
Beyond Autoregression: An Empirical Study of Diffusion
Large Language Models for Code Generation

CHENGZE LI
∗†
, College of AI, Tsinghua University, China and School of Computer Science, Nanjing

University, China

YITONG ZHANG
∗
, College of AI, Tsinghua University, China and School of Computer Science and

Engineering, Beihang University, China

JIA LI
‡
, College of AI, Tsinghua University, China

LIYI CAI, School of Computer Science, Peking University, China

GE LI, School of Computer Science, Peking University, China

Large Language Models (LLMs) have become the mainstream approaches to code generation. Existing LLMs

mainly employ autoregressive generation, i.e., generating code token-by-token from left to right. However, the

underlying autoregressive generation has two limitations in code generation. First, autoregressive LLMs only

generate a token at each step, showing low efficiency in practice. Second, programming is a non-sequential

process involving back-and-forth editing, while autoregressive LLMs only employ the left-to-right generation

order. These two intrinsic limitations hinder the further development of LLMs in code generation.

Recently, diffusion LLMs have emerged as a promising alternative. Diffusion LLMs address the above

limitations with two advances, including multi-token prediction (i.e., generating multiple tokens at each

step) and flexible generation order (i.e., flexibly determining which positions to generate tokens). However,

there is no systematic study exploring diffusion LLMs in code generation. To bridge the knowledge gap, we

present the first empirical study of diffusion LLMs for code generation. Our study involves 9 representative

diffusion LLMs and conduct experiments on 4 widely used benchmarks. Based on the results, we summarize

the following findings. ❶ Existing diffusion LLMs are competitive with autoregressive LLMs with similar

sizes. For example, on HumanEval and MBPP, the best-performing diffusion LLM achieves pass@1 scores

of 89.6% and 79.4%, compared with 84.8% and 70.8% for autoregressive LLMs. ❷ Diffusion LLMs have a

stronger length extrapolation ability than autoregressive LLMs and perform better in long code understanding.

❸ We explore factors impacting the effectiveness and efficiency of diffusion LLMs, and provide practical

guidance. ❹ We discuss several promising further directions to improve diffusion LLMs on code generation.

We open-source all source code, data, and results to facilitate the following research. The code is publicly

available at https://github.com/zhangyitonggg/dllm4code.
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1 Introduction
During software development, there is a growing demand for automatic code generation due to the

substantial labor required in manual programming [17, 36]. Code generation aims to automatically

generate executable source code that fulfills natural language requirements. Over the past few

years, Large Language Models (LLMs) have shown remarkable capabilities in code generation,

achieving strong performance on widely used benchmarks and significantly enhancing developer

productivity [11, 13, 15, 18, 19, 49]. Building on this progress, a substantial body of recent work

has explored the use of LLMs for code generation [12], with representative examples such as

Qwen-Coder [9], Seed-Coder [34], and DeepSeek-Coder [8, 52]. While these LLMs differ in various

technical details, they are all built upon the autoregressive paradigm, where the model generates

tokens sequentially from left to right, as illustrated in Figure 1a. However, there is an open question

of whether the mainstream autoregressive generation paradigm is truly the best choice
for code generation. In practice, current AutoRegressive LLMs (AR LLMs) reveal two fundamental

limitations. ❶ Next-Token Prediction → Low Efficiency. Most AR LLMs generate code strictly

one token at a time, with each forward pass typically producing only a single token. Our preliminary

experiments further indicate that generating each token for AR LLMs requires a substantial amount

of computation, measured in billions of FLOPs, which makes the overall process highly inefficient.

This low efficiency constrains the broader application of LLMs in code generation. For instance,

generating code at the repository level is exceedingly demanding, often incurring prohibitively

high computational costs and significant inference time [3, 23, 39]. Such latency is particularly

unacceptable in interactive settings such as real-time coding assistants, where real-time feedback is

essential to maintain usability and user experience [21, 35, 41].❷ Left-to-Right Generation Order
→ Misalignment with Programming. AR LLMs decode in a strictly left-to-right manner, with

each new token fully dependent on the preceding context. This generation paradigm is misaligned

with real-world programming, which often involves non-sequential back-and-forth refinement. For

example, as shown in Figure 2, a developer may first implement the body of the callee functions

and later write the corresponding caller code, which directly contrasts with the rigid sequential

nature of autoregressive decoding. In practical, when an AR LLM attempts to generate the caller

code before the callee has been defined, it cannot access the necessary information and is therefore

prone to errors. Such limitations are intrinsic to the autoregressive paradigm and restrict the further

advancement of code generation. This underscores the need to explore alternative paradigms that

better capture the requirements of programming.

Recently, a new generation paradigm of large language models, known as diffusion LLMs, has

attracted increasing attention. Their generation process is illustrated in Figure 1b. Models such

as LLaDA [29, 47] and Dream [46] have demonstrated competitive performance compared to

state-of-the-art autoregressive LLMs. In contrast to AR LLMs, diffusion LLMs offer two notable

advantages for code generation. ❶ Multi-Token Prediction → High Efficiency. Enabled by

parallel decoding, diffusion LLMs can generate multiple tokens within a single forward pass. This
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Transfomer Decoder with Causal Attention

\t return a + b [EOS]

def add(a, b):\n \t return a + b
Step = T + 1Step = T Step = T + 5. . .

(a) Autoregressive

Transfomer Decoder with Full Attention

def add(a, b):\n [mask] [mask] a [mask] b

[mask] [mask] [mask] [mask] [mask] [mask]Step = T

Step = T + 1

(b) Diffusion

Fig. 1. Generation paradigms of AR LLMs and diffusion LLMs.

Code diff：

Fig. 2. An example commit illustrating

non-sequential programming.

significantly reduces the computational cost required for each token and thereby substantially

improves inference speed. Current state-of-the-art diffusion LLMs have already achieved inference

speeds far exceeding those of AR LLMs while maintaining performance comparable to leading

autoregressive models, offering strong support for both real-time code generation and repository-

level tasks [7, 37]. ❷ Flexible Generation Order→Alignment with Programming. Rather than
generating tokens strictly from left to right, diffusion LLMs allow the inference process to flexibly

select which positions to update at each forward pass. This enables code generation to more closely

reflect the non-sequential back-and-forth edit typically employed by human programmers [6]. For

example, a diffusion LLM may first generate callee functions before producing the corresponding

caller functions, or prioritize parts of the code with richer contextual information before filling in

those with less context. However, despite the considerable advantages and potential of diffusion

LLMs, a systematic evaluation and analysis of their capabilities for code generation is still missing.

