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Developers deal with code-change-related tasks daily, e.g., reviewing code. Pre-trained code and code-change-
oriented models have been adapted to help developers with such tasks. Recently, large language models (LLMs)
have shown their effectiveness in code-related tasks. However, existing LLMs for code focus on general code
syntax and semantics rather than the differences between two code versions. Thus, it is an open question how
LLMs perform on code-change-related tasks.

To answer this question, we conduct an empirical study using >1B parameters LLMs on three code-change-
related tasks, i.e., code review generation, commit message generation, and just-in-time comment update,
with in-context learning (ICL) and parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT, including LoRA and prefix-tuning).
We observe that the performance of LLMs is poor without examples and generally improves with examples,
but more examples do not always lead to better performance. LLMs tuned with LoRA have comparable
performance to the state-of-the-art small pre-trained models. Larger models are not always better, but
Liama 2 and CobpkE Lrama families are always the best. The best LLMs outperform small pre-trained models
on the code changes that only modify comments and perform comparably on other code changes. We suggest
future work should focus more on guiding LLMs to learn the knowledge specific to the changes related to
code rather than comments for code-change-related tasks.

1 INTRODUCTION

After the launch of a project, developers constantly change code to introduce new features and
maintain existing code (e.g., performing refactoring and fixing bugs) [11, 14, 16]. A code change
contains the added, deleted, or modified (deleted then added) code span across one or more files and
is often expressed in a combination of the code versions before and after the change, or in plain text
such as “diff”. Developers need to handle many code-change-related tasks due to the ubiquitous
nature of code changes. For example, in their daily work, developers need to understand existing
code changes in code repositories [18], update the comments accompanied with the changed
code [22], write commit messages [49], and review the code changed by other developers [33].
These code-change-related tasks are important for project maintenance but can cost significant
efforts and slow down the development process [4, 41]. Therefore, it is necessary to automate or
provide tool support for them [41].

To deal with code-change-related tasks, prior studies have proposed a series of machine-learning-
based [29, 31, 65] and deep-learning-based approaches [23, 40, 51]. Recently, researchers proposed
to leverage pre-trained code models or pre-trained code-change-oriented models to tackle code-
change-related tasks and achieved state-of-the-art performance [37, 39, 84]. For example, CCT5 [39],
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pre-trained based on CodeT5 [76] using 1.5M code change samples with five code-change-oriented
pre-training objectives, has achieved the state-of-the-art performance on diverse code-change-
related tasks. Recent studies have shown that by significantly increasing the model size and
expanding the pre-training data, pre-trained models can be more powerful and can demonstrate
various emergent abilities [77]. For example, the Bloom model [58] contains 176B parameters, 789
times more than CCT5 (223M), is pre-trained on 363B natural language tokens, and significantly
outperforms all the models with less than 1B parameters on natural language processing tasks.
The difference in model size and training data may make Bloom (or other similar models) perform
better than small pre-trained models.

Recent work has pre-trained several >1B parameters large language models (LLMs) with massive
code corpora for code-related tasks [35, 55, 67].! For example, Meta released the CoDE LLaMA mod-
els [67], which are initialized from the LLama 2 models [73] and trained on 500B tokens from a
code-heavy dataset. However, these LLMs may not perform well for code-change-related tasks. This
can be the case as they are pre-trained with massive code snippets to learn the general syntactic
and semantic knowledge of code, while code changes are more about the differences between
two code snippets. Although we can represent a code change as a diff or other forms to help
LLMs distinguish the changed parts from the context, LLMs are not pre-trained with the data
of such formats. Therefore, It is still an open question whether using >1B parameters LLMs can
effectively boost code-change-related tasks (as compared to smaller <1B parameters LLMs). To the
best of our knowledge, there is a lack of an in-depth investigation of LLMs for code-change-related
tasks. In this work, we would like to fill this gap and investigate: How do LLMs perform on
code-change-related tasks?

