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ABSTRACT

Code languagemodels (so-called CodeLLMs) are now commonplace
in software development. As a general rule, CodeLLMs are trained
by dividing training examples into input tokens and then learn
importance of those tokens in a process called machine attention.
Machine attention is based solely on input token salience to output
token examples during training. Human software developers are
different — humans intuitively know that some tokens are more
salient than others. While intuition itself is ineffable and a subject of
philosophy, clues about salience are present in human visual atten-
tion — people tend to look at more salient words more often. In this
paper, we present EyeMulator, a technique for training CodeLLMs
to mimic human visual attention while training for various soft-
ware development tasks. We add special weights for each token
in each input example to the loss function used during LLM fine-
tuning. We draw these weights from observations of human visual
attention derived from a previously-collected publicly-available
dataset of eye-tracking experiments in software engineering tasks.
These new weights ultimately induce changes in the attention of
the subject LLM during training, resulting in a model that does
not need eye-tracking data during inference. Our evaluation shows
that EyeMulator outperforms strong LLM baselines on several
tasks such as code translation, completion and summarization. We
further show an ablation study that demonstrates the improvement
is due to subject models learning to mimic human attention.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) are becoming so popular that they
are becoming a cultural cliché. LLMs used for software development
(CodeLLMs) now perform many tasks recently considered as only
the domain of human experts: code generation, test generation,
bug localization, automatic documentation generation, and many
others. And while “vibe coding” and other AI-based programming
concepts proliferate, educational, commercial, and government in-
stitutions are grappling with the potential consequences of LLM
use in software engineering.

Yet, behind this hype sits a surprisingly small set of technolo-
gies: the Transformer neural network architecture, internet-scale
code and text datasets for training, a handful of preprocessing and
tokenization techniques, and loss functions used during training.
Many CodeLLMs are now available and their success has vindi-
cated the strategy of training via big data input followed by human
feedback: first, CodeLLMs are trained to produce desired outputs
from examples drawn from large code repositories, and later, they
are finetuned with exemplars curated or edited by people.

Informally, when training LLMs, (1) training examples are split
into sequences of tokens, and (2) the LLM’s neural architecture
learns that certain tokens in input examples are salient to tokens
in output examples. Given an arbitrary input sample after training,
the model generates output tokens one at a time that it learned are
salient to tokens in the input. This process is often called “machine
attention” and is a metaphor for human attention. Models learn
which input tokens are salient regulated by a loss function dur-
ing training that computes a similarity score between the model’s
generated tokens and the example output tokens. This similarity
is used to update model weights, in turn leading the LLM to learn
salience with respect to input and output example tokens.

But human developers are different. Human attention is based
on intuition learned from life experience. The process that people
follow to read and understand code is called “program comprehen-
sion” [18, 37, 45, 58] and has been studied for decades. Surveys by
O’Brien [37], Harth and Dugerdil [18], and others [46, 58] charac-
terize program comprehension as reading source code and related
documents, forming a mental model of program behavior, and then
comparing actual program behavior against the expectations in
their mental model. Errors in the mental model require investi-
gation by further reading of software artifacts. Over time, people
develop an intuitive sense about what is salient in code samples they
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read. The effect of this intuition is measurable with eye-tracking
technology and has been the basis for studies of human visual at-
tention for many years — people tend to read more salient tokens
more often and for more time [5, 23, 43, 48, 50, 53–55].

In this paper, we present EyeMulator, an approach to improve
CodeLLMs by causing them to mimic human attention during
training. EyeMulator leverages a previously-released dataset of
eye-tracking measurements in which people read code to solve
programming problems [69]. We extract scan paths from this eye-
tracking data, which reflects the order in which tokens are read by
humans [4]. We use these scan paths to assign attention weights
to each token in the input samples used to train an LLM. Then, we
finetune an LLM with a custom loss function based on categorical
cross entropy (CCE) that rewards the model when it emphasizes the
same tokens as a person would in a given input. A key advantage
of EyeMulator is that it requires no architectural changes to the
LLM and is used only during finetuning — it is applicable to most
LLMs, does not rely on any specific model or product, and does not
require retraining LLMs from scratch.

We evaluate EyeMulator using three representative software
engineering tasks: code translation, summarization, and comple-
tion. Our results demonstrate that the injection of human attention
patterns substantially boosts model performance, surpassing strong
baseline LLMs. Different human attention patterns have distinct,
significant impacts on model attention, improving its focus on rele-
vant code structures. Furthermore, ablation studies verify that all
three components (semantic salience priors, gaze-transition tables,
and token-level preference optimization) contribute meaningfully
to these gains.

We claim the following contributions:
• EyeMulator, a lightweight, model-agnostic approach that
leverages eye-tracking data to induce human attention into
LLM attention during finetuning without requiring neural
architectural changes or retraining.

• A comprehensive evaluation of the performance of LLMs
with EyeMulator applied, showing marked improvement
over state-of-the-art baselines consisting of code translation,
completion, and summarization.

• An analysis of how model attention affects focus on tokens
when EyeMulator is applied.

• An open-source release of our software artifacts and datasets
(currently available to reviewers in the submission).

2 PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we establish notation and review foundational tech-
niques: formalizing eye-tracking data as fixations, saccades, and
scan paths; modeling token-level salience via Bayesian Beta infer-
ence; and integrating gaze-derived priors into LLM training through
supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and a token-level variant of Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO) that directly embeds human atten-
tion patterns.

2.1 Eye-tracking in Software Engineering

Eye-tracking offers direct insight into developers’ cognitive pro-
cesses by recording where and for how long they look at code [14,
51]. We use three core concepts:

• Fixations (F ): brief pauses (100–300 ms) during which vi-
sual information is processed. Each fixation 𝑓𝑖 is character-
ized by its start time 𝑡𝑖 and duration 𝑑𝑖 [27].

• Saccades (S): rapid eye movements (40–50 ms) between
fixations that reposition the gaze without significant pro-
cessing [52].

• Scan path (P): the ordered sequence of fixations, capturing
the flow of attention through the code [28, 51].

According to the immediacy assumption, most cognitive process-
ing occurs during fixations, while saccades simply move the gaze
to the next point of interest [27]. Representing eye movements as
F , S, and P provides a human-centered foundation for our artifact
extraction and modeling in Section 3.