This gap leaves many important questions unanswered and hinders their broader adoption in future

code generation.

In this paper, we conduct the first empirical study that systematically investigates the potential

of diffusion LLMs for code generation. To address the existing gap and to guide future development,

we propose four main Research Questions (RQs) together with their corresponding experiments.

Building on these experiments, we provide a detailed analysis that uncovers several important

findings and offers new insights into the future research directions of diffusion LLMs. In the

following, we introduce each research question in turn.

Û RQ1: How do diffusion LLMs compare with leading AR LLMs in code generation tasks?

To address this question, we evaluate 9 popular diffusion LLMs against 4 leading autoregressive

baselines on 3 widely used benchmarks. Our results show that diffusion LLMs are able to solve

certain tasks that remain challenging for AR LLMs. They are becoming increasingly competitive in

code generation, which highlights their strong potential for advancing code generation.

Û RQ2:What factors influence the effectiveness of code generation by diffusion LLMs?

In this RQ, we investigate how different settings influence the effectiveness of diffusion LLMs.

We consider a range of key factors and evaluate several representative models on HumanEval [4]

and MBPP [2].
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Our analysis yields several interesting findings. For example, very short generation lengths

severely reduce the usability of generated code, whereas excessively long lengths tend to produce

redundant outputs with only a slight impact on effectiveness.

Û RQ3:What are the key factors that influence the efficiency of diffusion LLMs?

High efficiency is a key advantage of diffusion LLMs. In this RQ, we investigate how inference

settings affect their efficiency in code generation by evaluating several representive models on

HumanEval and MBPP. The results show that both increasing the number of diffusion steps and

extending the generation length reduce efficiency. These findings provide practical guidance for

balancing efficiency and accuracy in real-world code generation scenarios.

Û RQ4: How well do diffusion LLMs perform on long code understanding?

A key challenge for LLMs is understanding code at the repository level. In this RQ, we assess

the ability of diffusion LLMs to understanding long code. To this end, we conduct experiments on

RepoQA [24], evaluating representative diffusion and AR LLMs across a range of context lengths.

The results show diffusion LLMs demomstrate strong performance in long code understanding and

exhibit substantially stronger length extrapolation ability than AR LLMs.

Building on the above results and analyses, we outline several promising directions for future

research on diffusion LLMs for code generation. These directions span multiple perspectives, such

as applying diffusion models to a broader range of suitable coding tasks, integrating the generation

process with structural characteristics of code, and exploring other avenues that further enhance

their performance and practicality.

To summarize, the key contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We conduct the first empirical study that explores the potential of emerging diffusion LLMs

in the domain of code generation, highlighting their characteristics compared to AR LLMs.

• We conduct a comprehensive, systematic analysis of the various factors that influence the

effectiveness and efficiency of diffusion LLMs in code generation. This analysis uncovers

many general patterns that can guide practical usage across different diffusion LLMs.

• Based on our study results and prior work, we propose multiple promising directions for

future research aimed at enhancing the application of diffusion LLMs in code generation.

2 Background and Related Work
2.1 Autoregressive Large Language Models
Autoregressive generation represents the predominant paradigm for large language models, com-

monly referred to as AR LLMs. It models a text sequence 𝑌 = {𝑦1, 𝑦2, . . . , 𝑦𝐿} typically by producing
one token at a time in a left-to-right manner. The generation of each token is conditioned on the

sequence of previously generated tokens, a process formalized by the chain rule of probability:

𝑝 (𝑌 | 𝑋 ) =
𝑇∏
𝑡=1

𝑝 (𝑦𝑡 | 𝑦<𝑡 , 𝑋 ), (1)

where 𝑋 denotes the input context and 𝑦<𝑡 represents the tokens generated before step 𝑡 .

Building on the success of ChatGPT [1], extensive research has applied autoregressive LLMs

to code generation, yielding substantial gains in quality and functional correctness [18, 30]. This

progress has led to specialized state-of-the-art models fine-tuned for programming, such as Qwen-

Coder [9] and DeepSeek-Coder [8], which now serve as the core engines behind many modern

coding assistants and agents [10, 27].
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Despite their success, the autoregressive paradigm presents inherent limitations that are mis-

aligned with the practical demands of code generation. First, next-token prediction constrains

efficiency and creates a latency bottleneck, which poses challenges for repository-level code gen-

eration and for real-time applications such as coding assistants and agents. Second, the strictly

left-to-right generation process conflicts with human programming practices, which typically

involve non-sequential refinement. These fundamental mismatches highlight the need to explore

alternative generation paradigms that align more closely with the requirements of code generation.

2.2 Diffusion Large Language Models
Diffusion language models have recently become a focal point in AI research, offering an alternative

to traditional autoregressive models [20, 22, 33, 45]. They can be broadly categorized into continuous

and discrete formulations. Empirical evidence suggest that discrete diffusion language models scale

more effectively to large model sizes [5], which has led to the development of diffusion large

language models, such as LLaDa [29], Dream [46], and Gemini Diffusion [7]. Among these, most

approaches typically adopt a masked discrete diffusion paradigm [33]. To illustrate how diffusion

LLMs work in practice, we present a representative example of the training and inference procedure.

During training, an original sequence 𝑌0 = {𝑦0
1
, . . . , 𝑦0

𝐿
} is corrupted into 𝑌𝑡 along a continuous

schedule 𝑡 ∈ [0, 1] via independent masking, with a simple corruption process:

𝑞(𝑦𝑡𝑖 | 𝑦0𝑖 ) =
{
1 − 𝑡 if 𝑦𝑡𝑖 = 𝑦0𝑖

𝑡 if 𝑦𝑡𝑖 = [MASK]
(2)

where [MASK] denotes a special token for model to predict. The model is trained to reverse this

corruption process by minimizing a cross-entropy loss computed only on masked positions.During
inference, generation begins from a fully masked sequence of one predefined generation length.

At each step, the model first predicts tokens for all masked positions. It then uses specific remask

strategy to retain a subset of the predictions, while the remaining positions are remasked for further

refinement. This iterative refinement continues until no masks remain, enabling parallel and flexible

non-sequential updates across positions. In practice, several key factors may shape the behavior

of diffusion LLMs: (1) Generation length, which determines the number of tokens to be generated

from an initially fully masked sequence; (2) Diffusion steps, which specify how many tokens are

updated at each step; (3) Remasking strategy, which decides which predicted tokens are retained

and which are masked again at each step; (4) Block diffusion, supported by certain models such as

LLaDA-8B-Instruct [29], where the sequence is divided into blocks decoded sequentially from

left to right, with each block processed using the standard diffusion procedure; and (5) Decoding
temperature, which controls the randomness of outputs, with higher values producing more diverse

generations.

