 1: ["Write a function that takes 

an `ArrayList` object and removes its 

maximum value **using the `sort` and 

`remove` methods`."]

Single API Example

Output Format

[Output Format]:

{{ "problem":{{["Problem statement with explicit API usage"],["Problem 

statement with explicit API usage"],...}}}}

[Example]:

problem 1: [“Write a function that uses 

an `ArrayList`’s `forEach` and a 

`buffer`’s `write` / `alloc` methods to 

write all elements to the `buffer`."

Multi API Example

Fig. 7. Left: Prompt for question generation. Right: Prompt for code generation.

2.5 Dataset Integration and Post-processing
Dataset integration and post-processing occur after the generation of both single-API and multi-API
data. In total, our method produces 6,400 single-API data points and 1,600 multi-API data points.
The generated API-oriented questions of different types are shown in Figure 8.

Write a function that takes a 

`Blob` object and returns its 

size in kilobytes (KB) 

rounded to 2 decimal places. 

Use the `size` property and 

perform the necessary 

calculations.",

Create a function that first 

uses the `getFirst` and 

`getLast` methods of 

`LinkedList` to retrieve the 

first and last elements of a 

list, then uses these elements 

to construct an XML event 

log (using the `EventType` 

enum of `xml`) and stores 

the log in a new 

`LinkedList` instance using 

the `addFirst` and 

`addLast` methods."

Single-API Question Multi-API Question

Fig. 8. Single-API ScenarioQuestions and Multi-API ScenarioQuestions

The generated datasets are then merged and subjected to post-processing to ensure consistency
and quality. This step includes:

• Deduplication of questions and answers.
• Standardizing the format of dataset entries.
• Preparing the dataset for downstream training and evaluation.

Deduplication. To ensure that the generated dataset does not contain samples similar to those
in the benchmark (i.e., with similar questions or solutions), we employ a fuzzy text-matching
algorithm based on the Levenshtein distance to identify and remove similar samples. Equivalent
numbers of new samples are then generated to maintain the dataset size, thereby preserving the
rigor and consistency of the experiments.
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Standardization. Our original data format does not conform to the training format required by
LLaMA-Factory [73]. Therefore, we standardize the dataset into the format adopted by LLaMA-
Factory [73], to facilitate subsequent fine-tuning.

2.6 Implementations
The APIKG4SYN framework is implemented in Python and leverages the DeepSeek-V3 LLM for
question and answer synthesis. Knowledge graph construction, MCTS [42], and data integration
are automated to produce a structured dataset in JSON format. Each record contains:

• question: a natural-language programming query.
• code: corresponding explanation or code snippet.
• api_nodes: the set of API nodes involved in generating the sample.

Model Selection.

Deepseek-V3. Deepseek-V3 [14] is selected to generate uncertainty estimation values, low-
resource framework-related questions, and their corresponding code solutions. The choice of
Deepseek-V3 [14] is motivated by its strong coding capabilities, superior reasoning ability, and
relatively low cost, making it a suitable model within our methodological pipeline.

Fine-tuned LLMs. We select Qwen2.5-Coder-7B, Mistral-7B, and Deepseek-R1-7B as the LLMs
for fine-tuning, as they are relatively lightweight in terms of parameter size while still exhibiting
strong coding capabilities. In addition, Mistral-7B is a model fine-tuned with the OSS-Instruct [64]
approach, which further motivated our interest in including it in our study.

LLMs used for comparison.We select Qwen3-32B, GPT-4o, o4-mini, and Deepseek-R1-671B as
LLMs for comparison. Qwen3-32B is the upgraded version of Qwen2.5-Coder-7B, and we specifically
choose the 32B variant to facilitate a direct comparison between the fine-tuned Qwen2.5-Coder and
its successor. Deepseek-R1-671B represents the full-scale version of Deepseek-R1-7B, which further
motivates our interest. In addition, we include GPT-4o and o4-mini from OpenAI: GPT-4o is known
for its exceptional capabilities and stands among the leading commercial closed-source models,
while o4-mini, a smaller-scale variant released by OpenAI, is chosen to assess the performance of
lightweight models from the same provider.
Fine-tune configuration. For the hardware configuration, we employed an RTX 4090 GPU for
fine-tuning, along with an Intel Xeon Platinum 8352V CPU under a Linux operating system. The
fine-tuning platform used in this study is LLaMA-Factory [73], a convenient and comprehensive
framework designed for LLM fine-tuning. All models in our experiments were fine-tuned using
this platform. We employed the Lora method, training for 6 epochs using the AdamW optimizer
with an initial learning rate of 5e-5 and a batch size of 2.