2.2 Bayesian Salience Modeling

Bayesian inference provides a principled way to model token-level
attention salience with uncertainty. A Beta distribution Beta(𝛼, 𝛽)
serves as the conjugate prior for Bernoulli processes, with density

Beta(𝜃 ;𝛼, 𝛽) = 𝜃𝛼−1 (1 − 𝜃 )𝛽−1
𝐵(𝛼, 𝛽) , 𝜃 ∈ [0, 1],

where 𝐵(𝛼, 𝛽) is the Beta function. Given 𝑘 salient fixations out of 𝑛
observations and a prior Beta(𝛼, 𝛽), the posterior is Beta(𝛼 + 𝑘, 𝛽 +
𝑛 −𝑘). Its mean (𝛼 +𝑘)/(𝛼 + 𝛽 +𝑛) quantifies the expected salience.
We leverage this framework to derive the semantic salience priors
used for token-level attention weighting in our subsequent training
stages in Section 3.

2.3 Model Adaptation Techniques

SFT and reinforcement learning from human feedback (RLHF) are
standard approaches for adapting pretrained LLMs to code tasks.
In SFT, a model 𝑃𝜙 is trained on a dataset 𝐷 = {(𝑥 (𝑖 ) , 𝑦 (𝑖 ) )} by
minimizing the cross-entropy loss

LSFT (𝜙) = −
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑦 (𝑖 ) |∑︁
𝑡=1

log 𝑃𝜙
(
𝑦
(𝑖 )
𝑡 | 𝑦 (𝑖 )<𝑡 , 𝑥

(𝑖 ) ),
where 𝑥 and 𝑦 denote input–output pairs for completion, transla-
tion, or summarization [25]. Parameter-efficient methods such as
adapter layers and low-rank adaptation (LoRA) help limit compute
and preserve general capabilities [21, 22].

RLHF refines model behavior by learning a reward model from
human preference pairs and optimizing via PPO [7, 38, 44], but this
pipeline is complex and sensitive to reward quality [2]. DPO stream-
lines RLHF by directly optimizing pairwise preferences without an
explicit reward model:

𝐿DPO = −E(𝑥,𝑦𝑤 ,𝑦𝑙 )
[
log𝜎

(
𝛽
[
log 𝜋𝜙 (𝑦𝑤 |𝑥 )

𝜋ref (𝑦𝑤 |𝑥 ) − log 𝜋𝜙 (𝑦𝑙 |𝑥 )
𝜋ref (𝑦𝑙 |𝑥 )

] ) ]
,

where 𝜋ref is a fixed reference policy, 𝜎 the sigmoid, and 𝛽 the
KL-penalty weight [41]. DPO offers stable alignment with fewer
hyperparameters. We adopt DPO in our methodology to integrate
pseudo-preferences derived from human-attention signals in Sec-
tion 3.

3 APPROACH

As illustrated in Figure 1, our pipeline comprises three components:
1○ an eye-tracking stage that captures fixations and saccades while
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Figure 1: End-to-end workflow for harvesting human gaze signals and injecting them into an attention-aware data pipeline. 1○
Eye-tracking captures fixations and saccades while programmers read or write code. 2○ Fixations are mapped to AST tokens to

extract semantic attention patterns and sequential𝑛-gram statistics. 3○ The resulting priors guide contextual code augmentation,

producing weighted training examples for large-language-model fine-tuning.

Figure 2: Overview of the open-source EyeTrans dataset [69],

showing the eye-tracking setup (a) and Java code snippets (b).

We post-process the raw gaze recordings to align fixations

with AST tokens and split sessions into reading (c) and writ-

ing (d) modes for independent analysis of semantic salience

and sequential attention patterns.

programmers read and write code; 2○ an artifact-extraction stage
that parses source into an AST, aligns each gaze fixation to leaf
tokens, and distills semantic salience priors (Beta distributions) and
n-gram gaze-transition tables; and 3○ a contextual-augmentation
and fine-tuning stage that generates pseudo monograms, bigrams,
and trigrams for code augmentation and performs attention-aware
supervised fine-tuning of LLMs with under 1 MB of overhead.

3.1 Developer Gaze Data Transformation

To ground our approach in authentic developer behavior, we first
transform raw gaze recordings into clean, token-aligned attention
data. This preprocessing step segments continuous eye-tracking
streams into standardized fixations, saccades, and scan paths, and
aligns them to AST leaf tokens, ensuring reliable inputs for down-
stream artifact extraction.

We leverage the open-source EyeTrans corpus [69], which pro-
vides raw eye-tracking recordings from 27 intermediate-to-advanced
programmers (mean 20±2 CS semesters) performing distinct read-
ing and writing tasks on single-function Java snippets (Figure 2).
Data were captured at 120 Hz with a mean angular error below 0.4°.

Raw gaze samples were segmented into fixations and saccades
using a dispersion-threshold (I-DT) algorithm:

• Fixations (F ) are intervals of stable gaze within a 1° disper-
sion window lasting at least 100 ms.

• Saccades (S) are rapid eye movements (40–50 ms) between
fixations.

• Blinks and noise outliers were removed prior to analysis.
Each Java snippet was parsed into an AST and instrumented

in an IDE to record screen-space bounding boxes for every leaf
token. A fixation 𝑓𝑖 is aligned to token 𝑡 𝑗 if its (𝑥,𝑦) coordinates
fall inside 𝑡 𝑗 ’s box; unmapped fixations (approximately 3%) were
discarded. From these mappings, we extracted a total of 1,565 scan
paths (P), with 914 from reading sessions and 651 from writing
sessions, each representing a time-ordered sequence of fixations
on AST leaf tokens.

3.2 Attention Pattern Extraction

We convert token-aligned fixations into two types of statistical ar-
tifacts, semantic salience priors and sequential gaze-transition dis-
tributions, through three stages: distribution construction, pseudo-
attention mask sampling, and pseudo scan path generation.

Distribution Construction. Wefirst derivemonogram counts 𝑐1 (𝑠)
by counting fixations on tokens of each semantic class 𝑠 . Let 𝑛tok𝑠
be the total number of tokens in class 𝑠 . We fit a Beta distribution
with parameters

𝛼𝑠 = 𝑐1 (𝑠) + 1, 𝛽𝑠 = 𝑛tok𝑠 − 𝑐1 (𝑠) + 1,

so that the posterior mean

E[𝜃𝑠 ] =
𝛼𝑠

𝛼𝑠 + 𝛽𝑠

provides a smoothed estimate of the probability that a token of
class 𝑠 attracts attention.

