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Large language models (LLMs) have been increasingly deployed in real-world software engineering, fostering
the development of code evaluation metrics to study the quality of LLM-generated code. Conventional rule-
based metrics merely score programs based on their surface-level similarities with reference programs instead
of analyzing functionality and code quality in depth. To address this limitation, researchers have developed
LLM-as-a-judge metrics, prompting LLMs to evaluate and score code, and curated various code evaluation
benchmarks to validate their effectiveness. However, these benchmarks suffer from critical limitations, hinder-
ing reliable assessments of evaluation capability: Some feature coarse-grained binary labels, which reduce
rich code behavior to a single bit of information, obscuring subtle errors. Others propose fine-grained but
subjective, vaguely-defined evaluation criteria, introducing unreliability in manually-annotated scores, which
is the ground-truth they rely on. Furthermore, they often use uncontrolled data synthesis methods, leading to
unbalanced score distributions that poorly represent real-world code generation scenarios.

To curate a diverse benchmark with programs of well-balanced distributions across various quality levels
and streamline the manual annotation procedure, we propose AXIOM, a novel perturbation-based framework
for synthesizing code evaluation benchmarks at scale. It reframes program scores as the refinement effort
needed for deployment, consisting of two stages: (1)Rule-guided perturbation, which prompts LLMs to apply
sequences of predefined perturbation rules to existing high-quality programs to modify their functionality
and code quality, enabling us to precisely control each program’s target score to achieve balanced score
distributions. (2) Multisource quality calibration, which first selects a subset of semantically distinct
programs to ensure benchmark diversity, and then performs a streamlined manual annotation procedure
with multisource context from LLMs, static analysis, and execution report. Based on the proposed framework,
we curate AXIOMBench, a large-scale multilingual benchmark with 1,962 code evaluation problems in
a balanced score distribution and reliable annotated scores. Experiments with the constructed benchmark
reveal that current LLM-as-a-judge metrics, while powerful at relative ranking, suffer from issues such as
hallucinating flaws in functionality and code quality, and high score variance with complex agentic setups.
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1 Introduction
Recently, large language models (LLMs) have been widely deployed in software engineering. With
comprehensive pre- and post-training, these colossal models possess strong reasoning [4, 15] and
tool use [18] capabilities, enabling them to function as helpful assistants to maintain complex
repositories. Besides powerful LLMs like Google’s Gemini 2.5 [22] and OpenAI’s GPT-4o [14], the
industry has developed agentic applications like Cursor and Claude Code, automating certain
development processes. However, LLM-generated code can be defective, with potential issues
like API hallucinations [2] and social bias [12], eventually leading to functional incorrectness
or suboptimal code quality. Therefore, evaluating LLM-generated code remains crucial before
deployment, and researchers have developed various metrics to quantify the code’s overall quality.
While execution accuracy (Pass@𝑘 in code generation benchmarks) [1] is the standard metric

for validating program behavior, it requires manually constructing environments and test cases,
which is labor-intensive with numerous programs for testing. Rule-based metrics like CodeBLEU
[19] and RUBY [26] compare programs against reference programs. While efficient to compute,
they merely measure superficial similarity and require reference programs. Manual approaches
require human experts to thoroughly review the code, which is expensive and demands high-levels
of domain understanding. To reduce human reliance, researchers propose LLM-as-a-judge metrics
for code evaluation, leveraging LLMs’ rich domain knowledge and instruction-following ability,
bypassing the need for reference programs and test cases.
Naturally, researchers curate code evaluation benchmarks [9, 27, 32] to verify whether these

LLM-as-a-judge metrics truly provide human-level code evaluation. These benchmarks typically
input requirements and programs into the metrics, and compare scores from metrics against human-
labeled or automatically-generated scores. However, they suffer from two fundamental limitations,
hindering comprehensive assessments: (1) Subjectivity and limited granularity in evaluation
criteria. Existing benchmarks’ scoring systems are either too simplistic or subjective. Some use
a coarse-grained binary label (pass/fail) to indicate the program’s functional correctness [25, 29],
completely ignoring non-behavioral code quality and the value of partially correct or repairable
programs; others apply fine-grained scales [28, 33] like a 5-point Likert scale, but with vague
descriptions like “mostly clear” and “slightly helpful”, instead of detailed and objective definitions.
This vagueness introduces high subjectivity and inconsistency in human annotation, making
the supposed "ground-truth" unreliable. (2) Unbalanced quality distribution and inefficient
curation. While code generation benchmarks often exclusively feature programs from open-source
repositories [6], this approach is unsuitable for code evaluation benchmarks, as these programs
lack ground-truth scores and are highly skewed towards higher quality. The standard approach to
mitigate this involves synthesizing programs of varying quality and then labeling them. However,
the generation phase often prompts LLMs without controlled constraints [27, 28], suffering from the
same skew towards higher-quality code and failing to adequately represent the long tail of errors and
quality levels in real-world scenarios. The subsequent scoring phase exacerbates the problem. While
binary benchmarks can be labeled automatically by unit testing, fine-grained evaluation relies on
human annotators, which is prohibitively expensive, and prone to quality control issues. This stems
from its immense cognitive loads on annotators, requiring deep domain knowledge to meticulously
reason about code logic at scale, a task inherently susceptible to error. Consequently, the resulting
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benchmarks are often small, unbalanced, and annotated with unreliable scores, highlighting the
need for a novel method to curate a large, high-quality, and reliably-grounded benchmark for
meta-evaluating LLM-as-a-judge metrics.
Therefore, we propose AXIOM1 , a novel framework to automate the creation of code evalua-

tion benchmarks. AXIOM addresses the shortcomings of existing scoring systems by reframing
code evaluation into measuring the hypothetical effort needed to repair programs for deployment.
This results in a fine-grained, interpretable score where higher values signify more polished and
deployable programs. By clearly defining each possible score based on the scope of required fixes
(e.g., a localized tweak or a structural refactor), our evaluation criteria provides the necessary foun-
dation for a robust two-stage methodology: (1) Rule-guided perturbation. Instead of prompting
LLMs to generate code from scratch, which yields uncontrollable results, we utilize a perturbation-
based pipeline that requires LLMs to modify existing programs. This process applies a sequence
of predefined rules to existing high-quality programs, prompting an LLM to alter the program’s
functionality or code quality in a specific way by a specific scope. This rule-guided approach
enables us to precisely generate programs of predetermined target scores, resulting in a diverse and
balanced benchmark where each program’s functionality is checked via test cases. (2)Multisource
quality calibration. Due to the sheer number of programs generated in the previous stage, we first
select a subset of representative programs by greedily choosing semantically distinct candidates
to ensure diversity. Afterwards, we perform a streamlined annotation procedure, where instead
of functionality evaluation involving complex logic reasoning and dependency knowledge, the
human annotator simply determines the code quality and the scope of changes to label the final
score. This procedure greatly reduces the burden of annotators, allowing us to produce a large,
verified benchmark even with limited human resources.