3 EVALUATION
We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the effectiveness of APIKG4SYN. Specifically, we
aim to answer the following research questions:

• RQ1 (Effectiveness): Is the APIKG4SYN method more effective than data synthesized using
the OSS-Instruct [64] method?
• RQ2 (Data Scale Impact): The scale of synthetic data and the ratio between independent
API code data and linked API code data influence the fine-tuning of LLMs.
• RQ3 (Single-API Data vs. Multi-API Data): How does Single-API Data compare with
Multi-API Data in enhancing the fine-tuning effectiveness of LLMs?
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3.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets. In this study, we introduce the first dedicated HarmonyOS benchmark designed to assess
the proficiency of LLMs in HarmonyOS programming. As no existing benchmark for HarmonyOS
currently exists, As shown in the Figure 11,we devoted approximately 300 human-hours to manually
curate a comprehensive suite of tasks covering algorithms, graphics, gaming, and audio. Each
task includes minimal yet essential test cases to rigorously evaluate code correctness and logical
consistency.Specifically, for each sample in the benchmark, as illustrated in Figure 9, it comprises a
problem that requires a solution using HarmonyOS APIs, a corresponding code implementation,
and a complete test script.

Given an integer n, return the n-th Fibonacci 

number. The Fibonacci sequence is defined as:  

F(0) = 0, F(1) = 1 F(n) = F(n-1) + F(n-2), for n > 

1 Use @kit.ArkTS.ArrayList<number> if 

needed to store intermediate results 

(memoization). Use .add(value) to 

append, .get(index) to access, and .size() to 

check the size of the list. Question

import { ArrayList } from '@kit.ArkTS';

export function fibonacci(n: number): number {

if (n === 0) return 0;

if (n === 1) return 1;

const memo = new ArrayList<number>();

memo.add(0);

memo.add(1);

for (let i = 2; i <= n; i++) {

memo.add(memo[i - 1] + memo[i - 2]);

}

return memo[n];

} Code

import { describe, it, expect } from '@ohos/hypium';

import { fibonacci } from 

'../main/ets/Algorithms/fibonacci';

export default function fibonacciTest() {

describe('fibonacci', () => {

it('should return 0 for n=0', 0, () => {

expect(fibonacci(0)).assertEqual(0);

});

it('should return 1 for n=1', 0, () => {

expect(fibonacci(1)).assertEqual(1);

});

it('should return 5 for n=5', 0, () => {

expect(fibonacci(5)).assertEqual(5);

});

it('should return 55 for n=10', 0, () => {

expect(fibonacci(10)).assertEqual(55);

});

it('should return 832040 for n=30', 0, () => {

expect(fibonacci(30)).assertEqual(832040);

});

}); } Test

Fig. 9. An example from the OHBen

Moreover, when executing the benchmark, we employ the prompt illustrated in Figure 10,
which facilitates the construction of testable code based on the unit tests to verify whether the
implementation passes.

You are an expert {famework} developer.

Analyze the following unit tests to identify the exact function/class/method 

signature or object under test.

Then, based on the instruction and the tested API or object in the unit tests, 

implement the correct code. Instruction

### Instruction:{inst}\n         ### Unit Tests:{test} Input

Requirements:

1. The implementation must define exactly the function/class/method that is being 

tested.