To capture transition dynamics, we parse each scan path—a
time-ordered sequence of fixations on tokens—and count bigrams
𝑐2 (𝑠𝑎, 𝑠𝑏 ) and trigrams 𝑐3 (𝑠𝑎, 𝑠𝑏 , 𝑠𝑐 ). We convert these to conditional
probabilities

𝑃 (𝑠𝑏 | 𝑠𝑎) =
𝑐2 (𝑠𝑎, 𝑠𝑏 )∑
𝑠′ 𝑐2 (𝑠𝑎, 𝑠′)

, 𝑃 (𝑠𝑐 | 𝑠𝑎, 𝑠𝑏 ) =
𝑐3 (𝑠𝑎, 𝑠𝑏 , 𝑠𝑐 )∑
𝑠′ 𝑐3 (𝑠𝑎, 𝑠𝑏 , 𝑠′)

,
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and prune any n-gram whose count is fewer than five to reduce
noise.

Sampling Pseudo-Attention Masks. For an example with 𝑛 tokens,
we sample a saliency ratio 𝜌 from the combined Beta distribution
over classes. We compute the total number of attended tokens
as𝑚 = ⌊𝜌 𝑛⌋ and allocate per-class quotas𝑚𝑠 = max

(
1, ⌊𝑝𝑠𝑚⌋

)
,

where 𝑝𝑠 = 𝑐1 (𝑠)/
∑
𝑠′ 𝑐1 (𝑠′). Token positions are shuffled and se-

lected to satisfy these quotas, yielding a binary mask of length
𝑛.

Pseudo-Attention Path Generation. Starting from the sorted list
of masked token indices, we build a sequence of 𝑛-grams to approx-
imate the developer’s gaze path:

(1) Trigram matching: consider three consecutive masked posi-
tions 𝑡𝑖 , 𝑡𝑖+1, 𝑡𝑖+2. Accept this as a trigram if their line-number
span ℓ𝑡𝑖+2 − ℓ𝑡𝑖 ≤ 𝐿 (e.g. 3 for reading, 5 for writing, 4 for
combined) and the class tuple (𝑠𝑡𝑖 , 𝑠𝑡𝑖+1 , 𝑠𝑡𝑖+2 ) exists in the
trigram table. If matched, emit the trigram and advance by
3.

(2) Bigram matching: otherwise, consider the pair (𝑡𝑖 , 𝑡𝑖+1). If
ℓ𝑡𝑖+1 − ℓ𝑡𝑖 ≤ 𝐿 and the class pair appears in the bigram table,
emit the bigram and advance by 2.

(3) Monogram fallback: if neither larger 𝑛-gram matches or at
the list end, emit the single token class and advance by 1.

Each emitted 𝑛-gram, whether a monogram, bigram, or trigram,
is recorded in a global index dictionary seeded with all semantic
classes and extended with every observed bigram and trigram. As
we greedily match tokens, we assemble a pseudo scan path

P̃ = ⟨𝑔1, 𝑔2, . . . , 𝑔𝐾 ⟩,

where each 𝑔𝑘 is the 𝑘th emitted 𝑛-gram. We also capture its index
idx(𝑔𝑘 ), enabling the model to distinguish higher-order patterns
from simplemonogramswhen computing rarity bonuses and encod-
ing input. This line-aware procedure produces P̃, a pseudo-attention
path that reflects both semantic transitions and code locality. Fig-
ure 3 shows a simplifiedmonogram example; in practice, higher-order
𝑛-grams are emitted whenever available. These paths, together with
the semantic-salience priors, feed into the weight projection and
fine-tuning stages.

3.3 Subword Weight Projection

Having distilled developer attention into AST-level salience weights
in the previous section, we next need to align those weights with
the token units the LLM actually processes. Tokenizers break each
source token (and its corresponding AST node) into several subword
shards, so a direct one-to-one transfer is not possible. To preserve
the full effect of each AST weight, we assign every shard the same
score as its parent.

Formally, let

Shards(𝑇𝑖 ) = [𝑠𝑖,1, . . . , 𝑠𝑖,𝑘𝑖 ]

be the 𝑘𝑖 subword tokens generated for AST token𝑇𝑖 . We propagate
the AST token’s salience weight𝑤AST

𝑖
uniformly:

𝑤 shard
𝑖, 𝑗 = 𝑤AST

𝑖 for 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘𝑖 .

Concatenating these shard weights in the order of the tokenized
input produces

w = [𝑤 shard
1,1 , . . . ,𝑤 shard

1,𝑘1 , . . . ,𝑤 shard
𝑀,1 , . . . ,𝑤 shard

𝑀,𝑘𝑀
] .

By construction, the length ofwmatches the LLM’s input sequence
exactly. During fine-tuning, each weight 𝑤ℓ multiplies the corre-
sponding cross-entropy term, ensuring that shards derived from
high-salience AST tokens have proportionally greater influence on
the model’s parameter updates.

3.4 Gaze-Informed Fine-Tuning

Before fine-tuning, we compute per-tokenweights𝑤 𝑗 by combining
three components:

𝑤 𝑗 = 𝑤base +
1

log(freq(𝑔 𝑗 ) + 2) + E[𝜃𝑠 𝑗 ],

where
• 𝑤base is a constant base weight (e.g. 3) applied to every target
token,

• freq(𝑔 𝑗 ) is the count of the 𝑛-gram 𝑔 𝑗 (monogram, bigram
or trigram) from the pseudo scan path P̃, and

• E[𝜃𝑠 𝑗 ] is the semantic-salience prior for the token’s class 𝑠 𝑗 .
These weights reflect human attention frequency, n-gram rarity,
and a uniform baseline.

Each training example thus comprises an input prompt 𝑥 , a
target sequence 𝑦, and a weight vector w = [𝑤1, . . . ,𝑤𝐿]. We first
fine-tune under a reweighted cross-entropy loss:

𝐿SFT (𝜙) = −
𝐿∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤 𝑗 ⊮[ 𝑗 ∈ target] log 𝑃𝜙 (𝑦 𝑗 | 𝑦< 𝑗 , 𝑥).

Here⊮[ 𝑗 ∈ target] masks out prompt tokens, and higher𝑤 𝑗 amplify
the learning signal for tokens that developers attended to more.

To further align model preferences with gaze-derived impor-
tance, we apply Direct Preference Optimization at the token level.
We sample two candidate outputs (𝑦𝑤 , 𝑦𝑙 ) in proportion to the sum
of their shard weights over w, and minimize

𝐿DPO (𝜙) = −E(𝑥,𝑦𝑤 ,𝑦𝑙 ) log𝜎
(
𝛽
[
log 𝜋𝜙 (𝑦𝑤 |𝑥 )

𝜋ref (𝑦𝑤 |𝑥 ) − log 𝜋𝜙 (𝑦𝑙 |𝑥 )
𝜋ref (𝑦𝑙 |𝑥 )

] )
,

where 𝜋ref is a fixed reference policy and 𝛽 controls the KL penalty
strength. This step encourages the model to prefer outputs that
emphasize high-salience and rare 𝑛-grams.