We use our framework and four challenging code corpora to curate AXIOMBench, a large-scale
multilingual benchmark with 1962 programs in C++, Java, and Python and their corresponding
scores. Compared to previous work, our benchmark provides a balanced score distribution owing to
the controllable nature, as well as more reliable human-calibrated scores. Using this benchmark, we
study existing LLM-as-a-judge metrics for code evaluation, and conclude the following discoveries:

• Performance of LLM-as-a-judge metrics reveals a trade-off between LLM capability and
metric complexity, and is constrained by systematic biases, preventing full human alignment.
• LLM-as-a-judge metrics often hallucinate flaws in functionality and code quality, and cannot
reliably estimate refinement effort by distinguishing tweaks from refactors.
• Scoring consistency of LLM-as-a-judge metrics inversely relates to its procedural complexity,
where complex agentic frameworks suffer more from notable scoring variance.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We present AXIOM, a data synthesis framework for generating code evaluation benchmarks
at scale to address unreliability of previous evaluation criteria, data curation, and score
annotation procedures.
• We design a two-stage procedure for AXIOM, where the first guides LLMs to perform
program perturbation to generate diverse data, whereas the second calibrates the scores
using a multisource approach with reduced human effort.
• We curate a code evaluation benchmark AXIOMBench, conduct extensive experiments with
it and existing LLM-as-a-judge metrics for code evaluation, and summarize our findings.

1AXIOM: Assessment via X (cross)-verIfication and Oracle-guided Mutation. Although "mutation" is used in this full form,
we use the word "perturbation" for the remainder of this paper.
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2 Related Work
2.1 LLMs for Code Generation
Many LLMs have been specifically trained for code-related tasks, sometimes referred to as large
code models (LCMs). CodeT5+ [30] is an early attempt at instruction-tuning LCMs. Code Llama
[20] is a LCM family with 7-70B LCMs trained on 500B tokens, providing improved performance
on benchmarks like HumanEval [1]. Qwen3-Coder [23] is a recent 480B Mixture-of-Expert (MoE)
LCM, providing state-of-the-art performance on agentic coding and tool use.
Meanwhile, many general-purpose LLMs deliver exceptional coding performance, especially

with the internal reasoning capability, thanks to inference scaling [21]. DeepSeek-V3.1 [3] is an
open-source LLM that supports both non-reasoning and reasoning mode, providing higher token
efficiency than its predecessor DeepSeek-R1 [4]. Gemini 2.5 [22] is a large multimodal model family
from Google with state-of-the-art coding and reasoning capability in complex scenarios.

2.2 Code Evaluation Metrics
Rule-based metrics measure the lexical similarity between the program to evaluate and the reference
program with predefined rules. CodeBLEU [19] introduces three new components in addition to
BLEU, namely weighted n-gram match, syntactic abstract syntax tree (AST) match, and semantic
data-flow match. CrystalBLEU [5] collects common n-grams from a code corpus, and excludes
them during BLEU computation to focus on crucial tokens only.
LLM-as-a-judge metrics prompt LLMs to score the code and provide the rationale. ICE-Score

[33] is one of the first attempts to apply LLM-as-a-judge to code evaluation, which prompts the
LLM to follow several predefined evaluation steps without external tools or reference programs.
CodeJudge [25] proposes an analysis and summary pipeline for binary classification on functional
correctness, and a JSON report template with manually-curated fault categories for evaluation
on requirement adherence. CodeVisionary [28] designs an agentic workflow with tool use and
negotiation to evaluate LLM-generated code. MCTS-Judge [29] introduces a Monte-Carlo tree
search (MCTS) framework to predict whether the given code is functionally correct.

2.3 Code Transformation
Code transformation refers to the process of generating new code with a language model based
on existing code and a transforming instruction. Researchers have applied code transformation to
address multiple tasks in software engineering, such as code review [24] and program repair [11].

Recent studies use code transformation to synthesize clone detection benchmarks, which require
models to predict whether two programs are functionally identical. SeqCoBench [13] designs 20
types of single-step Python transformations. EquiBench [31] deploys domain-specific transforma-
tions in four domains such as CUDA and x86-64 assembly, in at most two transformation steps.
CETBench [16] performs up to seven transformation steps with seven transformation types.

While these transformation workflows can synthesize data for reference-based code evaluation,
they are inadequate for our fine-grained evaluation criteria. We contend that modern LLMs are
capable enough to perform significantly more intricate and varied transformations. This allows for
the development of diverse, general-purpose transformations applicable across various domains.

3 AXIOM: Methodology
In this section, we introduce our framework AXIOM for synthesizing code evaluation data. We
formulate the code evaluation task, and then introduce the two stages of AXIOM, namely rule-
guided perturbation and multisource quality calibration. An overview is available in Figure 1.
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Data Source

Requirement
Reference Program

(score: 5)

Augmented Program
(preliminary score: 5)

Rule (SC: 5)

LLM Testing

Augmentation Toolkit

Suboptimal Programs
(preliminary score: 1-4)

1 (A) Exemplar Augmentation

1 (B) Deteriorative Perturbation

Rules (SC: 1-4)

LLM Testing

Perturbation Toolkit

1 (C) Context Disruption
Disrupted Context

Irrelevant Requirement
Program

(score: 0)

Embedding Model

Greedy Selection

Disruption Toolkit

Stage 1 Rule-Based Perturbation
Stage 2

Multisource Quality Calibration

Perturbed Programs

(Preliminary Score: 0-5)

Representative Programs

(preliminary score: 0-5)

2 (A) Representative Candidate Selection

2 (B) Multisource-Informed Score Calibration

Final Scores: 0-5

Semantic-Based Distance

Greedy Selection

LLM

Static Analysis

Execution Info

Annotator

Fig. 1. Overview of AXIOM. Rule(s) refer to the perturbation rules indicating how the perturbation should be
performed, and SC refers to the score ceiling of each rule, as described in Section 3.2.1.

3.1 Task Formulation
Given a program 𝑝 , the code evaluation task requires a metric 𝑓 to score the program as 𝑦 = 𝑓 (𝑝).
Previous work often uses a binary scale 𝑦 ∈ {0, 1} to indicate whether 𝑝 is functionally correct, or
a 5- or 10-point scale with vaguely-defined aspects like readability and usefulness [25]. We argue
that formulating scores as the effort needed to refine a program to production-readiness provides a
more concrete and interpretable metric than relying on abstract definitions of quality.

To this end, we use an ordinal scale2 to measure the refinement effort as our evaluation criteria:

5/5: Production-ready; no effort needed.
4/5: Perfect in functionality; requires minor tweaking to enhance code quality.
3/5: Perfect in functionality; requires major refactoring to enhance code quality.
2/5: Requires minor tweaking to repair functionality.
1/5: Requires major refactoring to repair functionality.
0/5: Fundamentally flawed; rewriting is more efficient than repairing.

Here, a “minor tweaking” refers to small, localized changes like adding a boundary check, and a
“major refactoring” involves significant structural changes like rewriting an entire code block.