2. Ensure the name, parameters, and return type exactly match the unit tests.

3. Return only the {framework} code, with no explanations.

4. No Markdown formatting, just plain code. Requirements

Fig. 10. Prompt Used for Evaluating HarmonyOS Benchmark

As shown in Figure 11, when constructing the HarmonyOS benchmark, 40.7% of the samples
belong to the algorithm category, which is higher than any other category. This predominance is
due to the fact that algorithm-related tasks involve numerous fundamental APIs, such as Stack,
HashMap, and ArrayList, which are essential for development. Therefore, we intentionally
included a larger proportion of algorithmic tasks to evaluate models’ understanding of core APIs.

To better highlight the models’ capability in applying the HarmonyOS for practical application
development, we also designed a substantial number of application-oriented tasks, accounting
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for approximately 17.6% of the benchmark. Subsequent categories include system, game, and
graphics-related tasks, which reflect common scenarios in HarmonyOS development.

Algorithm 40.7%

Application 21.3%

System 16.7%

Image 9.3%

Game 12%

Functional Categories

Algorithm

Application

System

Image

Game

Fig. 11. Distribution of HarmonyOS benchmark sample categories

Baselines. We selected OSS-Instruct [64] as a baseline to compare with our proposed APIKG4SYN
method. OSS-Instruct [64] is a highly effective and well-established program synthesis approach,
renowned for its ability to fine-tune 7-billion-parameter models using synthetic data with strong
performance. This method represents a mature and robust reference in code generation and is
widely adopted in the field of code data synthesis.To the best of our knowledge, there are currently
no other methods specifically leveraging code synthesis data for model fine-tuning. Therefore, we
select OSS-Instruct [64] as the sole baseline for comparison.
When using OSS-Instruct [64], the method relies on a so-called heuristic dataset. However, to

date, no publicly available HarmonyOS-related datasets are known. To ensure a fair comparison,
we crawled 19,070 code snippets from the HarmonyOS documentation to construct a heuristic
dataset, thereby adapting OSS-Instruct [64] for HarmonyOS-specific tasks.
LLM. For fine-tuning, we selected the 7B-parameter versions of Deepseek-R1-7B, Qwen2.5-Coder-
7B, and Mistral-7B. The 7B scale was chosen as it represents a relatively efficient configuration that
balances computational feasibility with experimental rigor. Both Deepseek-R1-7B and Qwen2.5-
Coder-7B have gained recognition for their strong code generation capabilities, making them
natural candidates for our experiments. In addition, Mistral-7B was included since it serves as a
representative model trained with the OSS-Instruct [64] method, which we adopt as our baseline;
therefore, it was selected as one of the fine-tuned models.
For LLMs without fine-tuning, we evaluated GPT-4o, o4-mini, Deepseek-R1-671B, and Qwen3-

32B. GPT-4o was chosen as a powerful commercial LLM with strong reasoning abilities, while
o4-mini, a lightweight model from OpenAI, also provides competitive reasoning capacity. To
benchmark the fine-tuned Deepseek-R1-7B against its full-scale counterpart, we included Deepseek-
R1-671B. Similarly, to assess the fine-tuned Qwen2.5-Coder-7B in comparison with a larger variant,
we evaluated Qwen3-32B.

3.2 RQ1: Effectiveness
Design. Table 1 reports a comparative analysis of fine-tuning results obtained using synthetic data
generated by our APIKG4SYNmethod and theOSS-Instruct approach [64], evaluated across a diverse
set of LLMs, including both commercial and open-source variants. The models under consideration
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Table 1. Compare the pass@1 performance of three LLMs on the HarmonyOS benchmark when fine-tuned

with enhanced data using the APIKG4SYN and OSS-Instruct methods versus without supervised fine-tuning.