To answer this question, we select representative and popular >1B parameters LLMs including
INCoODER [17], CODEGEN [59], LLaMA 2 [73], and CopE Lrama [67]. We consider three emerging
code-change-related tasks: code review generation [15], commit message generation [6], and just-
in-time comment update [51]. We start the exploration of LLMs from prompt engineering. Prompt
engineering is the most convenient way to apply LLMs because it does not change model parameters.
In the realm of prompt engineering, In-Context Learning (ICL) is recognized as one of the most
typical and effective approaches [20, 34, 56]. It is a technique that formulates input by integrating
task descriptions, exemplars, and query problems, and subsequently instructs LLMs to generate
predictions. To this end, we first would like to answer:

RQ1: How do LLMs perform when applying In-Context Learning on code-change-related
tasks?

Hereon, we refer to LLMs with ICL as LLM-ICLs. To answer this RQ, we apply LLM-ICLs with
different numbers of examples on code-change-related tasks. We find the performance of LLMs is
poor without examples. With one example provided, the performance of LLMs generally drastically
improves. However, more examples do not always lead to better performance. The effectiveness
of LLMs depends on the data lengths in the task and the context length allocated to the model.
Besides, larger models do not always have better performance, but models in Cope LLama family
always perform the best in the selected tasks related to code changes.

To further explore the capabilities of LLMs on code-change-related tasks, we allow updating
LLM parameters for code-change-related tasks. Parameter-Efficient Fine-tuning Techniques (PEFT)
are currently the most common technique for updating LLM parameters. It focuses on updating a
few parameters while freezing the rest, allowing the model to efficiently adapt to different tasks.
To this end, we summarize our second research question as:

For ease of explanation, we refer to >1B parameters LLMs as simply LLMs, and those <1B parameters LLMs as small
pre-trained models.
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RQ2: How do LLMs perform when applying Parameter-Efficient Fine-tuning Techniques
on code-change-related tasks?

Hereon, we refer to LLMs tuned using PEFT as LLM-PEFTs. We explore the capabilities of two
most common and popular PEFT methods, i.e., LoRA [24] and prefix-tuning [36]. LoRA can directly
change the parameters of LLMs by optimizing the low-rank decomposition of LLMs’ self-attention
modules. Prefix-tuning prepends a sequence of continuous trainable vectors to the input and
the hidden states of each transformer layer. We observe that LLMs tuned with LoRA results in
significantly better performance compared to LLMs tuned using prefix-tuning. Similarly, we also
find that larger models do not necessarily have better performance, even within the same LLM
family. We also observe that the LLama 2 and Copk LLama families are the best-performing LLMs
across the three code-change-related tasks.

Additionally, to help developers with the tasks related to code changes, previous researchers have

proposed a series of tools based on small pre-trained models. We would like to further understand:
RQ3: How do LLMs perform on code-change-related tasks compared to small pre-trained
models?
To answer this RQ, we compare the performance of LLMs to that of small pre-trained models, i.e.,
CodeT5 [76] (the small models pre-trained with code) and CCT5 [39] (the small models pre-trained
with code changes), on the selected code-change-related tasks. We observe that LLM-ICLs are
similar to or better than CodeT5 on the tasks related to code changes, but inferior to CCT5 . With
parameter updates, LLM-PEFTs outperform LLM-ICLs across tasks. Even though LLM-PEFTs have
fewer parameters updated compared to the total number of parameters of small pre-trained models,
LLM-PEFTs can still achieve comparable performance to CCTS5.

We notice that the code change can be presented in two different formats: in the diff format, or

in two consecutive code snippets corresponding to the code before and after the change. Intuitively,
the input to an LLM may affect the performance of the LLM. Therefore, we aim to explore:
RQ4: How do LLMs perform with different input formats on code-change-related tasks?
To answer this RQ, we compare the performance of LLMs with different input formats on the
selected code-change-related tasks. We observe that LLM-ICLs perform better when the input is in
the “diff” format on the just-in-time comment update task. For LLM-PEFTs, we find no significant
difference among the three tasks with different input formats. This may be because the updated
parameters in the LLM have learned to compare the differences between two pieces of code and
capture the patterns of the changed parts.