This scale evaluates the program on two aspects:
• Functionality measures the alignment between program behavior and the requirement,
including its input/output, efficiency, resource consumption, and security.
• Code quality measures non-behavioral attributes like readability and architectural design.

2An ordinal scale guarantees a natural order, but the intervals between scores are not necessarily equal, unlike interval
scales. Thus, the difference between scores of 5 and 4 is not quantitatively the same as the difference between 2 and 1.
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Score Ceiling: 5
(Functionally & quality equivalent)

Refactor with functional programming style.

Old

lst = []
for item in items:

if cond(item):
lst.append(f(item))

New lst = list(map(f, filter(cond, lst)))

Score Ceiling: 4
(Quality issue requiring minor tweaking)

Introduce ambiguous operator precedence.

Old S ^= mask & (1 << bit);

New S ^= mask & 1 << bit;

Score Ceiling: 3
(Quality issue requiring major refactoring)

Introduce duplicated code.

Old

def append_if(arg, lst: list):
if arg is not None:

lst.append(arg)
append_if(item.name, lst)
append_if(item.description, lst)
# ……

New

if item.name is not None:
lst.append(item.name)

if item.description is not None:
lst.append(item.description)

# ……

Score Ceiling: 2
(Functional flaws requiring minor tweaking)

Change an initialization to be plausible but wrong.

Old vector<int> primes = {2, 3, 5, 7};

New vector<int> primes = {1, 2, 3, 5, 7};

Score Ceiling: 1
(Functional flaws requiring major refactoring)

Remove a crucial processing step.

Old

def load_data(stdout_bytes: bytes)
data = json.loads(stdout_bytes.decode())
for item in data:

... # validate item
if not flag:

return None

return data

New
def load_data(stdout_bytes: bytes):

return json.loads(stdout_bytes.decode())

Score Ceiling # of Rules

5 5

4 10

3 9

2 11

1 10

Fig. 2. Examples of perturbation rules.

We use functionality as the primary criterion. A score of 3 or higher signifies a functionally
correct program to be immediately deployed, though it may still require quality improvements.
This precisely defined scale not only improves upon previous evaluation criteria, but also

enables our framework to synthesize code evaluation data at scale through specifically-designed
perturbation and calibration procedures.

3.2 Rule-Guided Perturbation
Given a code generation benchmark, where each sample is a triplet (𝑟, 𝑝ref, 𝑡), where 𝑟 is the
requirement, 𝑝ref is the reference program, and 𝑡 is the unit tests, this stage creates a code evaluation
benchmark of (𝑟, 𝑝, 𝑠 (𝑝)) where 𝑝 is a program whose target score is 𝑠 (𝑝) under our evaluation
criteria. Previous work [27, 28] often directly prompts LLMs to generate programs for requirement
𝑟 , leading to uncontrolled error types and unbalanced score distributions. To address these issues,
we propose a novel perturbation stage to synthesize program 𝑝 and compute score 𝑠 (𝑝).

In this section, we first introduce our perturbation design, and then describe the three steps in
this stage, illustrated as 1 (A), 1 (B), and 1 (C) in Figure 1:
• Exemplar augmentation: generates more production-ready (5-point) programs besides the
reference programs in the original code generation benchmark.
• Deteriorative perturbation: synthesizes 1- to 4-point programs from 5-point ones.
• Context disruption: produces worthless 0-point programs.

3.2.1 Perturbation. In this subsection, we introduce the perturbation process, which helps create a
diverse set of requirement-program-quality triples, enhancing data variability and quantity, which
is essential for comprehensively evaluating LLM-as-a-judge metrics.

A perturbation step 𝑝′ = 𝑓𝑢 (𝑝) transforms program 𝑝 into 𝑝′ with perturbation rule 𝑢. 𝑢 consists
of a natural language instruction on how to perform the code transformation, and a score ceiling
𝑐 (𝑢) ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}, indicating that the perturbed program’s score 𝑠 (𝑝′) is capped at 𝑐 (𝑢).

The score ceiling is designed to match our evaluation criteria. For instance, 𝑐 (𝑢) = 5 means that
the perturbation reimplements the program with negligible impact on its functionality and quality,
while 𝑐 (𝑢) = 1 indicates the introduction of a functionality fault requiring major refactoring to
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Algorithm 1Multi-Step Perturbation
Input: Production-ready program 𝑝 , Perturbation rule set𝑈∗, Target score 𝑠 (𝑝′)
Output: Perturbed program 𝑝′

// Generate step count & perturbation score ceilings
𝑁 ← random(1, 𝑁max)
for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑁 do
𝑐𝑖 = random(𝑠 (𝑝′), 5)

end for
𝑐random(1,𝑁 ) = 𝑠 (𝑝′)
// Perform randomly-selected perturbation rules
𝑝0 ← 𝑝

for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝑁 do
𝑢 ← random(𝑈𝑐𝑖 )
𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔← LLM_feasible(𝑝,𝑢)
if not 𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑔 then
// Perturbation fails
return null

end if
𝑝𝑖 ← LLM_perturb(𝑝𝑖−1)

end for
𝑝′ ← 𝑝𝑁
return 𝑝′

repair. Therefore, given the original program 𝑝 and its score 𝑠 (𝑝), after a perturbation sequence
𝑢1, ..., 𝑢𝑛 , the score of the resulting program 𝑝′ = 𝑓𝑢𝑛 (...𝑓𝑢1 (𝑝)) equals to min(𝑠 (𝑝), 𝑐 (𝑢1), ..., 𝑐 (𝑢𝑛)).

We manually curate 45 perturbation rules. Examples of perturbation rules with each possible
score ceiling are shown in Figure 2. The remaining rules can be found in our repository. Each rule
is designed with the following goals:
• Generalizability. All rules should be generalizable across programming languages and
domains, instead of relying on certain language or library features.
• Authenticity. Rules with score ceilings 𝑐 (𝑢) < 5 should mimic common real-world errors.
• Controllability. Each rule defines a specific transformation mapping to a specific score
indicated by its score ceiling, allowing us to precisely control the resulting program’s score.

Due to modern LLMs’ powerful code editing capabilities, we prompt an LLM with a multi-step
process to perform perturbation. The LLM is instructed to first analyze the original program 𝑝 , and
determine whether the given rule𝑢 is feasible. If not, the LLM refuses to perturb. Otherwise, it plans
the changes and outputs the perturbed program 𝑝′. We demonstrate the multistep perturbation
process in Algorithm 1, which performs at most 𝑁max perturbation steps, each with a perturbation
rule. In the algorithm, we first randomly select the score ceilings 𝑐 of all rules given the target
score 𝑠 (𝑝′). During step 𝑖 , we sample a rule with score ceiling 𝑐𝑖 and invoke the LLM to perturb.
We return the final program if all steps succeed.

3.2.2 Exemplar Augmentation. Code generation benchmarks typically provide a single reference
program per requirement. Relying on this solitary seed would artificially constrain perturbation
diversity, limiting benchmark comprehensiveness. Thus, we implement this step to enrich the initial
seed pool with additional 5-point programs, ensuring a varied foundation for future perturbation.
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The process beginswith a pre-perturbation check to verify the initial reference programswith unit
tests. Failing programs due to incorrect outputs or environmental incompatibilities are discarded.
We only keep requirements with at least one verified reference program for subsequent perturbation.