The final training objective is a weighted combination:

𝐿(𝜙) = 𝐿SFT (𝜙) + 𝛾 𝐿DPO (𝜙),
with 𝛾 balancing supervised and preference signals. Empirically,
this gaze-informed fine-tuning yields substantial gains on code
translation, completion, and summarization, producing outputs
that more closely mirror real developer attention.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

To evaluate EyeMulator’s effectiveness, we conduct experiments on
three core code-intelligence tasks: translation, completion, and sum-
marization. We compare our attention-augmented models against
state-of-the-art baselines using a diverse set of automated and be-
havioral metrics. Below, we detail the datasets, our training setup,
and evaluation criteria.
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import java.util.ArrayList;

public static ArrayList<Integer> filterEvens(int[] arr) {
    ArrayList<Integer> result = new ArrayList<>();
    for (int i = 0; i < arr.length; i++) {
        if (arr[i] % 2 == 0) {
            result.add(arr[i]);
        }
    }
    return result;
}

External Class
(Sampled)

Assignment
(Not sampled)

Function Call (Sampled)

Pseudo
Scan Path

Figure 3: Pseudo attention path for the filterEvens func-

tion. Sampled tokens (external class and function call) are

highlighted, assignment tokens are not sampled, and the re-

sulting sequential attention path is shown.

4.1 Research Questions

Our goal is to determine whether EyeMulator’s incorporation
of human visual-attention signals can meaningfully improve LLM
performance on core code-intelligence tasks. To evaluate this, we
investigate five research questions:

• RQ1 (Artifact Distillation): How effectively do our dis-
tilled semantic salience priors and n-gram gaze-transition
tables capture key human attention patterns for LLM train-
ing?

• RQ2 (Cross-Task Evaluation): To what extent do these
artifacts boost performance on summarization (aligned with
the original eye-tracking study) compared to generalized
tasks such as code completion and translation?

• RQ3 (Session-Mode Analysis): How do reading-derived
versus writing-derived attention patterns differentially im-
pact model performance across sub-categories of code tasks?

• RQ4 (Component Ablation): What is the individual con-
tribution of each EyeMulator component, as determined
by systematic ablation studies?

• RQ5 (Attention Distribution): How does EyeMulator
alter attention distributions to focus on relevant tokens and
suppress irrelevant ones relative to the baseline?

4.2 Datasets and Preprocessing

We combine developer gaze data from the open-source EyeTrans
corpus [69] (27 expert Java developers, yielding 914 reading and 651
writing sessions) with code benchmarks drawn fromCodeXGlue [32].
For the Java→C# translation task we use the full CodeXGlue split,
which comprises 8 701 training, 431 validation, and 836 test exam-
ples. For Java code completion we randomly sample 20% of the
CodeXGlue Java completion dataset (1 633 train / 1 005 valid / 1 318
test), and for Java → NL summarization we sample 10% of the
CodeXGlue Java summarization dataset (16 490 train / 518 valid /
1 095 test).

4.3 Evaluation Metrics

We assess our models along two dimensions: task performance
(translation, completion, summarization) and attention alignment
(see Section 5.5).

Translation and completion metrics. For both Java→C#
translation and Java code completion, we report:

• Hybrid Exact Match (H-Exact) H-Exact = 0.5 ExactMatch +
0.5 SubstringMatch, where ExactMatch is the strict token
match rate and SubstringMatch allows partial overlaps.

• CodeBLEU [42], the mean of four sub-scores: n-gram match,
weighted n-gram match, AST similarity and flow similarity.

• CrystalBLEU [11], a BLEU-based metric that ignores trivially
shared n-grams to improve semantic distinguishability while
preserving language-agnostic efficiency.

Summarization metrics. For code summarization, we use:
• ROUGE-L, the F1 score over the longest common subse-
quence between system and reference.

• METEOR, the harmonic mean of precision and recall over
exact, stem and synonym matches, with a fragmentation
penalty.

• BERTScore, which computes F1 by averaging cosine similari-
ties of contextual token embeddings from a pretrained BERT
encoder.

Attention alignment metrics Let a = (𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑛) be the nor-
malized final-layer attention over the 𝑛 input tokens, 𝐶 the set of
semantically critical token indices, and 𝑘 = 20. We measure:

• Generation Confidence Score (GCS):
1
𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

log 𝑃 (𝑦𝑡 | 𝑦<𝑡 , 𝑥),

where 𝑦 are the 𝑇 generated tokens.

• Recency Focus Score (RFS):
∑𝑛
𝑖=𝑛−𝑘+1 𝑎𝑖∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑎𝑖

, the fraction of at-

tention on the last 𝑘 tokens.
• Average Focus Score (AFS):

1
|𝐶 |

∑︁
𝑖∈𝐶

𝑎𝑖 , the mean attention

weight on critical tokens.

• Attention Entropy: −
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑎𝑖 log𝑎𝑖 , capturing the dispersion

of the attention distribution.

4.4 Experimental Setup

We evaluate EyeMulator by fine-tuning three open-source Trans-
former backbones, StarCoder (base)1, DeepSeek-Coder (1.3B)2, and
Llama-3.2 (1B)3, alongside their EyeMulator variants on code
completion, Java→C# translation, and summarization. Each model
is trained separately under identical hyperparameters (learning
rate, batch size, etc.), with a fixed random seed of 42, using our
attention-aware pipeline. For research questions RQ3–RQ5, we fo-
cus specifically on the Llama-3.2 (1B) model and its EyeMulator
variant. All experiments ran on a single NVIDIA L40S GPU (45GB
VRAM), demonstrating that EyeMulator adds minimal computa-
tional overhead. While we focus on 1 billion-parameter models
for efficient iteration, Section 6 discusses why these arch-agnostic
attention priors are expected to generalize to larger LLMs.

5 RESULT ANALYSIS

To explore how human-attention priors influence model behavior,
we first compare EyeMulator against strong baselines on our three

1https://huggingface.co/bigcode/starcoderbase-1b
2https://huggingface.co/deepseek-ai/deepseek-coder-1.3b-base
3https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.2-1B

https://huggingface.co/bigcode/starcoderbase-1b
https://huggingface.co/deepseek-ai/deepseek-coder-1.3b-base
https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.2-1B
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Table 1: Representative 𝑛-gram patterns from developer gaze:

monograms reveal frequent fixation points, bigrams capture

common token transitions, and trigrams expose higher-order

sequential attention flows.