Although diffusion LLMs were not originally designed for code generation, their ability to

perform parallel and flexible generation aligns well with the iterative refinement workflow inherent

in programming, motivating a growing line of code-oriented diffusion models. DiffuCoder [6],

Mercury Coder [14], and Seed Diffusion Preview [37] represent notable advances in this direction,

introducing techniques such as coupled GRPO for reinforcement learning and edit-based corruption

to correct errors during inference. TreeDiff [48] further incorporates syntax awareness by masking

abstract syntax tree subtrees during training, thereby improving syntactic correctness and structured

reconstruction. In addition, recent work [28] proposes constrained decoding for diffusion LLMs

that enforces context-free grammars.

Despite these advances, existing work on diffusion LLMs for code has largely focused on in-

dividual training techniques or decoding strategies. To date, there has been no comprehensive
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Selecting Benchmarks 
and DLLMs

A. DLLMs Selection
(9 models) 

B. Benchmark Selection
(4 benchmarks)

• LLaDA Series
• Dream Series
• Diffucoder Series

• Mercury
• Gemini-Diffusion
• Seed-Diffusion

Closed-SourceOpen-Source

Selection 
Principles

Alignment with 
Research 
Questions

Community 
Adoption and 
Comparability

Evaluation 
FidelityTask Diversity

RQ2: Impact of DLLM 
Settings on Effectiveness

RQ3: Impact of DLLM 
Settings on Efficiency

Generation 
Length

Diffusion 
Steps

Block 
Length

Remasking 
Strategy

Decoding 
Temperature

Generation 
Length

Diffusion
Steps

RQ1: Effectiveness of 
DLLMs for Code Generation

RQ4: Performance of DLLMs 
on Long Code Understanding

HumanEval

MBPP

LiveCodeBench

RepoQA

     {1k, 2k, 3k, ... , 64k}∈
context
length

Study Setting DLLMs vs. AR LLMs Impact of Settings

Fig. 3. Overview of our study. DLLM is used as an abbreviation for Diffusion LLM.

evaluation of diffusion LLMs in code generation tasks that systematically assesses their potential

and challenges compared to autoregressive baselines.

3 Study Design
3.1 Overview and ResearchQuestions
The goal of this paper is to assess the potential of diffusion LLMs for code generation. We conduct

a systematic evaluation across multiple widely used benchmarks and comprehensive experimental

settings, comparing popular diffusion LLMs with state-of-the-art AR baselines. Figure 3 presents

an overview of our study. We next introduce the research questions we aim to investigate.

RQ1 Effectiveness of Diffusion LLMs for Code Generation: How do diffusion LLMs
compare with state-of-the-art AR LLMs in code generation tasks? In RQ1, We evaluate

popular open-source and closed-source diffusion LLMs against state-of-the-art AR baselines across

widely used benchmarks under their optimal settings.

RQ2 Impact of Diffusion LLM Settings on Effectiveness: What factors impact the ef-
fectiveness of code generation by diffusion LLMs? The usability and quality of the generated

code are critical for real-world applications [21]. RQ2 focuses on how different inference settings

influence the functional usability of outputs. We select a range of potentially influential factors and

evaluate their performance through experiments across multiple settings.

RQ3 Impact of Diffusion LLM Settings on Efficiency: What are the key factors that
influence the efficiency of diffusion LLMs? One of the main advantages of diffusion LLMs is

their potential for high efficiency due to parallel decoding [50]. RQ3 aims to explore how various

configuration choices affect efficiency. To investigate this, we identify several influential factors

and systematically evaluate their impact under different settings.

RQ4 Performance of Diffusion LLMs on Long Code Understanding. How well do dif-
fusion LLMs perform on long code understanding? Understanding and generating code at

the repository level remains an open challenge for LLMs [19, 31]. RQ4 evaluates the capability of

diffusion LLMs in long-context code understanding. To answer it, we compare the performance of

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: September 2025.
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Table 1. The summary of LLMs used in this study.

Type Domain Model Open-Source Scale Release Date Length

Diffusion

General LLaDA-8B-Instruct ✓ 8B 02/2025 4k

General LLaDA-1.5 ✓ 8B 05/2025 4k

General Dream-v0-Instruct-7B ✓ 7B 04/2025 4k

General Gemini-Diffusion ✗ – 05/2025 –

Code Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B ✓ 7B 07/2025 4k

Code DreamOn-v0-7B ✓ 7B 07/2025 4k

Code DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO ✓ 7B 06/2025 4k

Code Mercury-Coder-Small ✗ – 02/2025 32k

Code Seed-Diffusion-Preview ✗ ≤15B 07/2025 –

Autoregressive

General Qwen3-8B ✓ 8B 04/2025 32k

General Llama-2-7B-Chat-hf ✓ 7B 07/2023 4k

Code Seed-Coder-8B-Instruct ✓ 8B 05/2025 32k

Code DeepSeek-Coder-6.7B-Instruct ✓ 6.7B 08/2024 16k

Code CodeLlama-7B-Instruct-hf ✓ 7B 07/2023 100k

several diffusion LLMs with AR baselines that support similar maximum context lengths, using a

variety of input lengths to analyze robustness as context length increases.

3.2 Studied LLMs
In this section, we introduce the LLMs evaluated in this study. A summary of the selected LLMs is

provided in Table 1.

3.2.1 Diffusion LLMs. We evaluate nine models drawn from six diffusion LLM families, covering

nearly all diffusion LLMs available to us.

LLaDA. The LLaDA models are open-source diffusion LLMs trained entirely from scratch.

LLaDA-8B-Instruct [29] is the first open-source diffusion large language model of LLaDa series.

LLaDA 1.5 [51] extends this model by incorporating variance-reduced preference optimization

(VRPO) during training. We include both LLaDA-8B-Instruct and LLaDA-1.5 in our experiments.

Dream. The Dream family is another line of open-source diffusion LLMs. Dream-v0-Instruct-

7B [46] is initialized from an autoregressive base and provides the foundation for subsequent

variants. Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B [43] targets code generation and adaptively selects its

decoding style based on the task. DreamOn-v0-7B [46] explores dynamic expansion and contraction

of mask tokens during inference. We include Dream-v0-Instruct-7B, Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-

7B, and DreamOn-v0-7B in our experiments.