For each remaining requirement, we then augment the initial seed pool of 5-point programs
until collecting a minimum of𝑀 high-quality programs. To generate a new program 𝑝′, we invoke
Algorithm 1 with target score 𝑠 (𝑝′) = 5 and randomly select an existing program as seed 𝑝 .
The algorithm utilizes the perturbation rule set 𝑈5 (𝑈𝑐 means the rule set with score ceiling 𝑐),
which instructs the LLM to rewrite the given program while preserving its functionality. The rules
in 𝑈5 produce significant structural changes, such as shifting programming paradigms (e.g., to
functional programming) or implementing an alternative algorithm. Therefore, one perturbation
step (𝑁max = 1) is considered sufficient. The resulting program 𝑝′ is verified via unit testing.

3.2.3 Deteriorative Perturbation. This step generates suboptimal programs scored from 1 to 4
by perturbing 5-point programs. Previous code transformation work [13] often applies a single,
minor change like altering an operator, which results in a benchmark with low diversity and overly
localized flaws. In contrast, we design our approach with richer defect categories by incorporating
both localized and structural changes, to better reflect complex real-world coding errors.

To generate a suboptimal program 𝑝′ with target score 𝑠 (𝑝′) ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, we begin by randomly
selecting a 5-point program 𝑝 . We then apply Algorithm 1, which executes a sequence of up to
𝑁max = 5 perturbation steps to 𝑝 . This multi-step process is designed to create programs with more
complex and realistic flaws than a single change. For each successfully generated program, we
confirm that its functional status aligns with its target score via unit testing: programs targeting
scores of 3 and 4 must pass all tests, while those targeting scores of 1 or 2 must fail at least one.
Any programs failing to meet this condition are discarded. This generation and validation cycle is
repeated until we have collected at least𝑀 programs for each target score per requirement.

A key advantage of this approach is its efficiency. We are concerned only with the final functional
status of the generated program—whether it passes or fails tests as required by its target score. This
outcome-based approach eliminates the expensive need to verify each intermediate perturbation
step. While each program’s functional status is confirmed at this stage, we leave the assessment of
its code quality and the determination of its final, calibrated score to Section 3.3.

3.2.4 Context Disruption. In this final generation step, we create 0-point programs. Instead of
intentionally generating buggy code, we pair a program from one requirement with another
semantically unrelated requirement. This approach creates challenging test cases that assess an
LLM-as-a-judge’s ability to detect fundamental contextual irrelevance. Furthermore, because these
pairings are incorrect by definition, their 0-point score is absolute, allowing this step to bypass the
manual calibration required for other scores.

Specifically, we first use an embedding model 𝐸 to embed requirements 𝑟1, ..., 𝑟𝑛 into representa-
tion vectors 𝐸 (𝑟1), ..., 𝐸 (𝑟𝑛). We then compute a pairwise distance matrix 𝐷 with cosine distance,
where higher values indicate greater semantic dissimilarity:

𝑑𝑖 𝑗 = 1 −
𝐸 (𝑟𝑖 ) · 𝐸 (𝑟 𝑗 )
∥𝐸 (𝑟𝑖 )∥∥𝐸 (𝑟 𝑗 )∥

∈ [0, 2], 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗, (1)

𝑑𝑖 𝑗 = −∞, 𝑖 = 𝑗 . (2)

For a given requirement 𝑟𝑖 , we then sample𝑀 distinct requirements by applying the following
softmax distribution over 𝐷 with temperature 𝜏 = 0.03. This method increases the probability of
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selecting conceptually distant requirements, creating unambiguous 0-point pairings:

𝑝𝑖 𝑗 =
exp(𝑑𝑖 𝑗/𝜏)∑𝑛
𝑘=1 exp(𝑑𝑖𝑘/𝜏)

. (3)

Finally, for each of the 𝑀 sampled requirements, we randomly select one of its associated
programs, regardless of its target score, to serve as a 0-point program for requirement 𝑟𝑖 .

3.3 MultisourceQuality Calibration
The preceding stage yields a large corpus of programs, where each program 𝑝 is associated with
requirement 𝑟 and target score 𝑠 (𝑝). While its functional status is confirmed to align with 𝑠 (𝑝), its
non-behavioral code quality remains unexamined. To determine the final score 𝑠 , the conventional
annotation procedure would require human experts to assess both the functionality and code
quality of each program. This process is prohibitively slow and often unreliable due to the immense
cognitive load and the deep domain knowledge required.

To address these challenges, we design themultisource quality calibration stage for both efficiency
and reliability. Its core principle is to decouple the assessment of functionality and code quality.
Since the functional status has already been examined in the previous stage, human annotators
are freed from the burden of reasoning through the program’s complex logic. Instead, their task is
narrowed to a much simpler and more objective judgment: reviewing the diff between a program 𝑝

and its 5-point pre-perturbation parent, determining 𝑝’s code quality with multisource information,
and calibrating 𝑠 (𝑝) into the final score 𝑠 .
This decoupled approach dramatically reduces the cognitive load on human annotators, which

both accelerates the annotation process and increases scoring reliability. This efficiency allows us
to curate a much larger verified benchmark than a few hundred samples, like in previous work
[27], while maintaining our fine-grained evaluation criteria.
This stage consists of two steps, illustrated as 2 (A) and 2 (B) in Figure 1. We first select a

high-quality and representative subset of programs, and then perform the final, streamlined manual
annotation to calibrate the scores.

3.3.1 Representative Candidate Selection. The goal of this step is to select a balanced and diverse
subset of candidate programs. For each target score, the synthesis process yields a large pool of
𝑁 = 𝑛𝑀 programs, where 𝑛 is the number of requirements, and 𝑀 is the number of programs
per target score. From this pool, our objective is to curate a smaller, representative subset of𝑚
programs for each target score for the final calibration.