N-gram Type Token Sequence Count

Monogram

variable declaration 18665
function declaration 13971
conditional statement 13222
loop 7876
function call 5232

Bigram

function declaration → variable declaration 8399
conditional statement→ loop 6026
function call → variable declaration 2468
parameter→ variable declaration 2219
argument → function call 1179

Trigram

function declaration → parameter→ variable declaration 1634
conditional statement→ function declaration → parameter 1199
function call → function declaration → variable declaration 655
argument → function call → variable declaration 557
function call → parameter→ variable declaration 241

core tasks: Java→C# translation, code completion, and summariza-
tion. We then peel back the curtain with ablation studies, disabling
one gaze-derived module at a time to quantify its individual contri-
bution. Finally, we turn to qualitative attention-map visualizations
to see how our approach steers the model toward semantically rich
regions of code.

5.1 RQ1: Artifact Distillation

We assess how well distilled artifacts capture human attention
by examining n-gram fixation patterns, fitted Beta parameters for
semantic labels, and the resulting attention distributions across
reading, writing, and combined tasks.

N-gram Analysis To assess the consistency and structure of
human attention, we mapped programmers’ fixation sequences to
semantic categories and extracted the most frequent transitions.
The resulting patterns reveal a non-linear yet highly organized
reading strategy:

• Method–variable–method: frequent switches from method
declaration to variable declaration and back, indicat-
ing rapid cross-referencing between interfaces and imple-
mentations.

• Conditional–loop–conditional: alternating focus between
conditional statement and loop body, reflecting itera-
tive examination of branching logic.

• Conditional–method–conditional: back-and-forth transitions
between conditional statement and method decl, sug-
gesting that developers contextualize branch conditions in
their method scope.

These recurring transition motifs demonstrate that programmers
engage in targeted, back-and-forth inspection rather than linear
scanning. The structured nature of these gaze patterns supports
their use as distilled attention priors in Transformer models, where
they can guide machine focus toward semantically critical regions
and improve code comprehension performance.

Beta Parameter Estimation Figure 4 presents the fitted Beta
parameters (𝛼𝑠=gaze hits, 𝛽𝑠=gaze misses) for each semantic label.

Consistent with n-gram findings, variable declaration exhibits the
highest 𝛼𝑠 in both reading and combined tasks, reinforcing its
role as a cognitive anchor. In contrast, control-flow labels like loop
(𝛼𝑠=7,876, 𝛽𝑠=4,876) and conditional statement show more balanced
ratios, indicating that attention shifts between cursory scanning
and deeper inspection based on task context.

Density Function Visualization Figure 5 illustrates the Beta
distribution density functions derived from these parameters. Read-
ing only curves are sharply peaked, variable declaration centers
around 𝑥 ≈ 0.1, signifying focused inspection. Writing and com-
bined distributions broaden notably; for example, function call spans
𝑥 ≈ 0.2 to 0.6, reflecting more diffuse attention during generation.
The bimodal shape of the conditional statement curve in the com-
bined plot hints at divergent strategies, where some developers
skim branches quickly while others examine them in depth.
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misses) for each semantic label across reading, writing, and

combined tasks. Higher 𝛼𝑠 indicates consistent attention;
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Sharp peaks reflect concentrated attention (e.g., “variable

declaration”), whereas broader curves indicate more varied

inspection patterns.

5.2 RQ2: Cross-Task Evaluation

To test whether gaze-derived priors generalize beyond summa-
rization, we injected EyeMulator into three code-intelligence
pipelines—completion, translation and summarization—using Star-
Coder, Llama-3.2 and DeepSeek-Coder as representative baselines.
Table 2 reports performance improvements over each native model,
demonstrating consistent gains across tasks and architectures.

Summarization performance Incorporating EyeMulator im-
proves StarCoder’s BERTScore from 34.04 to 51.06, a 17.02-point
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Table 2: Performance evaluation across code completion, translation, and summarization. The table compares baseline models

with their advanced (EyeMulator) counterparts, highlighted in gray. For each metric, the advanced model’s cell shows its

score, with the absolute gain over the baseline provided in a smaller font and in parentheses.

Model

Completion Translation Summarization

CodeBLEU CrystalBLEU H-Exact CodeBLEU CrystalBLEU H-Exact METEOR ROUGE-1 ROUGE-L BERTScore

StarCoder 13.90 19.41 47.66 52.07 65.07 21.11 29.06 27.47 20.78 34.04
StarCoder (EyeMulator) 51.98 (+38.08) 57.53 (+38.12) 79.90 (+32.24) 86.42 (+34.35) 92.61 (+27.54) 64.97 (+43.86) 33.41 (+4.35) 46.27 (+18.80) 41.09 (+20.31) 51.06 (+17.02)

Llama-3.2 19.45 26.65 50.85 71.88 82.29 53.25 27.05 24.86 18.27 33.41
Llama-3.2 (EyeMulator) 60.47 (+41.02) 65.90 (+39.25) 77.96 (+27.11) 83.25 (+11.37) 91.52 (+9.23) 61.02 (+7.77) 30.69 (+3.64) 44.06 (+19.20) 38.84 (+20.57) 49.49 (+16.08)

DeepSeek-Coder 13.80 18.98 49.40 58.69 69.94 24.13 22.81 21.96 15.12 28.64
DeepSeek-Coder (EyeMulator) 48.82 (+35.02) 54.63 (+35.65) 78.91 (+29.51) 86.34 (+27.65) 93.09 (+23.15) 65.66 (+41.53) 33.92 (+11.11) 46.86 (+24.90) 41.68 (+26.56) 51.56 (+22.92)

Structural Boilerplate

Concurrency/Lambda
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Linear Method
Body

Complex Control Flow

Inheritance/Override
Parameter-Drive Docs

Control Flow

Generics
/Collections

Exception Handling
Primitives/Operators
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API Contract

Annotations/Lifecycle
Concurrency/Async

Figure 6: Distribution of semantic categories across the three

experimental tasks. Each donut chart shows the proportion

of five distinct categories for the Completion, Translation,

and Summarization datasets, respectively.

gain that yields more coherent and contextually accurate sum-
maries. Llama-3.2 and DeepSeek-Coder see similar uplifts (+16.08
and +22.92), producing abstracts that better emphasize method sig-
natures, branch conditions and variable roles. Qualitative analysis
confirms that attention priors guide these models to focus on se-
mantically critical tokens, resulting in concise yet comprehensive
descriptions.

Translation and completion Applying the same priors to
Java–C# translation and code completion delivers strong improve-
ments. StarCoder’s CodeBLEU rises from 52.07 to 86.42 (+34.35) and
its H-Exact metric climbs from 47.66 to 79.90 (+32.24). Llama-3.2 and
DeepSeek-Coder exhibit comparable gains, generating translations
with fewer syntax errors and offering completions that respect lan-
guage idioms and structural conventions. These results indicate
that human-attention signals enhance both fluency and correctness
in generation tasks.