DiffuCoder. DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO [6] is post-trained with coupled-GRPO on 21K code

examples, yielding substantial gains in code generation performance. We include DiffuCoder-7B-

cpGRPO in our experiments.

Mercury.Developed by Inception Labs, Mercury-Coder-Small [14] is the first commercial scale

diffusion large language model that demonstrates strong performance on key coding benchmarks.

We include Mercury-Coder-Small in our experiments.

Gemini-Diffusion. Developed by DeepMind, Gemini-Diffusion [7] reports performance com-

parable to much larger models while offering faster inference. Since no public API is available, we

rely on results reported on the official website.

Seed-Diffusion. Developed by the Seed team, Seed-Diffusion Preview [37] is a code-oriented

diffusion language model designed to balance speed and quality. Since no public API is available,

we rely on results reported by the authors.

3.2.2 Autoregresive LLMs. For comparison with diffusion LLMs, we select the following state-of-

the-art and representative AR LLMs at similar parameter scales.
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Qwen. Developed by the Qwen team, Qwen3-8B [44] is the latest generation in the series and

shows significant improvements in code generation. We include Qwen3-8B in our experiments.

Seed-Coder. Developed by the Seed team, Seed-Coder-8B-Instruct [34] attains leading results

among open source models of comparable size across diverse coding tasks. We include Seed-Coder-

8B-Instruct in our experiments.

DeepSeek-Coder. Developed by DeepSeek, the DeepSeek Coder family consists of code models

trained from scratch [8]. We include DeepSeek-Coder-6.7B-Instruct in our experiments.

Code Llama. Developed by Meta, Code Llama provides competitive open source performance

for code. We include CodeLlama-7b-Instruct-hf [32] in our experiments.

Additionally, in RQ4, we investigate the long-context capabilities of diffusion LLMs in comparison

to AR LLMs. As current diffusion LLMs are still in their early stages of development and typically

support context lengths of up to 4k tokens, we include an AR baseline with a comparable context

window. Specifically, we select Llama-2-7B-chat-hf [38] to enable a fair comparison.

3.3 Benchmark Selection
3.3.1 Selection Principles. Our benchmark selection process was guided by four key considerations

to ensure a comprehensive, fair, and reproducible evaluation.

❶ Alignment with Research Questions. We aim to select benchmarks that align closely

with our research questions. RQ1 requires breadth and external validity. RQ2 and RQ3 require

controllable and inexpensive evaluation. RQ4 requires repository-level long context.

❷ Community Adoption and Comparability.We prioritized well-established, open-source

benchmarks that are widely used in the research community. This choice ensures our results are

directly comparable with prior studies and enhances the reproducibility of our findings.

❸ Task Diversity.We favor benchmarks that reflect the diversity of real-world code generation

scenarios, ranging from fundamental code synthesis and basic programming problems to more

complex algorithmic challenges.

❹ Evaluation Fidelity. We favor benchmarks with executable tests or objective oracles so that

functional correctness are directly measurable.

3.3.2 Selected Benchmarks. Guided by these principles, we selected a specific suite of benchmarks

tailored to each of our research questions.

For RQ1, which evaluates overall model performance, we chose three widely used benchmarks:

HumanEval [4], MBPP [2], and LiveCodeBench [18]. HumanEval is composed of 164 manually

scripted Python programming problems, each containing a function signature, a docstring, and

multiple unit tests. MBPP offers a larger collection of approximately 974 Python problems, where

each problem includes an English task description, a code solution, and three automated test cases.

To assess performance on more sophisticated and contemporary scenarios, we employed Live-

CodeBench, which continuously curates new problems from prominent competitive programming

platforms such as LeetCode and CodeForces. We report results on all stages from v1 to v6, as well as

on the most recent slice v6 (spanning 1 February 2025 to 1 May 2025), in order to prevent potential

data contamination during evaluation.

For RQ2 and RQ3, which examine how different settings influence effectiveness and efficiency,

we use HumanEval and MBPP. Their lightweight datasets and executable tests enable systematic

large scale sweeps over sampling steps, temperature, remasking strategies, and related settings.

For RQ4, which compares how diffusion and AR LLMs handle long-context code scenarios,

we use RepoQA [24]. This benchmark is specifically designed to evaluate a model’s ability to

comprehend entire code repositories. Our evaluation focuses on its Searching Needle Function task,

which challenges a model to retrieve a specific function from a repository based solely on a natural
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language description. The task consists of 500 problems spanning 50 repositories in five different

programming languages, providing a robust evaluation of long-context code understanding.

3.4 Evaluation Metrics
We adopt four metrics that are consistent with our research questions and are widely used in prior

studies.

pass@k. For HumanEval, MBPP, and LiveCodeBench, we evaluate functional correctness using

pass@k. As a widely adopted metric, pass@k calculates the percentage of problems for which at

least one of k generated solutions passes all provided test cases.

Retrieval Accuracy. For RepoQA, we follow the metric defined in the original work. Given a

repository and a natural language description, the model outputs a target function. A prediction is

counted as correct only if the generated function is the most similar to the ground-truth needle

function among all functions in the repository under BLEU, and the BLEU score exceeds a fixed

threshold. Retrieval accuracy is the proportion of queries that meet both conditions.

FLOPs. To assess computational efficiency, we report the average floating point operations

required to generate each output token. This metric reflects the computational cost of the inference

process, providing a hardware-agnostic measure that complements throughput by focusing on

efficiency rather than latency.

Throughput. To assess time efficiency, we report decoding throughput in tokens per second,

calculated as the number of output tokens divided by the total decoding time. Decoding time is

measured in wall-clock seconds from the first decoding call to the production of the final output.

3.5 Implementation
For closed-source LLMs, we access the models through their official APIs. For open-source models,

we load the weights from their official repositories on HuggingFace.

Since acceleration techniques for diffusion LLMs are still underdeveloped, we disable all acceler-

ation techniques including KV cache for all models to ensure fairness in comparison.

We adopt a zero-shot prompting strategy, where each model is provided only with the raw

benchmark input as the prompt. All Experiments are conducted on a server equipped with eight

NVIDIA A100-40GB GPUs.

4 Study Results
4.1 RQ1: Effectiveness of Diffusion LLMs for Code Generation
Motivation. In this section, we investigate the effectiveness of current diffusion LLMs for code

generation and explore their potential to achieve or even surpass the performance of state-of-the-art

AR LLMs.

Setting.We select the optimal settings for selected LLMs based on the findings from RQ2. Using

these settings, we evaluate all models on HumanEval, MBPP, and LiveCodeBench, measuring

performance in terms of pass@1.