To ensure a diverse and non-redundant subset, we quantify the dissimilarity between all programs
with normalized token edit distance, which is more semantically aware than character-wise metrics.
We first tokenize each program into a sequence of tokens, discarding comments and whitespace.
Afterwards, we compute a distance matrix 𝐿, where each element 𝑙𝑖 𝑗 is the minimum number of
token edits to transform 𝑝𝑖 into 𝑝 𝑗 , where the allowed edit operations are token insertions, deletions,
and substitutions, which is then normalized by the token count of the longer program.
With the distance matrix 𝐿, we proceed to select𝑚 candidates from the 𝑁 programs with the

same target score with a greedy approach described in Algorithm 2, which employs a farthest-point
heuristic. This algorithm begins by selecting a random program, and iteratively add the remaining
𝑚 − 1 to the candidate set 𝐴. In each iteration, we aim to select the most dissimilar program to
𝐴. To achieve this, we first compute the minimum distance from each program to any selected
candidates, and then greedily choose an unselected program to maximize this minimum distance.
We repeat this process until𝑚 representative and diverse programs are selected.
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Algorithm 2 Candidate Selection
Input: Distance matrix 𝐿, Number of programs 𝑁 , Number of candidates𝑚
Output: Set of selected candidates 𝐴

// Begin with a random program
𝐴 = {random(1, 𝑁 )}
// Iteratively select the remaining
for 𝑖 = 2 to𝑚 do
for 𝑗 = 1 to 𝑁 do
// 𝑑 𝑗 is the minimum distance from program 𝑗 to selected candidates
𝑑 𝑗 =min𝑘∈𝐴 𝑙 𝑗𝑘

end for
// Maximize the “minimum distance” among unselected programs
𝐴← 𝐴 ∪ {argmax𝑗∉𝐴𝑑 𝑗 }

end for
return 𝐴

3.3.2 Multisource-Informed Score Calibration. This final step concludes the data curation process
by calibrating the target score 𝑠 (𝑝) of each candidate program 𝑝 into a final, human-verified ground-
truth score 𝑠 . To facilitate an evidence-informed calibration, the human annotator is provided with
a multisource diagnosis report, including the following contents:
• The diff comparison between 𝑝 and its 5-point parent.
• The target score 𝑠 (𝑝).
• The sequence of perturbation rules.
• A static analysis report.
• The full execution and test report, including any exceptions and stack traces.
• An LLM-generated code quality report.

The annotator’s task is not to score from scratch, but to calibrate the target score to align with
the provided report and our evaluation criteria. As the functional status of each program has
already been confirmed via automated testing, the annotator’s judgment is focused entirely on
the code quality and the scope of changes in the diff. Specifically, for programs with functional
flaws, the annotator verifies whether the functional changes in the diff is a structural refactor
for 𝑠 (𝑝) = 1, or a localized tweak for 𝑠 (𝑝) = 2; for functionally correct programs, the annotator
first assesses whether the code quality is perfect3, and similarly judges the scope of changes to
distinguish programs with target scores between 3 and 5.

After calibrating the target score 𝑠 (𝑝) into the final score 𝑠 , we obtain the final benchmark, each
sample being a triplet of requirement 𝑟 , program 𝑝 , and its final, ground-truth score 𝑠 .

4 Benchmark and Study Design
This section elaborates on AXIOMBench, a new benchmark for code evaluation synthesized by
AXIOM. It then outlines the design of our empirical study, which leverages AXIOMBench to
evaluate recent LLM-as-a-judge metrics for code.

4.1 AXIOMBench: Curation and Statistics
We use four recent and challenging code generation benchmarks as our data source for AXIOM:
3The outputs from static analysis tools and the LLM are strictly advisory. The final judgment on code quality depends solely
on the human annotator.
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• BigCodeBench [34] is a Python benchmark emphasizing the LLM capability of using diverse
API invocations as tools, and understanding complex instructions. It features 1140 coding
tasks with APIs from 139 libraries, each accompanied by tests with high branch coverage. We
use theHard subset, featuring 148 difficult tasks with multiple API calls and longer reference
programs.
• LiveCodeBench [8] features competitive programming problems from CodeForces, AtCoder,
and LeetCode, challenging LLMs’ capability to reason about complicated algorithms. The
authors provide continuous updates with newly released problems to mitigate data contam-
ination. We use problems from versions v3–v6 utilizing standard input/output and with
Hard difficulty. For these problems, we use C++ as the target language to increase language
diversity and reflect its dominance in competitive programming4.
• APPS [7] is a Python benchmark with a comprehensive test set of 5000 problems of various
difficulty, from platforms including Kattis and Codeforces. Each problem comes with a natural
language description and high-quality test cases. We select competition-level problems
that come with reference programs, leaving us with 310 problems.
• Aider-Polyglot5 is a multilingual benchmark based on 225 difficult problems from Exercism,
challenging the LLMs’ reasoning and code editing capabilities. While Aider-polyglot is a code
editing benchmark, we adapt it for code generation by extracting the problem statements
and treating each as a challenge to implement from scratch. We select the 107 problems
configured for Java, Python, and C++.

To curate a diverse code evaluation benchmark, we begin by randomly sampling up to 100 coding
tasks from each selected code generation benchmark as the requirements 𝑟 . Their accompanying
reference programs 𝑝ref serve as the initial, 5-point programs for our benchmark after being verified
on test cases. Since LiveCodeBench does not contain reference programs, we generate one per
requirement using GPT-5 and Claude-Sonnet-46, and verify the generated program via testing.
During the rule-guided perturbation stage in Section 3.2, we randomly sample a cost-efficient

LLM from Table 1 for each perturbation step. We generate 𝑀 = 2 programs per target score per
requirement with temperature 𝑇 = 0.3 and output length limit to 8192 tokens. For the final context
disruption step, we use OpenAI’s text-embedding-3-large as the embedding model.
While all LLM invocations are made online via API providers, unit tests are executed locally

on an Ubuntu server with two Intel Xeon Platinum 8276 CPUs and 256 GB RAM, during which
we construct a sandbox environment with Bubblewrap7, restricting writing access outside the
working and temporary directories. If a requirement’s reference program 𝑝ref attempts to bypass
this restriction, the requirement and all associated programs are discarded.
In the multisource quality calibration stage in Section 3.3, we use lexers from Pygments8 to

tokenize programs before computing distances and selecting up to𝑚 = 90 programs per benchmark
per target score. For multisource-informed score calibration, the LLM report comes from DeepSeek-
V3.1, and the static analysis report is from cppcheck for C++, PMD for Java, and Pylint for Python.

To validate the objectivity of our scoring criteria, we conduct a preliminary annotation study
with 10% randomly selected data (196 programs) from AXIOMBench, and calibrate the scores with
three experts, each with more than five years of programming experience. The inter-rater reliability
results demonstrate high agreement among them, with a Krippendorff’s 𝛼 of 96.40%, an ICC(2, 1)

4For instance, most recent submissions at https://codeforces.com/problemset/status are in C++.
5https://aider.chat/2024/12/21/polyglot.html
6Weuse GPT-5-20250807withminimal reasoning effort and Claude-Sonnet-4-20250514without reasoning for all experiments.
7https://github.com/containers/bubblewrap
8https://pygments.org/
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Table 1. LLMs used for perturbation. Prices are collected from official documentation without considering
context caching or third-party API providers.

LLM Release Date Size Reasoning Price/M tokens DeveloperInput Output

DeepSeek-V3.1 2025.8 671B Disabled $0.56 $1.68 DeepSeek AI
Qwen3-Coder-Instruct 2025.7 480B No $1.50 $7.50 Alibaba

Kimi-K2-Preview 2025.7 1T No $0.60 $2.50 Moonshot AI
Gemini-2.5-Flash 2025.6 - Disabled $0.30 $1.00 Google

Table 2. Benchmark statistics. Unv. and V. refer to AXIOMBench-Unverified (before the multisource quality
calibration stage) and the final verified AXIOMBench, respectively. LoC, CC, and # Tokens refer to the average
lines-of-code, cyclomatic complexity, and number of tokens per program. # Req. and Total refer to the number
of requirements and programs. We only use the verified version for later experiments.