Model Release Date Method pass@1
Deepseek-R1-671B 2025-01-20 w/o SFT 3.70%

o4-mini-7B 2025-04-16 w/o SFT 9.26%
GPT-4o 2024-05-13 w/o SFT 17.59%

Qwen3-32B 2025-04-29 w/o SFT 9.26%

Deepseek-R1-7B 2025-01-20
w/o SFT 0%

OSS-Instruct 0.93%
APIKG4SYN 9.26%

Mistral-7B 2023-09-27
w/o SFT 4.63%

OSS-Instruct 4.63%
APIKG4SYN 14.81%

Qwen2.5-Coder-7B 2024-11-12
w/o SFT 8.33%

OSS-Instruct 10.19%
APIKG4SYN 25.00%

comprise Qwen2.5-Coder-7B, Deepseek-R1-7B, Mistral-7B, Deepseek-R1-671B, Qwen3-32B, GPT-
4o, and o4-mini. Owing to computational resource constraints, fine-tuning experiments were
conducted exclusively on the 7B-parameter versions of Qwen2.5-Coder, Deepseek-R1, and Mistral.
Given its consistently strong performance across a wide range of tasks, GPT-4o was selected as the
representative commercial LLM. In addition, o4-mini was included as a lightweight GPT variant to
assess its effectiveness on the HarmonyOS benchmark. Among open-source LLMs, Qwen3 [54] and
Deepseek-R1 have demonstrated particularly competitive capabilities, and were therefore chosen
as representative models in this category.

For 7B-scale models such as Deepseek-R1, Mistral, and Qwen2.5-Coder, we first evaluated their
zero-shot performance on the HarmonyOS benchmark, thereby assessing their intrinsic ability
to generate HarmonyOS programs without fine-tuning. To further validate the effectiveness of
our synthetic training data, we employed OSS-Instruct [64] as a baseline. Each of the 7B models
was subsequently fine-tuned with both OSS-Instruct [64]-generated data and data produced by our
APIKG4SYN method. The fine-tuned models were then re-evaluated on the HarmonyOS benchmark
to compare their improved capabilities in HarmonyOS program generation. Finally, to highlight
the performance of commercial-scale LLMs, we also directly evaluated GPT-4o, o4-mini, and the
large-scale Deepseek-R1-671B.
Results.

Comparison with the OSS-Instruct [64] Method. Using the OSS-Instruct [64] method, we
scanned and extracted all HarmonyOS code blocks from the documentation in the Gitee repositories
of HarmonyOS, and organized them into a heuristic library as described in the OSS-Instruct [64]
framework. To evaluate the fine-tuning performance under an equal data scale, we generated 8000
HarmonyOS samples with OSS-Instruct [64]. As shown in Table 1, under the same model architec-
ture, fine-tuning with data generated by the APIKG4SYN method yields an average improvement
of 11.11% in pass@1 across three models, compared with fine-tuning on OSS-Instruct [64] data.The
improvements are substantial, primarily because, given the same data volume, our synthesized data
more closely adhere to API usage conventions and logical patterns. In contrast, OSS-Instruct [64]
relies on high-quality prompt libraries, which are not available in low-resource environments.
This, in turn, further demonstrates the superior effectiveness of our approach, and we will further
analyze the results across different models in the following discussion.
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Qwen2.5-Coder-7B. For Qwen2.5-Coder-7B, the pass@1 score without fine-tuning is 8.33%,
which is the highest among all models prior to fine-tuning. We hypothesize that this may be due
to Qwen2.5-Coder-7B having acquired preliminary exposure to HarmonyOS during pre-training,
thereby demonstrating stronger baseline performance compared to other models. When fine-
tuned with OSS-Instruct [64] data, Qwen2.5-Coder-7B achieves a modest improvement of 1.86%.
In contrast, fine-tuning with data generated by the APIKG4SYN method results in a substantial
improvement of 15.74%, clearly outperforming OSS-Instruct [64].After fine-tuning, the model
demonstrates a deeper understanding of API information. As shown in Figure 12, for the same
problem, the fine-tuned model successfully addresses issues such as using APIs without proper
import statements and invoking non-existent methods. This provides evidence that fine-tuning
enables the model to acquire and apply API-specific knowledge.

