
COMPETITIVE COMPARISON CODERPAD VS. HACKEREARTH

H E A D - T O - H E A D  C O M P A R I S O N

CAPABILITY HACKEREARTH CODERPAD

Code editor quality Editor can make it challenging to create realistic, job-relevant

questions that mirror actual dev environments

Full multi-file IDE — terminal, IntelliSense, package installs, AI assistant. Better questions

= stronger signal = fewer wasted engineering interviews

Cheating & fraud

detection

Proctoring features exist, but teams can find it difficult to get full

confidence in assessment integrity at scale

Session replay, AI prompt capture, proctoring, fullscreen lock — catch integrity issues early,

before they cost your team an onsite

Hiring signal quality Often used as an early filter step; can struggle to differentiate

strong from weak candidates at a deeper level

Realistic projects + autograding cut technical screens by up to 75% — reducing engineering

interview time and accelerating time-to-hire

AI-era assessment Limited visibility into how candidates are using AI tools during

assessments, making it harder to evaluate real proficiency

AI permitted in IDE; prompt history + follow-up questions surface real proficiency — so you

hire engineers who actually ship with AI

Candidate experience Interface friction can contribute to candidate drop-off, particularly

for senior engineers with higher expectations

97% of engineers prefer CoderPad; 60% higher completion — fewer drop-offs means more

pipeline and less re-sourcing cost

Languages &

frameworks

40+ languages — raw language support only, no full framework

environments

99+ languages and full frameworks — React, Node, Angular, Spring, Docker, AWS, GCP,

Kubernetes & more

ATS & workflow Integration depth varies; can require manual coordination between

platforms

Native one-click outreach from Greenhouse, Lever, Ashby, Workday — no process

overhead, faster time-to-screen

W H E R E  H A C K E R E A R T H  F A L L S  S H O R T

CHEATING & SIGNAL

Assessment integrity is hard to verify. Teams can find it difficult

to get full confidence in results at scale — making it harder to

know which candidates to advance without adding manual

review steps.

ASSESSMENT QUALITY

Signal depth can require supplemental steps. Results often need

to be paired with additional interviews or take-home projects to

build confidence — adding time and engineering overhead to

each decision.

EDITOR LIMITATIONS

Difficult to build realistic questions. The editor can make it

challenging to design job-relevant assessments. Teams report

limited ability to create real-world scenarios that generate

meaningful signal.

CANDIDATE EXPERIENCE

Interface friction can affect completion rates. An unfamiliar or dated candidate experience can

contribute to drop-off — particularly with senior engineers who compare the assessment

environment to tools they use daily.

QUESTION QUALITY

Question clarity affects result confidence. When question requirements are ambiguous, it becomes

harder to evaluate whether a candidate’s solution reflects their skill or the clarity of the prompt —

reducing decision confidence.

W H A T  C O D E R P A D  D E L I V E R S  I N S T E A D

Realistic Multi-File IDE

Candidates work in a real dev environment — multi-file projects, terminal, package installs, AI assistant.

Better assessment environments produce stronger signal, which means fewer unnecessary screens and

fewer engineering hours spent on the wrong candidates.

Fraud Detection You Can Trust

Session replay, fullscreen monitoring, cheating event reports, and AI prompt capture give your team a

complete audit trail. Catching integrity issues early — before an onsite — saves hours of engineering time

and protects against costly mis-hires.

AI-Native Assessment

CoderPad lets candidates use AI in the IDE — then captures prompt history and verifies understanding

through follow-up questions. You hire engineers who can actually work with AI, which translates directly

to faster onboarding and stronger output on day one.

Autograded Projects — Cut Screens by Up to 75%

Every submission is scored automatically against criteria you set. TA gets a clear pass/fail before

engineering gets involved — reducing interview volume, protecting engineering capacity, and

accelerating time-to-hire.

Structured Scoring — Faster, More Defensible Decisions

Custom rubrics per role, weighted scoring, and shareable dashboards mean your team aligns faster on

who to advance. Fewer calibration meetings, less back-and-forth with hiring managers, and a cleaner

audit trail for every decision.

97% Candidate Preference, 60% Higher Completion

Higher completion means more pipeline without more sourcing spend. The environment feels like real

work — keeping your best candidates engaged and protecting the employer brand you’ve invested in

building.

Get a walkthrough of CoderPad Screen and Interview.

We’ll cover the candidate experience, reviewer workflow, and ATS integration — in about 20 minutes.
coderpad.io/sales

✓ Stats based on CoderPad customer data and ROI analysis  ·  Sources available on request coderpad.io

C O M P E T I T I V E  C O M PA R I S O N    ·    T E C H N I C A L  H I R I N G  P L AT F O R M

Ready for a stronger hiring signal?  CoderPad delivers one.
Teams scaling technical hiring often find their current screening tool generates limited signal — making it hard to confidently filter candidates before engineering gets

involved. CoderPad closes that gap with realistic multi-file projects, AI-aware fraud detection, and structured human review — so every candidate who reaches your

engineering team has already demonstrated they can do the work. </>