Version Programs per Score LoC CC # Tokens # Req. Total0 1 2 3 4 5

Unv. 1,158 909 1,038 942 1,045 2,597 40.1 6.3 330 398 7,689
V. 330 316 335 363 361 257 58.4 8.5 477 388 1,962

of 96.47%, and an Exact Match score9 of 76.02%. The final calibration is performed by a primary
expert with more than 10 years of programming experience, after which 1,431 programs (73% of all
1,962 programs) retain their target scores without manual modification, indicating that the target
scores are already highly accurate. The final statistics of AXIOMBench are available in Table 2.

4.2 ResearchQuestions
We investigate the following research questions (RQs) with AXIOMBench:
• RQ1: How do existing code evaluation metrics perform on AXIOMBench?
This question assesses the performance of existing metrics by measuring the alignment
between scores from each metric and ground-truth scores. To achieve this, we use two corre-
lation coefficients, Spearman’s 𝜌 and Kendall’s 𝜏 , which measure their ranked relationship10,
as well as an inter-rater agreement coefficient, Krippendorff’s 𝛼 , which measures their ab-
solute agreement. We also measure the mean and standard deviation of scores from each
metric to study their mathematical characteristics.
• RQ2: How effectively do metrics assess the fine-grained aspects of code quality,
functionality, and refinement effort?
This question provides a fine-grained analysis of metric performance by isolating each
evaluation aspect: code quality, functionality, and refinement effort. Each can be formulated
as a binary classification subtask: defective (positive) or non-defective (negative) for the
first two, and refactor (positive) or tweak (negative) for the latter. We use four meta-metrics:
𝐹1-score with its components precision and recall, measuring how well an LLM-as-a-judge
metric performs on the positive class; Matthews Correlation Coefficient (MCC), providing a
more balanced assessment by considering both positive and negative classes.

9The percentage of programs where all experts assign the same final score.
10Pearson’s 𝑟 is not used, since it measures linear relationships and requires interval scales. Applying to our ordinal-scaled
scores would incorrectly assume identical gaps between consecutive scores, as explained in Footnote 2.
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• RQ3: Can these metrics evaluate code consistently?
A reliable evaluation metric must behave consistently, assigning highly similar scores to the
same program. To measure metric consistency, we run each metric five times on the same
program on the Aider-Polyglot subset, before quantifying consistency with two agreement
coefficients, namely Krippendorff’s 𝛼 and intra-class correlation (specifically, ICC(3, 1)).

4.3 Experimental Setup
We study a variety of code evaluation metrics with AXIOMBench:

4.3.1 Rule-Based Metrics. These metrics design rules to compute the similarity between program
𝑝 and the corresponding reference program 𝑝ref.
• ChrF++ [17] computes precisions and recalls of character n-grams (1 ≤ 𝑛 ≤ 6) and token
n-grams (1 ≤ 𝑛 ≤ 2), and averages into the final precision and recall before computing the
𝐹2-score. While less frequently used than BLEU, a previous study [27] has demonstrated its
better performance on code evaluation.
• CodeBLEU [19] is a metric commonly-used in code evaluation, which combines four com-
ponents into the final score, namely BLEU, weighted n-gram match, syntactic AST match,
and semantic data-flow match.
• Edit Similarity [10] is a metric quantifying the similarity between two sequences, measured
using the edit distance, which computes the minimum number of token edits, including
insertion, deletion, and substitution, to transform one sequence into the other. Assuming
the token edit distance between 𝑝 and 𝑝ref is 𝑑 (𝑝, 𝑝ref), then their edit similarity is 1 −
𝑑 (𝑝, 𝑝ref)/max( |𝑝 |, |𝑝ref |).

To standardize these metrics for a fair comparison, we first tokenize each program 𝑝 with
Pygments lexers instead of general-purpose LLM tokenizers to better capture the syntactic code
structure. After discarding whitespace and comments, we compute raw score 𝑠𝑝 with the metric. As
these metrics produce continuous scores on varying scales, we normalize them into our 0–5 integer
scale with the formula 𝑟𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑑 (5(𝑠𝑝 − 𝑠min)/(𝑠max − 𝑠min)), where 𝑠min and 𝑠max are the minimum
and maximum raw scores from that metric across the benchmark.

4.3.2 LLM-as-a-Judge Metrics. These metrics prompt the LLM to respond with a score, sometimes
using a predefined workflow to collect additional context before scoring.
• ICE-Score [33] prompts the LLM to follow several predefined evaluation steps and assign
the final score on code usefulness and functional correctness.
• CodeJudge11 [25] proposes a fault-localization method for fine-grained evaluation, which
first prompts an LLM to detect faults and report in JSON, and then computes the final score
with predefined rules. As the second rule-based step misaligns with our evaluation criteria,
we replace it with another LLM invocation which requires the LLM to generate the final
score with the JSON report and our evaluation criteria.
• CodeVisionary [28] presents an agentic workflow that gathers context, such as testing
results and linting reports, with external tools, before entering a negotiation stage, where
several judges discuss from different perspectives and determine the final score. Due to
resource constraints, the maximum number of tool invocations was reduced to 20. We disable
the screenshot and interaction actions due to the absence of frontend development in our
benchmark.

11The original work also designs another “analyze-then-summarize” pipeline for binary classification on functional correct-
ness. We do not use this pipeline as our work focuses on a more fine-grained evaluation.
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Table 3. Performance of each metric. Std. refers to the standard deviation. In each column, the highest result
is underlined and marked bold, while results at most 3% lower than it are underlined.

Metric Mean ± Std. Python C++ Java
𝜌 𝜏 𝛼 𝜌 𝜏 𝛼 𝜌 𝜏 𝛼

Ground-Truth 2.45 ± 1.65 - - - - - - - - -

Rule-Based Metrics

ChrF++ 2.70 ± 1.45 42.6 34.5 42.1 50.3 41.1 44.4 55.1 45.3 47.7
CodeBLEU 2.48 ± 1.31 39.5 32.2 37.4 49.2 40.3 44.1 55.3 45.4 51.3

Edit Similarity 2.10 ± 1.48 40.7 33.2 36.1 46.2 37.2 46.1 54.1 44.2 53.4

LLM-as-a-Judge: DeepSeek-V3.1

ICE-Score 1.96 ± 1.26 69.4 60.4 63.0 58.6 49.6 53.3 65.1 56.3 62.5
CodeJudge 1.42 ± 1.05 63.2 54.6 46.1 58.7 50.4 40.3 63.8 55.1 48.4

CodeVisionary 1.33 ± 1.50 66.7 56.3 49.5 58.5 49.3 37.0 42.8 35.4 13.6

LLM-as-a-Judge: Gemini-2.5-Flash

ICE-Score 1.53 ± 1.40 59.4 49.6 46.6 58.9 49.0 45.4 62.7 53.0 49.4
CodeJudge 1.16 ± 1.10 63.1 53.9 40.3 57.7 49.7 24.7 57.7 49.1 33.7

CodeVisionary 1.45 ± 1.34 65.4 55.7 49.2 63.2 53.7 51.2 52.6 44.6 29.2

We use DeepSeek-V3.1 and Gemini-2.5-Flash to study all metrics above, both without reasoning.
We adhere to their original prompt strategies and hyper-parameter configurations, except replacing
their original evaluation criteria with ours, as described in Section 3.1. For the ease of reading, we
multiply the coefficients by 100.