Given an undirected graph represented as an adjacency list (ArrayList<ArrayList<number>>), write a function bfsOrder that returns the BFS traversal 

order starting from a given node. Use a queue implemented with Deque<number> from ArkTS.

function bfsOrder(graph: ArrayList<ArrayList<number>>, 

startNode: number): Array<number> {

// Check if the startNode is within the valid range

if (startNode < 0 || startNode >= graph.length) {

throw new Error("Start node is out of bounds.");

}

const visited = new Array<boolean>(graph.length).fill(false);

const queue: Deque<number> = deque([startNode]);

const bfsOrderArray: number[] = [];

while (queue.size() > 0) {

const currentNode = queue.shift()!;

if (!visited[currentNode]) {

visited[currentNode] = true;

bfsOrderArray.push(currentNode);

// Enqueue all unvisited neighbors of the current node

for (const neighbor of graph[currentNode]) {

if (!visited[neighbor]) {

queue.push(neighbor);

}

}

}

}

return bfsOrderArray;

}

import { ArrayList, Deque, HashSet } from '@kit.ArkTS';

export function bfsOrder(graph: ArrayList<ArrayList<number>>, 

start: number): ArrayList<number> {

const visited = new HashSet<number>();

const queue = new Deque<number>();

const order = new ArrayList<number>();

visited.add(start);

queue.insertEnd(start);

while (queue.length > 0) {

const node = queue.popFirst() as number;

order.add(node);

const neighbors = graph[node] as ArrayList<number>;

for (let i = 0; i < neighbors.length; i++) {

const nei = neighbors[i] as number;

if (!visited.has(nei)) {

visited.add(nei);

queue.insertEnd(nei);

}

}

}

return order;

}

With Out SFT With SFT

Question

‘Deque’ does not have a shift method

‘Deque’ not imported

‘ArrayList’ not imported

‘Deque’ has popFirst()

Imported ‘Deque’,’ArrayList’,’HashSet

‘Deque’ has insertEnd()

Fig. 12. A comparative example illustrating the outputs of the Qwen model on the same problem, with and

without fine-tuning

Deepseek-R1-7B. An interesting observation arises with the Deepseek-R1-7B model: without
fine-tuning, it fails to pass any test cases in the HarmonyOS benchmark (i.e., a pass@1 of 0). Even
after fine-tuning with OSS-Instruct [64] data, its pass@1 only reaches 0.93%, indicating negligible
improvement. However, when fine-tuned with APIKG4SYN-generated data, the pass@1 increases
significantly to 9.26%, representing a 8.33% gain over OSS-Instruct [64].
Mistral-7B. For the Mistral-7B model, the pass@1 score remains identical (4.63%) both with-

out fine-tuning and after fine-tuning with OSS-Instruct [64] data. We attribute this to the OSS-
Instruct [64] dataset lacking sufficient API-related information, which limits the model’s ability
to correctly generate HarmonyOS programs. By contrast, APIKG4SYN-generated data provides
more comprehensive API information, enabling more effective fine-tuning. Consequently, the
pass@1 for Mistral-7B improves to 14.81% with APIKG4SYN, demonstrating a clear advantage over
OSS-Instruct [64].
Comparison with the non-fine-tuned model. The comparison between Deepseek-R1-671B

and Deepseek-R1-7B reveals that, despite being the full-scale version, Deepseek-R1-671B achieves
only a 3.70% pass rate, likely due to limited exposure to HarmonyOS-related data. By contrast, the
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Table 2. The Impact of Data Volume on Model Fine-Tuning

Model Data Scale
0 2000 4000 6000 8000

Deepseek-R1-7B 0% 5.56% 1.85% 6.48% 9.26%

Mistral-7B 4.63% 6.48% 5.56% 10.19% 14.81%

Qwen2.5-Coder-7B 8.33% 9.26% 16.67% 21.30% 25.00%

APIKG4SYN fine-tuned Deepseek-R1-7B significantly outperforms it. Similarly, although Qwen3-
32B possesses a larger parameter size and a more extensive pretraining corpus than Qwen2.5-
Coder-7B, the fine-tuned Qwen2.5-Coder-7B surpasses Qwen3-32B, demonstrating the effectiveness
of our fine-tuning approach. For GPT-4o and o4-mini, GPT-4o shows the strongest performance
among non-fine-tuned models (pass@1 = 17.59%), aligning with expectations, yet it still falls short
compared to our best fine-tuned model, Qwen2.5-Coder. These findings highlight that fine-tuning
with the APIKG4SYN method can yield substantial improvements, enabling smaller models to
outperform larger-scale counterparts.