Results and Analyses. The results are shown in Table 2.

Comparison Among Diffusion LLMs. ❶ Newer diffusion LLMs demonstrate noticeably
better performance in code generation. For example, Dream-v0-Instruct-7B, released in April

2025, achieves a pass@1 of 13.3% on LiveCodeBench
v1–v6

, whereas LLaDA-8B-Instruct, released

in February 2025, attains only 6.9%. These results indicate that diffusion LLMs are improving rapidly.

❷ Open-source diffusion LLMs lag behind closed-source counterparts in code generation
quality. For example, Mercury-Coder-Small achieves pass@1 scores of 86.0% on HumanEval,
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Table 2. Effectiveness of Each Model for Code Generation.

Type Model HumanEval MBPP LiveCodeBenchv1–v6 LiveCodeBenchv6

Diffusion

LLaDA-8B-Instruct 45.1% 39.4% 6.9% 9.2%

LLaDA-1.5 43.3% 40.4% 6.8% 9.2%

Dream-v0-Instruct-7B 56.7% 56.8% 13.3% 11.5%

Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B 76.2% 65.8% 24.8% 18.3%

DreamOn-v0-7B 51.2% 53.0% 10.6% 9.2%

DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO 69.5% 64.2% 13.0% 8.4%

Mercury-Coder-Small 86.0% 76.2% 31.8% 22.1%

Gemini-Diffusion
† 89.6% 76.0% 30.8% 30.9%

Seed-Diffusion-Preview
†

82.8% 79.4% 33.7% –

Average 66.7% 61.2% 19.1% 14.9%

Autoregressive

Qwen3-8B 82.9% 68.8% 42.3% 26.0%
Seed-Coder-8B-Instruct 84.8% 70.8% 34.2% 22.1%

DeepSeek-Coder-6.7B-Instruct 77.4% 64.0% 16.8% 15.3%

CodeLlama-7B-Instruct-hf 40.2% 39.6% 9.9% 12.2%

Average 71.3% 60.8% 25.8% 18.9%

† For closed-source models without public APIs, we report the results published on their official websites or in their technical reports.

Fig. 4. Venn diagram of tasks solved by diffu-

sion and AR LLMs across HumanEval, MBPP,

and LiveCodeBench
v1–v6

.
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Fig. 5. Performance trajectory of representative diffusion

LLMs and LLMs on HumanEval, measured by pass@1.

76.2% on MBPP, 31.8% on LiveCodeBench
v1–v6

, and 22.1% on LiveCodeBench
v6
, exceeding all open-

source diffusion LLMs. This performance gap may be attributed to the availability of higher-quality

training data in commercial settings.

Comparison Between Diffusion and AR LLMs. ❶ Diffusion LLMs still lag behind AR
LLMs in overall performance. For example, the average pass@1 scores of diffusion LLMs on

HumanEval and LiveCodeBench
v6

are 66.7% and 14.9%, respectively, which are lower than the

corresponding scores of AR LLMs at 71.3% and 18.9%. These results indicate that diffusion LLMs

are not yet able to replace AR LLMs at the current stage in code generation. ❷ Nevertheless,
diffusion LLMs demonstrate strong competitiveness against state-of-the-art AR LLMs in
code generation. On HumanEval, Gemini-Diffusion achieves a pass@1 of 89.6%, surpassing the

best-performing AR baseline, Seed-Coder-8B-Instruct, which reaches 84.8%. Moreover, the open-

source Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B obtains a pass@1 of 76.2%, approaching the performance

of strong AR models. These findings suggest that diffusion LLMs hold significant potential for

practical applications in code generation.

Complementarity Between Diffusion and AR LLMs. Although diffusion LLMs do not yet

consistently outperform their AR counterparts in overall accuracy, we further investigate whether

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



Beyond Autoregression: An Empirical Study of Diffusion Large Language Models for Code Generation 11

LLaDA-8B
-Instruct

LLaDA-1.5 Dream-v0-
Instruct-7B

Dream-Coder-v0
-Instruct-7B

DiffuCoder-7B
-cpGRPO

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Pa
ss

@
1

64 128 256 512 1024 2048

(a) HumanEval

LLaDA-8B
-Instruct

LLaDA-1.5 Dream-v0-
Instruct-7B

Dream-Coder-v0
-Instruct-7B

DiffuCoder-7B
-cpGRPO

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Pa
ss

@
1

64 128 256 512 1024 2048

(b) MBPP

Fig. 6. Impact of different generation length on the effectiveness of diffusion LLMs.

they can successfully solve tasks that AR LLMs fail to complete. To this end, we select three

representative diffusion LLMs: Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B, DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO, and

Mercury-Coder-Small, along with three strong AR LLMs: Qwen3-8B, Seed-Coder-8B-Instruct,

and DeepSeek-Coder-6.7B-Instruct. For each group, we identify the set of problems that are

simultaneously solved across HumanEval, MBPP, and LiveCodeBench
v1–v6

, ensuring that only

robustly solved instances are retained. We then compare the two sets using a Venn diagram. As

shown in Figure 4, 367 problems are solved by both paradigms, while 149 are uniquely solved

by AR models and 105 are uniquely solved by diffusion models. The existence of a substantial

number of problems solved exclusively by diffusion models demonstrates that diffusion LLMs

possess complementary strengths. These findings indicate that diffusion LLMs are capable
of addressing certain code generation tasks that remain challenging for AR models,
highlighting the potential of hybrid approaches that leverage the advantages of both paradigms.

Evolution of Diffusion and AR LLMs. To further compare the developmental trajectories of

the two paradigms, we select representative open-source diffusion and AR LLMs of comparable

scale released at different points in time. For each model, we record its release date and report

its pass@1 performance on HumanEval. The results are illustrated in Figure 5. The figure shows

that diffusion LLMs demonstrate a rapid upward trend in pass@1 within a relatively short period,

whereas the performance improvement of AR LLMs has begun to plateau. This divergence indicates

that diffusion LLMs are advancing at a significantly faster pace and have the potential
to further narrow, or even close, the performance gap with AR approaches in the near
future.

x Answer to RQ1:
Although diffusion LLMs have not yet surpassed state-of-the-art AR models in overall performance, they

demonstrate increasing competitiveness in code generation and are capable of solving certain tasks that

remain challenging for AR LLMs. Moreover, diffusion LLMs show strong potential to further narrow and

even close the performance gap with AR LLMs in the near future.

4.2 RQ2: Impact of Diffusion LLM Settings on Effectiveness
Motivation. The usability and quality of generated code are essential for real-world applications.