5 Study Results
5.1 RQ1: Metric Performance
We measure the performance of each metric with the correlation between the ground-truth scores
and the metric scores. The results are available in Table 3.

We consider ICE-Score as the baseline for both LLMs, which is a simple LLM-as-a-judge metric
requiring one inference pass. CodeVisionary, a complex agentic metric, yields a 10.1% improvement
for Python from 59.4 to 65.4 in Spearman’s 𝜌 and a 7.3% improvement for C++ from 58.9 to 63.2,
when used with Gemini-2.5-Flash. However, when we switch to DeepSeek-V3.1, it decreases the
performance by 3.9% and 0.2% in 𝜌 for Python and C++. Given that DeepSeek performs better
than Gemini with ICE-Score, this indicates that simple LLM-as-a-judge metrics like ICE-Score are
already sufficient for LLMs with stronger evaluation capabilities, while the agentic workflow from
CodeVisionary notably boosts the performance of less capable LLMs. The results are completely
different for Java, where CodeVisionary degrades 𝜌 by 34.3% and 16.1% for both LLMs, respectively.
This can potentially be attributed to the complexity of testing Java projects, as CodeVisionary’s
agentic approach requires constructing the environment, generating test cases, and executing the
program, which is more likely to fail for Java than for Python and C++.

For other metrics, CodeJudge generally underperforms ICE-Score. Specifically, performance with
DeepSeek decreases by 8.9% for Python and 2.0% for Java, though it shows marginal improvement
for C++. Similarly, performance with Gemini drops by 2.0% for C++ and 8.0% for Java. This hints
that CodeJudge’s JSON error report and manually-curated error types may misalign with our
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evaluation criteria, leading to unsatisfactory results. On the other hand, previous work [27] has
revealed that LLM-as-a-judge metrics show remarkable performance boosts over rule-based metrics,
which is further validated by our experimental results. For instance, ICE-Score combined with
Gemini increases Spearman’s 𝜌 by 13.8%–39.4% over the best-aligning rule-based metrics, ChrF++,
which outperforms CodeBLEU and Edit Similarity in most cases except for Java. The results in
Kendall’s 𝜏 demonstrate a similar trend to Spearman’s 𝜌 .

Finding 1: The choice of the optimal code evaluation metric reveals a trade-off between LLM
capability and metric complexity. LLMs with stronger evaluation capabilities achieve peak per-
formance with simple metrics with a single inference pass. Conversely, less capable LLMs benefit
from sophisticated agentic workflows to gather more context, but this improvement may fail for
complex environments like Java.

We shift our attention towards Krippendorff’s𝛼 , whichmeasures the absolute agreement between
metric scores and ground-truth scores, requiring LLM-as-a-judge metrics to not only rank programs
correctly, but also suppress systematic biases and assign scores close to the ground-truth. We
discover that the baseline metric, ICE-Score, exhibits the highest 𝛼 values for DeepSeek at 63.0,
53.3, and 62.5 for Python, C++, and Java, respectively. On the contrary, more complex metrics
like CodeJudge and CodeVisionary notably decrease 𝛼 by 21.4%–30.6% in most cases, except that
CodeVisionary devastatingly drops 𝛼 by 78.2% to merely 13.6 for Java. These metrics also feature
remarkably lower mean scores of 1.33 for CodeVisionary and 1.42 for CodeJudge compared to
the ground-truth’s mean score of 2.45, indicating a severe systematic bias that results in lower
scores than intended. Results of Gemini demonstrate a similar trend, where more complex metrics
feature lower mean scores, although CodeVisionary conversely increases 𝛼 by 5.6% for Python and
12.8% for C++, aligning with the previous discovery that this agentic workflow boosts Gemini’s
performance in languages with less complex environments.

Finding 2: LLM-as-a-judge metrics demonstrate a notable gap between their ability to rank
programs and to adhere to human scoring criteria, indicating systematic biases in these metrics.
While most LLM-as-a-judge metrics exhibit mid-high rank correlation, their absolute agreement
with ground-truth scores is considerably lower, with simpler metrics yielding higher agreement.

5.2 RQ2: Fine-Grained Assessment
In Table 4, LLM-as-a-judge metrics have slightly higher 𝐹1-scores of 71.1–81.8 on code quality
evaluation than 𝐹1 of 68.9–76.0 (6.2% lower on average) on functionality evaluation, with similar
levels of recall at 85.2–99.4 for the latter and 81.5–99.1 (3.1% lower on average) for the former.
The difference is primarily caused by lower precision in functionality evaluation at 52.8–64.0 (59.3
on average) versus 63.1–70.2 (67.6 on average) in code quality evaluation. While this seems to
indicate that LLM-as-a-judge metrics are better in determining code quality than functionality,
the MCC results reveal a contrasting story. All metrics with both LLMs achieve lower than 15
on MCC in code quality evaluation, but in functionality evaluation, they achieve 22.1–46.4 MCC,
demonstrating 96.9%–269.0% higher results except for CodeVisionary with Gemini-2.5-Flash, which
exhibits an astonishing 804.2% higher MCC in functionality evaluation. This discrepancy stems
from our intuitive definition of “defective” as the positive class, which creates a class imbalance
during code quality evaluation where non-defective, 5-point programs are the minority, negative
samples. This renders 𝐹1 results less reliable, since it emphasizes the positive, majority class instead.
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Table 4. Fine-grained analysis of LLM-as-a-judge metrics. 𝑃 and 𝑅 refer to precision and recall respectively.
The highest result is marked bold and underlined.

Metric Code Quality Evaluation Functionality Evaluation
MCC 𝐹1 𝑃 𝑅 MCC 𝐹1 𝑃 𝑅

DeepSeek-V3.1

ICE-Score 10.7 79.7 66.6 99.1 39.5 73.1 64.0 85.2
CodeJudge 9.2 71.1 63.1 81.5 22.1 68.9 52.8 99.4

CodeVisionary 13.7 79.0 67.9 94.6 46.4 76.0 62.8 96.3

Gemini-2.5-Flash

ICE-Score 13.7 74.8 68.4 82.6 35.9 72.5 59.8 92.3
CodeJudge 14.7 78.9 69.2 91.7 28.8 70.5 54.8 98.8

CodeVisionary 4.8 81.8 70.2 98.2 43.4 75.0 61.5 96.0

While the mid-high 𝐹1 demonstrates these metrics’ decent capabilities in catching defects, the low
MCC score offers a more complete picture, revealing a critical deficiency in correctly identifying
non-defective programs. This tendency to be an overly pessimistic, harsh grader aligns with the
lower mean scores observed in Table 3 from RQ1, suggesting that current LLM-as-a-judge metrics
are prone to hallucinating defects in the code, especially in code quality evaluation.