Finding 1: In low-resource settings, model performance does not increase monotonically with
scale; appropriate fine-tuning can even enable smaller models to outperform larger ones. Our
APIKG4SYN method effectively enhances model capabilities under such conditions.

3.3 RQ2: Impact of Data Scale on Model Performance
We conducted a systematic investigation into the influence of data volume on LLM fine-tuning
by training models with varying quantities of synthesized code data. To minimize stochastic
variability, experiments were performed on three LLMs across multiple data scales. This study aims
to investigate the impact of data volume on the training performance of 7B-parameter LLMs.
Design. To investigate the impact of data volume on model fine-tuning, we randomly sample
datasets of sizes 2,000, 4,000, and 6,000 while preserving the original ratio between single-API and
multi-API data. This allows us to examine how different data volumes affect model performance
under identical fine-tuning conditions.
Results. Overall, as shown in Table 2, the three models exhibit an upward performance trend with
increasing data volume. However, when fine-tuned with a dataset size of 4,000, both Mistral and
Deepseek-R1-7B demonstrate performance degradation to varying degrees. This phenomenon will
be further elaborated in the subsequent discussion.

Deepseek-R1-7B.For Deepseek-R1, a substantial performance drop is observed at a data volume
of 4,000 compared to 2,000. This may be attributed to the fact that, within the 4,000-sample dataset,
the coverage of APIs frequently used in the benchmark is lower than in the 2,000-sample dataset.
However, when the data volume increases to 6,000 or more, the dataset covers the majority of
benchmark APIs, thereby enhancing the model’s capability.
Mistral-7B.For Mistral-7B, although performance at 4,000 samples also decreases relative to

2,000, the decline is marginal. We attribute this slight drop to the inherent randomness in model
outputs rather than to data distribution effects.

Finding 2: For API-Oriented question–code tuples, a larger dataset generally leads to better
fine-tuning performance. Given sufficient time, we posit that increasing the data volume is
likely to yield models with enhanced effectiveness.
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3.4 RQ3: Distinction and Roles of Single-API and Multi-API Data
Design.To better investigate the impact of single-API and multi-API data, we conducted both
quantitative and qualitative experiments. For the quantitative study, all multi-API samples were
removed from the original 8,000-sample dataset to assess their effect on fine-tuning performance.
For the qualitative study, the 1,600 multi-API samples and 6,400 single-API samples were partitioned
into three groups, each containing 100 randomly selected single-API and multi-API samples. The
sampling process was strictly random to ensure unbiased representativeness.

Investigating the Impact of RemovingMulti-API Data onModel Fine-Tuning.We selected
the best-performing model, Qwen2.5-Coder-7B, and fine-tuned it on the dataset with multi-API
data removed, in order to investigate the impact of multi-API data.

Investigating the Distribution of Different Types of API Data. To explore the relationship
between multi-API and single-API data, we first approach it from a feature-based perspective. By
embedding the questions and code in each sample, we obtain high-dimensional representations for
both single-API and multi-API data. Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is then applied to reduce
the dimensionality, resulting in the visualization shown in Figure 13.

               

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                  

                        

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                 

                        

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                            

               

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                  

                        

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                 

                        

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                            

                        

               

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                  

                        

               

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                 

                        

               

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

                            

Fig. 13. PCA plots for three groups of different data types. Within each row, from left to right, the plots

correspond to the principal component analysis of 100 features for each data type within the same group. Red

points indicate the distribution of single-API samples, while blue points indicate the distribution of multi-API

samples. The rightmost plot shows a comparison of both data types combined.

Results. Table 3 shows that removing multi-API data reduces the pass@1 score from 25.00% to
10.19%, indicating a substantial performance drop. This highlights the critical role of multi-API
data in fine-tuning, which is further illustrated by the qualitative results below. In the figure 13,
darker regions indicate areas where features are densely concentrated, while lighter regions corre-
spond to sparser distributions. From the overlapping plots, it can be observed that multi-API data
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Table 3. Comparison of fine-tuning performance between the full dataset and the dataset without multi-API

data.