Architectural robustness The benefits of EyeMulator hold
across three heterogeneous transformer backbones: GPT-2–based
StarCoder, decoder-only Llama-3.2 and DeepSeek-Coder which is
on mixture-of-experts paradim. No changes to network architec-
tures or extra fine-tuning were required, underlining EyeMula-
tor’s plug-and-play nature. This model-agnostic success highlights
the versatility and scalability of distilled gaze artifacts as a light-
weightmechanism for guiding attention in diverse code-intelligence
settings.

Table 3: Results on code completion, translation, and summa-

rization sub-categories for baseline, EyeMulator (R), Eye-

Mulator (W), and EyeMulator (Full). Gray cells indicate

the best score per row (gain over baseline in parentheses).

Group Baseline Ours (R) Ours (W) Ours (Full)

Completion (Metric: Hybrid-Exact)

Concurrency/Lambda 44.23 59.62 (+15.39) 88.46 (+44.23) 86.54 (+42.31)

Complex Control Flow 46.63 51.28 (+4.65) 75.80 (+29.17) 73.56 (+26.93)

Structural Boilerplate 54.61 50.22 (-4.39) 86.07 (+31.46) 79.17 (+24.56)

Linear Method Body 55.05 56.42 (+1.37) 92.66 (+37.61) 88.99 (+33.94)

JUnit Test Fixture 44.00 46.50 (+2.50) 71.00 (+27.00) 71.50 (+27.50)

Overall 48.90 52.81 (+3.91) 82.80 (+33.90) 79.95 (+31.05)

Translation (Metric: Hybrid-Exact)

Multi-statement Control Flow 12.93 25.86 (+12.93) 22.41 (+9.48) 22.41 (+9.48)

Exception Handling 14.29 21.43 (+7.14) 21.43 (+7.14) 25.00 (+10.71)

Generics & Collections 33.33 33.33 (+0.00) 26.67 (-6.66) 30.00 (-3.33)

Inheritance/Override 67.51 74.92 (+7.41) 74.92 (+7.41) 75.08 (+7.57)

Primitives & Operators 41.67 72.22 (+30.55) 72.22 (+30.55) 61.11 (+19.44)

Overall 33.95 45.55 (+11.60) 43.53 (+9.58) 42.72 (+8.77)

Summarization (Metric: BERTScore)

API Contract 21.45 41.11 (+19.66) 40.96 (+19.51) 41.35 (+19.90)

Async/Concurrency 16.11 27.45 (+11.34) 28.37 (+12.26) 26.95 (+10.84)

Annotations/Lifecycle 22.80 44.90 (+22.10) 43.67 (+20.87) 44.91 (+22.11)

Parameter Docs 38.04 55.37 (+17.33) 54.75 (+16.71) 55.30 (+17.26)

Return/Exception Semantics 33.46 46.05 (+12.59) 46.39 (+12.93) 46.34 (+12.88)

Overall 26.37 42.98 (+16.61) 42.83 (+16.46) 42.97 (+16.60)

5.3 RQ3: Session-Mode Analysis

Figure 6 illustrates that the proportions of semantic categories differ
markedly between completion, translation and summarization, mo-
tivating separate evaluation of reading-derived (EyeMulator(R))
versus writing-derived (EyeMulator(W)) priors. Table 3 breaks
down performance by subcategory for each variant.

Completion subcategoriesWriting-derived artifacts denoted
as EyeMulator(W) deliver the strongest gains on code completion.
For Concurrency/Lambda, Complex Control Flow and Structural
Boilerplate, Hybrid-Exact rises by 29–44 points, and for Linear
Method Body by 37 points. In contrast, reading-derived priors de-
noted as EyeMulator(R) yield only 1–5 point improvements across
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Table 4: Ablation of EyeMulator on completion (H-Exact),

translation (H-Exact), and summarization (BERTScore). The

full model (gray) is shown with component-removal variants

(drop from full in parentheses).

Method Variant

Completion Translation Summarization

H-Exact H-Exact BERTScore

EyeMulator (Full) 77.96 61.02 49.49

w/o Semantic Component 75.62 (-2.34) 55.92 (-5.10) 46.98 (-2.51)

w/o Frequency Component 56.02 (-21.94) 55.45 (-5.57) 47.64 (-1.85)

w/o Monogram Component 71.99 (-5.97) 56.61 (-4.41) 47.11 (-2.38)

w/o Bi + Trigram Component 72.44 (-5.52) 57.42 (-3.60) 47.38 (-2.11)

Baseline Model 50.85 (-27.11) 53.25 (-7.77) 33.41 (-16.08)

these groups, indicating that patterns captured during writing ses-
sions better reflect the sequential dependencies and generation
strategies critical to completion tasks.

Translation and summarization subcategories Reading arti-
facts EyeMulator(R) excel in translation and summarization. On
Multi-statement Control Flow, Hybrid-Exact improves by 12.93
points and on Inheritance/Override by over 7 points, matching or
surpassing writing-derived scores on Primitives & Operators. In
summarization, EyeMulator(R) outperforms EyeMulator(W) on
API Contract and Annotations/Lifecycle by up to 0.51 BERTScore.
These results mirror the comprehension-oriented reading behaviors
that underpin accurate translation and summary generation.

Combined session effect The full model EyeMulator(Full),
which integrates both reading and writing priors, achieves the
best performance in every subgroup. By fusing complementary
cognitive signals—generation cues fromwriting and comprehension
cues from reading—EyeMulator(Full) delivers robust, across-the-
board improvements in completion, translation and summarization
subcategories.

These results highlight how session mode shapes the utility
of attention priors. Writing-derived patterns capture the genera-
tive decision-making steps that underlie code completion, while
reading-derived patterns encode the deep comprehension strategies
needed for translation and summarization. By combining both, Eye-
Mulator(Full) leverages complementary cognitive cues to guide
model focus more effectively, yielding consistent gains across all
subcategories.

5.4 RQ4: Ablation Studies

Table 4 compares the full EyeMulator model against variants with
individual components removed, quantifying their impact on code
completion (H-Exact), translation (H-Exact) and summarization
(BERTScore).

Semantic priors Removing the Beta-derived semantic compo-
nent reduces translation by 5.10 points, summarization by 2.51
and completion by 2.34. This drop shows that knowing which
token classes developers fixate on is critical for guiding model
focus—particularly when mapping code across languages or gener-
ating coherent summaries of complex logic.