Finding 3: LLM-as-a-judge metrics exhibit a strong bias towards defect detection. While they
demonstrate proficiency at identifying defective code, they oftenmisclassify non-defective programs
as defective, especially with code quality defects, compromising the overall reliability by this
tendency to produce false positives.

To evaluate refinement effort estimation on each metric, we only retain programs whose func-
tionality and code quality are correctly evaluated by the metric. These programs feature a balanced
distribution between the refactor (positive) and tweak (negative) classes. The results are available
in Figure 3.

The results reveal that no tested metric can reliably perform this task, with extremely low MCC
below 10.0, which is barely better than random guessing. A deeper look at precision and recall
reveals their failure patterns. While all combinations of metrics and LLMs yield similarly poor
precision from 45.2 to 49.1, their recall values differ notably. For example, DeepSeek-V3.1 estimates
the effort more conservatively, resulting in a lower recall of 40.0–47.0 except for CodeVisionary at
67.9. On the other hand, Gemini-2.5-Flash exhibits much higher recall from 67.7 to 78.3, suggesting
that it aggressively labels many more changes as refactors. However, the near-zero MCC confirms
that neither strategy is effective, sinceMCC additionally considers true negatives (tweaks) compared
to the 𝐹1-score, and both LLMs’ overestimation of refinement effort demonstrates their fundamental
inability in this task.

Finding 4:A critical shortcoming of current LLM-as-a-judgemetrics is their unreliable estimation
of code refinement effort. They exhibit a pronounced tendency to overestimate the scope of changes,
frequently misclassifying simple localized corrections as substantial architectural changes.
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Fig. 3. Analysis of refinement effort estimation.

Table 5. Consistency of each metric. Eq% refers to the percentage of samples where five metric runs generate
the same score. The highest result is marked bold and underlined.

Metric Python C++ Java
𝛼 ICC Eq% 𝛼 ICC Eq% 𝛼 ICC Eq%

LLM-as-a-Judge: Gemini-2.5-Flash

ICE-Score 87.0 82.6 60.0 90.5 89.4 51.5 91.4 90.0 60.6
CodeJudge 87.3 80.2 80.6 81.9 78.6 63.8 88.2 90.9 68.9

CodeVisionary 69.6 59.4 38.3 70.7 66.2 29.4 64.7 61.4 36.7

5.3 RQ3: Scoring Consistency
We study the scoring consistency of each metric with Gemini-2.5-Flash in Table 5, where each
metric is executed five times on each program.

Both simpler metrics, ICE-Score and CodeJudge, demonstrate high consistency in all languages.
Specifically, they achieve over 85 in 𝛼 in most scenarios except for CodeJudge with C++, and over
78 in ICC in all languages. This suggests that even when they generate inconsistent evaluation
results for the same program, the scoring variance will likely remain low. Notably, CodeJudge
provides the highest Eq% of over 80 for Python and over 60 for C++ and Java, indicating perfect
consistency in most scenarios. This suggests that CodeJudge’s JSON error report and predefined
fault types effectively constrain the LLM’s output and reduce randomness compared to ICE-Score’s
more open-ended approach.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: December 2025.



18 Wang et al.

Metric: CodeJudge with Gemini-2.5-Flash
Ground-truth score: 2
Output:
{"inconsistency": "No error messages for unexpected input cases", "severity": "Negligible"}
{"inconsistency": "Edge case not handled", "severity": "Small"}
Score = 3

Fig. 4. Case study on AXIOMBench.

In contrast, the complex agentic metric, CodeVisionary, behaves notably more inconsistently
than the other two metrics with 20.3%–29.2% lower 𝛼 and 46.7%–53.9% lower Eq%. This can be
attributed to accumulated uncertainty; each step during CodeVisionary’s multi-step process of
planning actions and calling various tools introduces stochasticity, leading to high variance in
the final scores, in contrast to other metrics, which only include one or two LLM invocations,
minimizing this uncertainty accumulation.

Finding 5: The procedural complexity of an LLM-as-a-judge metric directly impacts its scoring
consistency. Simpler metrics that require only a few LLM invocations exhibit high consistency,
producing stable scores across repeated runs. In contrast, complex agentic metrics requiringmultiple
tool interactions suffer from enlarged scoring variance, a consequence of accumulated uncertainty
where the stochasticity from each step compounds, leading to a less controllable final evaluation.

6 Discussion
6.1 Case Study
To provide more insights into data samples and LLM-as-a-judge metric outputs, we present a case
study in Figure 4. The left program is a 5-point, production-ready code, while the right program
undergoes two perturbations: introducing an intermediate variable 𝑖𝑠_𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑑 , which has no effect
on functionality or code quality, and adds a redundant step that converts string 𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡 into integer
𝑛𝑢𝑚 without discarding non-digit characters, breaking the functionality. Since this functional flaw
is easy to repair, the program serves as a standard 2-point example. Unfortunately, CodeJudge with
Gemini-2.5-Flash only detects other less relevant issues in the JSON error report, resulting in a
final score of 3, failing to notice the broken functionality.

6.2 Threats to Validity
• Programming Languages. Our benchmark covers three prevalent, multi-paradigm lan-
guages, namely C++, Python, and Java. Consequently, our findings may not directly generalize
to languages with distinct paradigms or domains, such as Rust for system programming
and JavaScript for web development. We mitigate this by selecting languages representing a
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significant portion of modern software development, and leave extensions to other languages
as future work.
• Domain Generalizability. Some data sources mainly feature algorithmic problems or usage
of popular libraries, which may not fully represent the complexity of real-world projects with
private, repository-level dependencies. We mitigate this by adopting sources with cross-file
dependencies like Aider-Polyglot and designing perturbation rules to be dependency-agnostic.
This allows our framework to readily extend to more complex, real-world codebases.
• Subjectivity in Criteria Interpretation. Our evaluation criteria rely on human distinction
betweenminor tweaks andmajor refactors, potentially introducing subjectivity in our ground-
truth labels. We mitigate this with multisource-informed score calibration, providing the
annotator with a wide range of objective evidence, like static analysis results and diff. This
reframes the annotating task from open-ended scoring to a more objective verification.

7 Conclusion
In this paper, we propose AXIOM, a framework to synthesize code evaluation data to meta-evaluate
existing LLM-as-a-judge metrics for code. AXIOM involves a rule-guided perturbation stage to
synthesize programs and amultisource quality calibration stage to calibrate scores, addressing issues
of previous benchmarks. We use this framework to craft a larger-scale benchmark, AXIOMBench,
conduct experiments with multiple recent LLM-as-a-judge metrics, and summarize our findings.

Data Availability
We publicize our synthesis framework and benchmark at https://github.com/BackOnTruck/axiom-
llm-judge.
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