Model Data Type
6400(Single-API) 8000(ALL)

Qwen2.5-Coder-7B 10.19% 25.00%

complements regions underrepresented by single-API data, as areas not covered by red are covered
by blue.These observations provide qualitative evidence that multi-API data helps to fill the gaps
left by single-API data

Finding 3: Multi-API data can, to some extent, compensate for the knowledge deficiencies
inherent in single-API data

4 THREATS TO VALIDITY
Internal Validity. A key threat to internal validity lies in whether the training data may contain
samples similar to those in the benchmark. Such overlap could lead to artificially inflated model
performance in the subsequent RQ2 experiments on varying data volumes. To mitigate this threat,
we applied a fuzzy text-matching deduplication procedure, as described in Section 2.3, to remove
similar samples and thereby preserve internal validity.

External Validity. A major threat to external validity concerns the potential influence of model
pretraining on fine-tuning, as models released later may have greater exposure to low-resource data
over time. However, RQ1 findings indicate that although Deepseek-R1-7B and Qwen2.5-Coder-7B
were released around the same time, Qwen2.5-Coder-7B achieves better performance. Similarly,
Mistral-7B, released earlier than Deepseek-R1-7B, also demonstrates superior performance. These
observations indirectly suggest that the timing and data of model pretraining have limited impact
in low-resource scenarios.
Threats to Generalizability. Our current experiments and data generation were conducted

solely within low-resource scenarios on HarmonyOS. This limitation may pose a threat to the
generalizability of our findings. To further examine the applicability of the APIKG4SYN approach,
we plan to extend our deployment to a wider range of low-resource environments in the future,
thereby validating the generalizability of our method.

5 RELATEDWORK
5.1 Data Synthesis for Code LLMs
In recent years, LLMs have shown remarkable capabilities in software engineering tasks such as
code generation [8, 16, 17, 25, 40], code completion [19, 70],fault localization and repair [48, 66, 69],
and code summarization [52, 65]. The performance of modern LLMs is largely dependent on
the quality of the training data. Given that manually constructing high-quality and large-scale
instruction datasets is both time-consuming and costly, leveraging LLMs to automatically generate
synthetic data has become a key enabling technology driving progress in this field.

Recent work explores synthesizing training data for code generation to improve LLMs without
extensive manual annotation. Ma et al. [39] propose UnitCoder, a scalable pipeline that generates
verifiable programs guided by unit tests, improving code LLMs via synthetic training data. Majumdar
et al. [41] introduce Genetic Instruct, an evolutionary method to scale instruction-tuning data for
code generation by bootstrapping LLMs from seed samples. Shao et al. [51] present Case2Code, a
method to synthesize input-output behavior-based code generation data, enabling effective model
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training without human annotations. Gupta et al. [20] propose TarGEN, a self-correcting synthetic
data generation framework using multi-step prompting for diverse NLP tasks, including code.
Existing approaches to data synthesis often rely on simple code snippets, fixed templates, or

single-path API usage examples. In contrast, our work introduces subgraph-based prompts that
explicitly encode element-level invocation and dependency relationships, leading to more realistic
and semantically coherent data generation. Moreover, the adoption of a multi-path sampling
strategy significantly enhances the diversity of the synthesized data.