Table 5: Comparison of baseline and EyeMulator on four

attention-qualitymetrics by task. Arrows (↑higher is better, ↓
lower is better) indicate desired direction; shaded cells mark

the top performer; p-values denote significance.

Task Metric EyeMulator Baseline 𝑝-value

Completion

Generation Confidence (GCS)↑ 0.00 −0.06 1.21𝑒−49
Recency Focus (RFS)↑ 0.50 0.47 1.56𝑒−5
Avg. Focus (AFS)↑ 9.08 9.01 4.17𝑒−3
Avg. Entropy↓ 88.54 88.21 2.23𝑒−2

Translation

Generation Confidence (GCS)↑ −0.03 −0.08 2.26𝑒−58
Recency Focus (RFS)↑ 1.01 0.91 5.02𝑒−7
Avg. Focus (AFS)↑ 2.31 2.18 2.66𝑒−6
Avg. Entropy↓ 15.33 14.52 3.19𝑒−6

Summarization

Generation Confidence (GCS)↑ −0.53 −0.55 9.58𝑒−3
Recency Focus (RFS)↑ 1.27 0.55 < 𝑒−100

Avg. Focus (AFS)↑ 7.73 3.08 3.09𝑒−52
Avg. Entropy↓ 60.41 23.79 5.53𝑒−42

Rarity weighting Dropping the frequency-based rarity bonus
cripples completion (−21.94) and still degrades translation (−5.57)
and summarization (−1.85). Emphasizing infrequent but semanti-
cally important n-grams prevents the model from over-relying on
common tokens and is essential for generating novel, context-sensitive
code.

Monogram salience Ablating monogram counts alone costs
5.97 points on completion and 2.38 on summarization, indicating
that single-token gaze signals serve as foundational anchors. These
per-token salience scores provide the baseline attention distribution
upon which more complex patterns build.

Higher-order transitions Removing bigrams and trigrams in-
curs a 5.52-point drop on completion and smaller yet consistent
losses on translation (−3.60) and summarization (−2.11). Sequential
gaze flows capture token dependencies and ordering cues, refining
the model’s ability to follow logical code paths.

Overall, the ablation results confirm that each artifact—semantic
priors, rarity weighting, monogram salience and higher-order tran-
sitions—contributes uniquely to performance. Their combined effect
yields substantial gains over baseline and validates the design of
EyeMulator as an ensemble of complementary attention signals.

5.5 RQ5: Attention Distribution

To understand how EyeMulator reshapes model focus, we an-
alyze both quantitative attention-quality metrics and qualitative
attention maps across completion, translation and summarization
tasks. This dual investigation reveals how gaze-derived priors drive
task-specific improvements in confidence, focus concentration and
semantic grounding.

Quantitative analysis Table 5 compares baseline and EyeMu-
lator on four attention-quality metrics. For translation and com-
pletion, EyeMulator:

• markedly increases Generation Confidence (GCS) from –0.06
to 0.00 in completion and from –0.08 to –0.03 in translation;

• maintains Recency Focus (RFS), Avg. Focus (AFS) and En-
tropy at similar levels, indicating that overall attention dis-
persion remains stable.

In summarization, EyeMulator:
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Figure 7: Attention maps for baseline (top) and EyeMulator

(bottom) on completion (left), translation (center), and sum-

marization (right). EyeMulator ignores irrelevant tokens

in completion/translation and emphasizes relevant ones in

summarization.

• achieves only modest GCS gains but boosts RFS from 0.55 to
1.27 and AFS from 3.08 to 7.73;

• halves Entropy (88.21→60.41), reflecting a sharper focus on
semantically rich tokens.

These quantitative shifts confirm that EyeMulator prunes ir-
relevant context for translation and completion (mirroring human
selective attention, which filters out distractions to streamline pro-
cessing) and deepens semantic attention for summarization (akin to
human elaborative processing, which intensifies focus on meaning-
ful content), thereby concentrating on the code’s most informative
regions.

Qualitative attention maps Figure 7 visualizes final-layer at-
tention for baseline (top) and EyeMulator (bottom) across sum-
marization (left), translation (center) and completion (right). Specif-
ically:

• Translation: baseline’s strong vertical bands onmethod signa-
ture tokens give way to a sharp diagonal under EyeMulator,
indicating direct token-to-token alignment.

• Summarization: baseline fixates on declaration tokens, whereas
EyeMulator also highlights core logic constructs (e.g. the
loop and result), evidencing deeper semantic grounding.

• Completion: EyeMulator replaces the baseline’s diffuse “con-
text loss” with a pronounced diagonal and focused vertical
attention on key variables, preserving local context for accu-
rate code generation.

Together, these attention maps illustrate that EyeMulator dy-
namically adapts its focus to each task: for translation and comple-
tion, it prunes peripheral tokens to sharpen alignments and boost
generation confidence; for summarization, it deepens focus on se-
mantic core elements, yielding more precise and contextually rich
descriptions.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY

While we have adopted rigorous methods to ensure reliable results,
several factors could still influence the robustness and applicability

of EyeMulator. In particular, the precision of our eye-tracking
setup, the representativeness of our developer sample and the as-
sumptions underlying our attention artifacts each introduce poten-
tial biases. By outlining these threats we aim to contextualize our
findings and identify priorities for future validation and refinement.

Internal validity The eye-tracking data may suffer from cali-
bration inaccuracies, unmapped fixations and constrained viewing
conditions in the laboratory. To mitigate these we discard outliers
(approximately 3% of fixations), use a high precision tracker with
mean error below 0.4◦ and apply Bayesian smoothing to our se-
mantic salience estimates. Even so, our pseudo attention masks and
n gram transition tables remain algorithmic approximations that
may not capture all nuances of natural gaze behaviour.

External validity This study relies on a single open source Java
corpus and recordings from twenty seven student programmers,
which may not reflect professional workflows, diverse code bases or
other programming languages. To address this limitation we plan to
evaluate EyeMulator on industry data sets, additional languages
such as Python and C# and in situ IDE sessions with professional
developers.

Construct validity Our attention artifacts encode where de-
velopers look but do not reveal why those code elements attract
focus or how deeply they are processed. We use Direct Preference
Optimization as a proxy for developer priorities under the assump-
tion that higher salience scores correspond to greater importance.
However this simplification may overlook subtle cognitive reason-
ing steps, suggesting the need for future qualitative studies and
multimodal analysis.

7 DISCUSSION AND FUTUREWORK

Building on our results with one billion parameter models, Eye-
Mulator opens several avenues for enhancement and real-world
deployment, including scaling to larger backbones, broadening task
and language support, and integrating human attention priors into
diverse training paradigms and development tools.