In this section, we aim to investigate which factors influence the effectiveness of diffusion LLMs in

code generation. We consider several factors that are expected to play an important role, including
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diffusion-specific factors such as the number of diffusion steps, the remasking strategy, the genera-

tion length, and whether to adopt block diffusion, as well as more general factor commonly studied

in AR models such as decoding temperature.

4.2.1 Impact of Generation Length. Diffusion LLMs typically begin inference from a fully masked

sequence of a predefined generation length, which largely determines the number of tokens that

will eventually be generated. We believe this factor plays an important role in shaping the usability

of the generated code.

Setting. We evaluate five diffusion LLMs, including LLaDA-1.5, LLaDA-8B-Instruct, Dream-

v0-Instruct-7B, Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B, and DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO, under different

generation lengths. The values of 64, 128, 256, 512, 1024, and 2048 are considered. All models are

assessed on HumanEval and MBPP with pass@1 as the evaluation metric.

Results and Analyses. The results are shown in Figure 6.

The usability of generated code generally increases rapidly with longer generation
lengths and then gradually declines. For instance, on HumanEval, the pass@1 score of Dream-

Coder-v0-Instruct-7B reaches its peak when the generation length expands from 64 to 128, but

then slowly decreases as the length grows from 128 to 2048. Short sequences lack sufficient capacity

to produce complete code, which substantially limits usability. Conversely, longer sequences tend to

encourage the model to generate additional tokens. While prior work has suggested that excessively

long generation length can reduce output quality [25], in code generation tasks this effect still

exists but is not particularly severe. We attribute this to the fact that the extra content is often

benign comments rather than faulty code (as shown in Figure 7).

Input Requirements:
# Write a function to find whether a given array of 
integers contains any duplicate element.

Generation Length = 32:

1: 
2: 

Generated Code:

Evaluation：failed

def contains_duplicates (arr):
    # Use a set to track elements we've seen
    seen=set()
    # Iterate through the array
    for num in arr:
        # If the element is already in the set...
        if num in seen:
            return True
        # Otherwise, add the element to the set
        seen.add(num)
    # If we finish the loop without finding duplicates ...
    return False

Generation Length = 128:

1: 
2:   
3:   
4:    
5:
6:  
7:

Generated Code:

Evaluation：passed

def test_duplicate(arr):
    seen = set()    
    for num in arr:
        if num in seen:
            return True
        seen.add(num)    
    return False

def test_duplicate(arr):
    pass

Generation Length = 2048:

1: 
2:   
3:   
4:    
5:
6:  
7:
8:
9:
10:
11:
12:

Generated Code:

Evaluation：passed

Fig. 7. Case study illustrating the impact of

different generation lengths on code usability

in diffusion LLMs.

The optimal generation length varies across
models. For example, on HumanEval, the best set-

ting for LLaDA-8B-Instruct is 1024, whereas for

DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO the best length is only 128.

This shows that diffusion LLMs differ considerably in

their optimal generation length.

The optimal generation length also differs across
different programming problems. For most models,

the best length on HumanEval is shorter than that on

MBPP. For instance, both Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-

7B and DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO perform best with a

length of 128 on HumanEval, while the optimal set-

tings shift to 256 and 512 on MBPP. We hypothesize

that this difference arises from the characteristics of the

programming problems. HumanEval provides function

signatures and docstrings, which means the model only

needs to complete the function body. In contrast, MBPP

requires the generation of a full function, which typically

demands a larger number of tokens.

4.2.2 Impact of Diffusion Steps. A distinctive feature

of diffusion LLMs is the ability to control the number

of diffusion steps, which specifies how many tokens

are generated in a single forward pass. As the number

of steps increases, fewer tokens are produced per pass,

allowing the model to perform more thorough refinement, which may lead to higher-quality code.
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Fig. 8. Impact of different diffusion steps on the effectiveness of diffusion LLMs.

Table 3. Impact of different remask strategy on the effectiveness of diffusion LLMs.

Model HumanEval MBPP

Random Low-Confidence Random Low-Confidence

LLaDA-8B-Instruct 11.6% 43.9% (32.3%) 17.4% 38.2% (20.8%)

LLaDA-1.5 15.2% 48.2% (33.0%) 16.8% 40.6% (23.8%)

Dream-v0-Instruct-7B 20.7% 42.1% (21.4%) 28.2% 51.4% (23.2%)

Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B 34.1% 67.7% (33.6%) 31.0% 58.6% (27.6%)

DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO 40.2% 69.5% (29.3%) 46.6% 62.2% (15.6%)

Setting. The evaluated models, benchmarks, and metric are the same as in Section 4.2.1, with

diffusion steps set to 8, 16, 32, 64, 128, 256, and 512. The generation length is fixed at 512 for all

experiments.

Results and Analyses. The results are shown in Figure 8.

The usability of generated code generally improves as the number of diffusion steps
increases. When the number of steps is set to 8, the pass@1 scores of nearly all models are close

to zero. In contrast, most models achieve their best performance when the number of steps reaches

512, where each step effectively generates only a single token.

When the number of diffusion steps is comparable to the generation length, diffusion
LLMs for code generation become relatively insensitive to this parameter. We observe that

increasing the number of steps from 256 to 512 yields only marginal improvements in effectiveness

on HumanEval and MBPP for most models. This finding differs from earlier studies on natural

language process, which reported that setting the number of diffusion steps equal to the generation

length leads to much stronger performance [46]. We hypothesize that this discrepancy arises from

the lower frequency and higher regularity of code tokens, which reduces the benefits of performing

additional refinement steps.

4.2.3 Impact of Remasking Strategy. During each inference step, every [MASK] token produces

a predicted token. However, only a subset of these predictions is retained, while the remaining

positions are remasked for further refinement.

Setting.We evaluate two widely used remasking strategies: random remasking and low-confidence

remasking. Random remasking assigns mask positions uniformly at random in each step, whereas

low-confidence remasking selectively masks tokens with lower prediction confidence. The evaluated

models, benchmarks, and metric are the same as in Section 4.2.1, with generation length fixed at

512.

Results and Analyses. The results are shown in Table 3.
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Fig. 9. Impact of different block length on the effectiveness of diffusion LLMs.

Low-confidence remasking significantly outperforms randomremasking. For example, on

HumanEval, LLaDA-1.5 and Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B achieve performance improvements of

33.0% and 33.6%, respectively, when using low-confidence remasking instead of random remasking.