Finally, to further understand the better performance of LLM-PEFTs, we would like to explore:

RQ5: When do LLMs perform better?
We select the best-performing LLMs from the previous RQs and characterize their performance on
different types of code changes. We observe that LLM-PEFTs generally outperform LLM-ICLs on
all types of code changes. indicating that compared to ICL, PEFT can comprehensively improve the
performance of LLMs on all code change categories. LLM-PEFTs outperform the fully fine-tuned
small models on the code changes that only revised documents in code (i.e., code comment), and
on other code changes that perform code featuring code refactoring or modify both code and
documentation, LLM-PEFTs perform comparably to fully fine-tuned small models.

We also conduct a human evaluation on commit message generation to further understand the
effectiveness of LLMs. The results show that the commit messages generated by LLM-PEFT are the
most expressive and concise without losing much adequacy.

Our study illuminates the opportunities presented by LLMs, necessitating further investigations
into their application in code-change-related tasks. For example, we find LLMs tend to learn more
knowledge related to documentation changes. We should focus more on guiding LLMs to learn
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the knowledge specific to the changes in code, such as the knowledge of refactoring, when tuning
LLMs for code-change-related tasks.
In summary, this paper makes the following contributions:

o To the best of our knowledge, this paper presents the first comprehensive empirical study on
the capabilities of LLMs in code-change-related tasks. We conduct experiments using a broad
range of LLMs on three code-change-related tasks with different techniques and different input
formats.

e Our comprehensive exploration and analysis highlight findings about how to apply LLMs to
code-change-related tasks for different code-change types in different scenarios.

e We discuss the implications of our findings and demonstrate the future work for code-change-
related tasks in the era of LLMs.

2 STUDY DESIGN

Language Models

Large Language Models Small Pre-trained Models

InCoder CodeGen CodeT5

Llama Code Llama CCT5

RQ1: Directly applying RQ2: Updating LLM RQ3: Comparing LLMs with fully
LLM/With examples parameters with PEFT fine- tuned small models

/ Tasks Related to Coue Changes

Code Review Commit Message Just-In-Time
Generation Generation Comment Update

RQ4: Using different RQ5: Understanding the
format of code performance of LLM on
change on LLM specific changed content

Code Change Format Code Change Content

Diff Code Document Code Document and

changed only ' changed only code changed
\ Code Changes J

Fig. 1. The overall framework of this study.

Figure 1 presents the overview of our study. We first present the selected code-changes-related
tasks in Section 2.1. Then, in Section 2.2, we present the state-of-the-art LLMs and small pre-trained
models. We present the approaches we would like to explore to utilize these models (to answer
RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3) in Section 2.3. Following that, we present the design of input in Section 2.4
(to answer RQ4) and the design of analyzing the impact of code changes types in Section 2.5 (to
answer RQ5). Finally, we present the implementation of the work in Section 2.6.

2.1 Task, Dataset and Evaluation Metrics

To perform our empirical study, we consider three emerging code-change-related tasks that have
been popularly researched in recent years, namely, code review generation [37, 69], commit message
generation [13, 45], and just-in-time comment update [60, 87].
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2.1.1 Code Review Generation (CRG). The primary goal of CRG is to automatically generate
reviewers’ suggestions from code changes to provide immediate high-quality feedback to developers
when they commit to the version control system. This task takes as input a code change included
in the commit and generates the corresponding code review comment as output.

Datasets. Following prior studies [39, 46], we use the dataset for the CRG task constructed by Li et
al. [37]. They collected a total of 138,127 diff-review pairs from popular open-source projects on
GitHub written in nine different programming languages. Each pair consists of a real-world code
change along with the corresponding code review comment.

Metrics. To evaluate the generated text, following Li et al.[37]’s work, we utilize the BLEU-4 metric.
BLEU-4 computes the overlap of n-grams between the generated and the reference texts, where n
ranges from 1 to 4.

2.1.2 Commit Message Generation (CMG). The primary goal of CMG is to automatically produce a
concise natural language description to summarize the content and intention of a commit submitted
to the version control system. The task takes as input the code change in the commit and generates
the corresponding code commit message as output.