Model scalability Our method is architecture agnostic and can
be applied to larger pre trained code models (for example seven or
thirteen billion parameters) without changing the network back-
bone, since attention priors are injected as additional inputs or
prompt augmentations. We expect similar or greater performance
gains, but have not yet conducted these experiments due to limited
compute resources. Future work will secure cloud GPU clusters
and employ parameter efficient fine tuning techniques to evaluate
EyeMulator at scale.

Framework expansion We will adapt EyeMulator to addi-
tional languages such as Python and C# and to new code intel-
ligence tasks such as bug localization, test generation and code
review. We will investigate gaze aware pre training objectives that
integrate token salience into masked token and fill in the middle
learning. We will prototype real time IDE integration using low
cost camera based gaze estimation to tailor code completions and
documentation suggestions during editing.

Evaluation and scaling To assess practical utility, we will con-
duct field studies with professional developers measuring produc-
tivity, code quality and user satisfaction. We aim to enrich our
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behavioral signals by combining gaze data with keystroke dynam-
ics and think aloud protocols. To scale beyond laboratory settings
we will develop semisupervised automated gaze collection pipelines
that preserve privacy and enable large scale corpus creation for
future human aware code models.

8 RELATEDWORK

Prior work in code intelligence has advanced attention-based Trans-
formers for translation, completion, and summarization. Recent
studies have incorporated eye-tracking data to guide model fo-
cus—most notably EyeTrans—but have not distilled gaze patterns
into reusable priors across tasks. Retrieval-augmented methods
(e.g., RAG) and neural completion techniques leverage external
examples or learned patterns, yet omit human cognitive cues. Eye-
Mulator unifies these directions by integrating distilled attention
priors, n-gram rarity weighting, and sequential gaze modeling into
a single framework.

8.1 Human-centered AI for Software

Engineering

Human-centered AI for software engineering integrates cognitive
insights, like eye movements, to improve AI models’ effectiveness
and alignment with developer workflows [1, 6, 59, 66]. Eye-tracking
has historically provided critical insights into how programmers
comprehend code and manage cognitive load [14, 49, 51, 52]. For
example, using gaze data to identify key code segments developers
focus on has been shown to improve automated summarization
tools [3, 43] and offers a broader understanding of developer at-
tention [52]. Recent work deepens this integration by aligning
human attention patterns with neural model mechanisms. Correlat-
ing human attention captured via mouse interactions with neural
copy-attention has led to improved performance in code summariza-
tion [39]. Further advancements include training predictive models
on human gaze data to boost summarization accuracy [4] and in-
corporating gaze patterns directly into transformer self-attention
mechanisms, which has demonstrated substantial performance im-
provements [69]. This line of research is also expanding into new
contexts like program repair, showing how leveraging developer be-
haviors can better guide AI-driven tools [24]. Compared to existing
human-centered AI approaches, EyeMulator distills gaze artifacts
into modular, task-agnostic priors that can be injected into any
pre-trained model without changing its architecture or requiring
retraining. This design preserves sample efficiency and seamlessly
integrates with diverse transformer workflows, distinguishing Eye-
Mulator from methods that demand full model re-engineering for
each task.

8.2 Large Language Models for Code

Intelligence

Large Language Models (LLMs) have advanced code intelligence,
with applications spanning code generation, translation, and sum-
marization [8, 13, 35, 61]. Recent innovations have targeted en-
hanced performance. For instance, StarCoder utilizes multi-query
attention to enable rapid inference on large batches [30]. Llama-3.2
is a general-purpose foundational model that has demonstrated
proficiency in a variety of coding tasks [15, 34]. DeepSeek-Coder

incorporates repository-level pre-training and an optimized Fill-in-
the-Middle training approach [16]. To further refine model perfor-
mance, several enhancement strategies have emerged. Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) systems inject pertinent context from
extensive codebases [17, 40, 64, 68]. Instruction tuning serves to
better align model outputs with the intent of the developer [38]. Ad-
ditionally, frameworks like SemCoder introduce monologue-style
reasoning to facilitate a verbalized problem-solving process [9].
Despite these advancements, Large Language Models (LLMs) still
struggle with a deep semantic understanding of code [19, 20, 36, 71].
This gap between statistical pattern matching and true comprehen-
sion leads to functionally flawed code, inconsistent reasoning, and
code hallucinations [31, 56, 70]. Current enhancement methods
often use high-level feedback, failing to address the token-level
understanding required for nuanced comprehension [10, 67]. Un-
like other LLM strategies, EyeMulator injects gaze-derived token
salience directly into self-attention, bridging the gap between sta-
tistical patterns and true semantic understanding. This process
enhances existing tuning methods, improving code reliability by
reducing hallucinations in code comprehension tasks.

8.3 Preference Learning and Model Alignment

Preference learning is crucial for aligning Large Language Models
(LLMs) with developer needs such as readability and consistency,
moving beyond simple correctness signals [26, 57, 60, 65]. Reinforce-
ment Learning from Human Feedback (RLHF) helps models like
InstructGPT generate code that better matches developer expecta-
tions for style and usefulness [38]. Direct Preference Optimization
(DPO) [41] and its variants such as SimPO [33] and KTO [12] im-
prove the efficiency of this process, reducing the cost of collecting
feedback while maintaining high-quality alignment. Group Relative
Policy Optimization (GRPO) [47] improves upon standard PPO by
computing relative rewards within groups of sampled responses for
the same prompt, reducing reward variance and stabilizing training
in RLHF pipelines. Collectively, these methods are vital for tun-
ing models to nuanced developer judgments that encompass code
clarity, efficiency, and maintainability [29, 62, 63]. Compared to
traditional preference learning frameworks, EyeMulator uniquely
incorporates gaze-derived salience priors as token-level feedback
within DPO and RLHF objectives, enabling more precise alignment
with developer judgments and reducing semantic errors in gener-
ated code.

9 CONCLUSION

We present EyeMulator, a lightweight, model-agnostic framework
that injects human gaze signals into LLMs for code tasks. By map-
ping eye-tracking data from 27 programmers onto AST tokens,
we derive semantic salience priors and n-gram gaze-transition ta-
bles, then incorporate them via a re-weighted cross-entropy loss
with token-level DPO. With under 1MB of overhead and no ar-
chitectural changes, EyeMulator delivers sizable gains in code
translation, completion, and summarization. Ablation studies and
attention-map visualizations confirm each component’s value and
show thatmodel focus alignswith control-flow and data-dependency
structures. Future work includes extending our approach to more
languages, richer cognitive signals, and gaze-aware pre-training.
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