Through case analysis, we observe that low-confidence remasking encourages the model to
first establish a high-level code structure and then progressively refine the implementation
details. For instance, the model tends to generate structural components such as "if" statements

or "for" loops in the early steps, followed by filling in the specific content within these constructs.

4.2.4 Impact of Block Length. Some diffusion LLMs such as LLaDA-8B-Instruct support block

diffusion generation, which can improve output quality by dividing the entire sequence into several

blocks and predicting them sequentially from left to right, with each block decoded using the

standard diffusion procedure.

Setting. We evaluate LLaDA-8B-Instruct and LLaDA-1.5 with generation length fixed at 512,

varying block length from 1 to 512. Experiments are conducted on HumanEval and MBPP using

pass@1 as the metric.

Results and Analyses. The results are shown in Figure 9.

Both very short and very long block lengths negatively affect effectiveness. For example,

on HumanEval, LLaDA-8B-Instruct peaks on HumanEval with a block length of 16. One possible

explanation is that programming is often a process of non-sequential back and forth refinement.

Very short block lengths may limit the ability of diffusion LLMs to exploit this advantage. At the

same time, because a large portion of the training data for diffusion LLMs consists of natural

language text written in a left-to-right order, the models may develop a tendency to perform better

under left-to-right generation, which could explain the observed decline in effectiveness when

block length becomes excessively long.

4.2.5 Impact of Decoding Temperature. Temperature is a parameter shared by both AR and diffusion

LLMs that controls the level of randomness in the generated outputs. Higher temperatures generally

produce more diverse results. For code generation, AR models are often used with temperature set

to 0 in order to maximize the usability of the generated code.

Setting.We conduct experiments on all available open-source diffusion LLMs, and additionally

include two representative AR baselines, Seed-Coder-8B-Instruct and CodeLlama-7B-Instruct-

hf. The temperature is gradually increased from 0 to 2, and models are evaluated on HumanEval

using pass@5 and mean pass@1 as metrics.

Results and Analyses. Selected results are shown in Figure 10, while complete results are provided

in the Supplementary Materials due to space limitations.
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Fig. 11. Trade-off between time efficiency and effec-

tiveness of DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO under different

diffusion steps.
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Fig. 13. Impact of different diffusion steps on time

efficiency.

The effectiveness of diffusion LLMs in code generation first increases with temperature
and then decreases. For example, on LLaDA-1.5, pass@1 peaks at a temperature of 0.4, while

pass@5 reaches its maximum at 1.2. In contrast, AR models generally achieve their best pass@1

performance at a temperature of 0. These findings suggest that diffusion LLMs benefit from a

moderate degree of randomness when applied to code generation. The underlying reasons for this

behavior remain unclear and present an interesting direction for future research.

x Answer to RQ2: The code generation ability of diffusion LLMs is impacted by multiple factors. It

generally improves with an increasing number of diffusion steps. In contrast, both generation length and

decoding temperature show a non-monotonic relationship with performance: effectiveness rises up to a

certain point and then declines. Besides, applying low-confidence remasking and adopting block diffusion

significantly enhances overall effectiveness in code generation.

4.3 RQ3: Impact of Diffusion LLM Settings on Efficiency
Motivation.

Efficiency is a critical consideration in code generation, where both real-time responsiveness and

low inference cost are often required. A primary advantage of diffusion LLMs is their inherent ability

to support parallel decoding. In this section, we investigate how to fully leverage this property to

improve efficiency in code generation. We focus on two key factors: the number of diffusion steps

and the generation length.

4.3.1 Impact of Diffusion Steps. .
The experimental setting follows Section 4.2.2. Due to space constraints, we present only a

subset of the results on HumanEval, while the complete results are provided in the Supplementary
Materials. The reported results are shown in Figure 12, Figure 13, and Figure 11. For reference, we

also present the best FLOPs and throughput obtained by the four AR baselines.
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Fig. 15. Impact of different generation length on the

time efficiency of diffusion LLMs.

As the number of diffusion steps decreases, both the computational and time efficiency
of diffusion LLMs improve substantially. For example, when the number of steps is reduced from

512 to 256, the FLOPs required by DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO are approximately halved. Similarly,

when the steps are reduced from 16 to 8, the throughput of Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B increases

from 386 tokens per second to 765 tokens per second.

Compared with AR LLMs, diffusion LLMs exhibit substantially greater potential for
efficiency improvement. For instance, when the number of diffusion steps in DiffuCoder-7B-

cpGRPO is reduced from 512 to 8, the FLOPs shrink to only 1.6% of the original value, while the

throughput increases by a factor of 63. These results highlight the promising prospects of diffusion

LLMs for advancing efficiency.

There exists a clear trade-off between efficiency and effectiveness. As shown in Figure 11,

when the number of steps in DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO is decreased from 512 to 8, its throughput

on HumanEval rises from 13 tokens per second to 816 tokens per second, while its pass@1 drops

from 61.59% to 28.66%. Nevertheless, we find an appropriate choice of diffusion steps can
balance efficiency and effectiveness. For example, on MBPP, DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO exhibits

only a modest decline in pass@1 when the number of steps is set to 64 or 128, while its throughput

already surpasses that of the fastest AR baselines.

4.3.2 Impact of Generation Length. .
The experimental setting follows Section 4.2.1. Selected results are presented in Figure 14 and

Figure 15, with complete results provided in the Supplementary Materials.

Longer generation lengths substantially reduce efficiency. For example, when the genera-

tion length increases from 64 to 2048, the FLOPs of DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO on MBPP increase

by nearly two orders of magnitude, significantly reducing computational efficiency. This increase

in cost also impacts time efficiency, with throughput dropping from 31.1 tokens per second to

4.91 tokens per second. This slowdown occurs because current diffusion LLMs adopt bidirectional

attention, where all tokens participate in attention computation during each forward pass, which

amplifies the computational cost and lowers efficiency. This suggests that for practical code genera-

tion tasks it is beneficial to select a generation length that is as short as possible while still sufficient

to produce complete and functional code.

x Answer to RQ3: The computational and time efficiency of diffusion LLMs in code generation is

primarily determined by the number of diffusion steps and the generation length. Smaller diffusion

steps and shorter generation lengths substantially accelerate inference speed, although they may involve

trade-offs with effectiveness.
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Fig. 16. Performance of diffusion and AR LLMs on long code understanding.

4.4 RQ4: Performance of Diffusion LLMs on Long Code Understanding
Motivation. Code generation often requires LLMs to understand the long code context, such as

repo-level code generation [16]. In this RQ, we evaluate the long code understanding ability of

diffusion LLMs.