5.2 Domain-Specific and Low-Resource Code Generation
Recent advances in code generation have increasingly addressed challenges associated with domain-
specific languages (DSLs) and low-resource programming languages, such as limited data availability,
unique syntax, and semantic constraints. Such as Bridge-Coder [72] and SPEAC [44], enhance
code generation for low-resource and DSLs by generating synthetic bridging data or intermediate
representations that improve alignment between natural language and target code syntax. These
techniques help mitigate data scarcity and improve syntactic and semantic correctness. Giagnorio
et al. [18] further investigate fine-tuning strategies across different model sizes, showing that
careful pretraining and adaptation significantly impact performance on languages like R and
Racket. DreamCoder [13] takes a program synthesis approach, using a wake-sleep learning cycle to
construct and expand DSLs, enabling the generation of structured, domain-relevant programs from
natural language. AceCoder [30] explores prompt engineering and retrieval-based augmentation by
incorporating in-context examples selected from a code corpus, leading to substantial improvements
in generation accuracy.
Significant progress has been made in the field of ArkTS code, with a large number of studies

actively promoting tasks such as code generation and conversion for ArkTS. Liu et al. [37] present
a Java-to-ArkTS code converter by leveraging LLMs combined with a ThreadBridge library that
simulates shared memory concurrency, enabling effective translation of concurrent Java programs
to ArkTS. chen et al. [7] develop ArkAnalyzer, the first static analysis framework tailored for
ArkTS, which identifies performance bottlenecks and potential vulnerabilities through deep code
inspection. And we propose an automated data generation method tailored for the ArkTs code
domain. The system synthesizes high-quality training data for code generation that encompasses
multi-API combinations and complex semantic relationships within ArkTs, significantly alleviating
the data scarcity problem in low-resource domain code generation. This enhances the model’s
understanding of domain-specific API usage patterns and its generative capabilities.

5.3 Knowledge Graph in Software Engineering
Knowledge Graphs, as an efficient data representation method, have been widely applied in software
engineering to enhance the efficiency of various tasks. In software maintenance, they assist in
identifying code dependencies and issues, thus simplifying debugging [21, 68] and refactoring
processes. In code analysis, Knowledge Graphs provide a structured view of software components,
supporting more effective static and dynamic analysis [27, 49]. Furthermore, Knowledge Graphs
are increasingly utilized in automation to enable intelligent systems by reasoning over data rela-
tionships, thereby accomplishing tasks such as code generation, code repair [9], and testing. These
applications highlight the tremendous potential of Knowledge Graphs in optimizing the software
engineering life cycle.
In the domain of software engineering, researchers have estab- lished knowledge graphs for

diverse objectives, encompassing domain terminology [56–58],programming cases [32], bug
tracking [53, 61],API concepts [28, 33, 38, 67], API doc- umentation [34, 47].The knowledge graph
we have constructed focuses on the HarmonyOS API documentation, with an emphasis on capturing
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the hierarchical and semantic relationships between different APIs (such as functional descriptions,
input parameters, and return values). By structuring the real-world connections between APIs, the
graph brings the representation closer to actual application scenarios, thus providing more realistic
and practical support for generating training data for both single-API and multi-API use cases.

6 CONCLUSION
This paper proposes a novel method for generating API-Oriented question–code tuple datasets in
low-resource framework scenarios by leveraging API knowledge graphs. Prior studies have shown
that LLMs demonstrate strong proficiency in reasoning about code logic, but often struggle with
the syntax and API usage of low-resource languages, which hinders their ability to produce correct
and executable programs. In contrast, our approach, APIKG4SYN, does not require executable
code; instead, it synthesizes high-quality API-Oriented question–code tuples solely from the API
documentation of low-resource languages. This provides a practical solution for enterprises or
proprietary frameworks that wish to fine-tune private LLMs without access to large-scale train-
ing corpora. In our empirical study, we use HarmonyOS as a representative low-resource case.
The results reveal that a smaller parameter model (e.g., Qwen2.5-Coder), once fine-tuned with
API-Oriented data, outperforms larger models (e.g., GPT-4o) without fine-tuning. These findings
highlight the effectiveness of API-Oriented data in compensating for API knowledge deficiencies
and open new directions for fine-tuning LLMs in low-resource settings.

7 DATA AVAILABILITY
To facilitate the replication study, we have released our data and code at :

[Code]: https://github.com/SYSUSELab/APIKG4SYN.
[OHBen]: https://huggingface.co/datasets/SYSUSELab/OHBen
[HarmonyOS Dataset]: https://huggingface.co/datasets/SYSUSELab/APIKG4Syn-HarmonyOS-

Dataset
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