Setting. We conduct experiments on a popular long code understanding benchmark - RepoQA

[24] and employ retrieval accuracy as a metric. We evaluate four representative diffusion LLMs,

including LLaDA-1.5, DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO, Dream-Coder-v0-Instruct-7B, and Mercury-

Coder-Small. The first three support a 4k context window, while the last supports a 32k context

window. For comparison, we also include two AR baselines with matching context windows for a

fair comparison: Llama-2-7B-chat-hf with 4k window and Qwen3-8B with 32k window.

Results and Analyses.
As shown in Figure 16, diffusion LLMs remain relatively robust as context length increases,

whereas the performance of AR LLMs declines rapidly. At an input length of 4k tokens, the

retrieval accuracy of Llama-2-7B-chat-hf drops below 10%, while DiffuCoder-7B-cpGRPO still

achieves above 30%. We further observe that diffusion LLMs also perform well under direct length

extrapolation, which is consistent with prior findings on their ability to generalize effectively to

extended contexts in natural language tasks [25]. For example, when the context length increases

from 8k to 64k tokens, which exceeds the model’s context window, Mercury-Coder-Small shows

only about a 15% decrease in performance, whereas Qwen3-8B drops by nearly 30%. Llama-2-7B-

chat-hf experiences a sharp degradation once the input length exceeds its 4k context window, with

retrieval accuracy rapidly approaching zero. By comparison, the three diffusion LLMs evaluated

under the same setting exhibit only modest declines, maintaining substantially higher accuracy

even as the context length continues to grow. These findings suggest that diffusion LLMs are

promising in long code understanding.

x Answer to RQ4: Diffusion LLMs demonstrate strong performance in long code understanding, ex-

hibiting substantially better length extrapolation ability than AR LLMs.

5 Discussion
5.1 Future Work
Based on our study results and prior work, we outline several promising directions for future

research on diffusion LLMs for code generation.
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Integration of AR and Diffusion LLMs. Our experiments in Section 4.1 show that diffusion

and AR LLMs exhibit complementary strengths in code generation, with each paradigm capable

of solving tasks that the other struggles to complete. This complementarity suggests that future

research could explore adaptive frameworks that dynamically select the most suitable paradigm

according to the characteristics of a task. Another possibility is to design collaborative systems in

which AR models verify or refine the outputs of diffusion models in parallel, thereby improving

both accuracy and reliability. Such hybrid approaches may also provide new insights into the

broader question of how different generation paradigms can be integrated to achieve stronger

overall performance.

Structure-Aware Remasking Strategies. As discussed in Section 4.2.3, existing remasking

strategies mainly include random and low-confidence remasking. While low-confidence remasking

has already proven effective in natural language tasks, code generation introduces unique structural

information that can be exploited. Future strategies could leverage abstract syntax trees, control-

flow graphs, or data-flow dependencies to guide the remasking process. For example, a strategy

that prioritizes generating function signatures before their implementations may better reflect

natural programming workflows. By incorporating structural signals, such approaches have the

potential to substantially improve both syntactic correctness and semantic coherence.

Adaptive generation length. Existing diffusion LLMs require a predefined generation length,

which is not always optimal. As shown in Sections 4.2.1 and 4.3.2, overly short lengths hinder

the production of complete programs, while overly long lengths encourage redundant comments

and reduce inference speed. Future research could investigate adaptive methods that estimate the

appropriate generation length during inference based on task complexity, model confidence, or

intermediate validation signals. Such adaptive mechanisms would bring diffusion LLMs closer to

practical deployment, where flexibility and efficiency are equally important.

Code completion. Diffusion LLMs support in-place prompting, where the model is given a

prefix, a suffix, and masked segments in between, and is tasked with filling in the masked portions.

This capability makes them well suited for code completion naturally. Exploring how to adapt

diffusion LLMs for code completion tasks presents a promising research direction. This would

align closely with how programmers actually work and has the potential to integrate automated

generation more seamlessly into human-in-the-loop development.

KV cache for diffusion LLMs. Research on KV cache for diffusion LLMs is still at an early

stage [26, 40, 42], which currently limits the efficiency of long-context code understanding and

generation. Effective caching mechanisms could dramatically reduce computational overhead,

making diffusion models more practical for repository-level tasks. Investigating how to design KV

cache structures that align with the iterative denoising process of diffusion models is a compelling

direction, as it would not only improve efficiency but also enable diffusion LLMs to scale more

effectively to complex, real-world codebases.

5.2 Threats to Validity
Potential Data Leakage. Since LLMs are trained on vast amounts of data, data leakage poses a

serious threat to the validity of our experiments. To mitigate this risk, in addition to reporting the

overall results that cover versions v1–v6 of LiveCodeBench, we also provide separate results for its

most recent version. This approach helps reduce the possibility of contamination and enhances the

reliability of our experimental findings.

Replication of Our Experiments. The performance of diffusion LLMs is influenced by multi-

ple factors, which introduces controllability but also poses challenges for replication. To ensure

reproducibility, we provide detailed experimental settings and links to the model weights in the

Supplementary Materials. In addition, we make our code repository publicly available. These efforts

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



Beyond Autoregression: An Empirical Study of Diffusion Large Language Models for Code Generation 19

enhance transparency and help ensure that the results of our experiments can be reproduced with

consistency in code generation tasks.

Restricted Model Scale. Although we have conducted a comprehensive study of nine diffusion

LLMs for code generation, almost all the models we evaluated are smaller than 10B parameters. This

limitation exists because diffusion LLMs have not yet been scaled to larger sizes. As a result, our

findings may not fully generalize to larger diffusion LLMs. We expect future research to investigate

diffusion LLMs at substantially greater scales, comparable to models such as GPT-4 [1], in order to

validate and extend our findings.

6 Conclusion
This paper conducts the first comprehensive empirical study that systematically investigates the

performance of diffusion large language models for code generation. Our results demonstrate that

diffusion models are competitive with state-of-the-art AR LLMs and align well with the process of

programming. We further reveal how different factors influence the effectiveness and efficiency of

diffusion LLMs, providing useful guidance for their practical use in code generation. In addition,

diffusion LLMs show notable advantages when understanding long code. Building on these findings,

we outline several promising directions for future research and highlight opportunities to advance

the development of more effective diffusion LLMs for code generation. Overall, our study highlights

the significant potential of diffusion LLMs in this domain and calls for greater attention from both

academia and industry to advance their application across a wider range of code-related tasks.

7 Data Availability
The source code and access details for the datasets are provided at: https://github.com/zhangyitonggg/

dllm4code.
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