Dataset. Following prior studies [39, 68], we use the Multi-programming language Commit Message
Dataset (MCMD) constructed by Tao et al. [70]. They considered 5 programming languages, i.e.,
Python, Java, JavaScript, C#, and C++, and collected the top 100 starred projects in each programming
language from GitHub respectively (500 projects in total).?2 Then, for each programming language,
they randomly sampled 450,000 commits as well as their corresponding commit messages from the
collected projects (2,250,000 commits in total). Note that the original MCMD dataset only provides
the tokenized source code data. For example, the code snippet this.indices.limit(indices.length); has
been tokenized into this . indices . limit ( indices . length ) ;. Considering that the input format can
impact the performance of LLMs and different models may use different tokenizers, we used regular
expressions to restore the data in MCMD by removing additional spaces. For example, this . indices
. limit (indices . length ) ; will be converted back to this.indices.limit(indices.length);. Each model
will be provided with the de-tokenized data and will use its own tokenizer. It is worth noting that
we only changed the format of the input, while the content of the input remained unchanged.
Metrics. Following prior studies [53, 70], we use B-Norm as the evaluation metric. B-Norm is a
variant of BLEU [61], which assesses the lexical overlap between the generated text and the label.
Prior work has shown that B-Norm demonstrates the highest correlation with human evaluations
on CMG [70]. For convenience, on the CMG task, we also refer to B-Norm as BLEU.

2.1.3  Just-In-Time Comment Update (JITCU). The primary goal of just-in-time (JIT) comment
update is to automatically update comments after code changes, which can avert outdated comments
and boost the maintainability of software. This task takes as input a code change and the comment
associated with the modified code in the before-change version and generates the updated comments
after the change.

Dataset. Following prior studies[38, 39], we use the dataset that was first constructed by Liu et
al. [52] and then further cleaned by Lin et al. [38] for JITCU. This dataset contains a total of 98,622
comment update instances collected from 1,496 high-quality Java projects on GitHub. Each data
entry comprises co-changes between methods and header comments.

Metrics. Following prior studies [39, 50, 84], we use GLUE and ACC as the evaluation metrics.
GLEU is similar to BLEU, and is widely used to evaluate text-editing systems. Additionally, we also
use Accuracy (shortened as ACC), which is computed as the percentage of the test instances where
the generated comments are the same as the ground truth.

%In this paper, we refer to them as CMG-Python, CMG-Java, CMG-JavaScript, CMG-C#, and CMG-C++ respectively.
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Following prior studies [32, 51], we also use paired bootstrap resampling with 1000 resamples
[32] to perform statistical significance tests for each evaluation metric.

2.2 Small Pre-Trained Models and Large Language Models

In this study, we consider the pre-trained language models with fewer than 1B parameters as small
pre-trained models and those with more than 1B parameters as large language models.

To select small pre-trained models, we select the state-of-the-art models on code-related
tasks and code-change-related tasks, namely CodeT5 [76] and CCT5 [39], in our experiments.

CodeT5 is an encoder-decoder model. It is pre-trained with the code data from CodeSearch-
Net [26] and the C and CSharp code data from BigQuery> using four pre-training tasks, such as
Identifier Tagging and Masked Identifier Prediction. Existing code-change-oriented pre-trained
models [37, 39, 84] are all built upon CodeT5. Following prior studies [2, 37, 84], we use the base
model with 223M parameters.

CCTS5 is the state-of-the-art code-change-oriented pre-trained models. It is pre-trained with
39.6 GB of code change data collected from 35K popular GitHub repositories in six programming
languages. Five code-change-oriented tasks are used for pre-training, including masked language
modeling for code change, code diff generation, code diff to natural language generation, etc.

To select LLMs, following prior work [78], we use the following criteria:

o We select open-source LLMs and exclude closed-source LLMs. Because the parameters of closed-
source LLMs are inaccessible, making the investigation of fine-tuning techniques unfeasible or
expensive.

e We select state-of-the-art LLMs in the software engineering field, especially those released
recently at the time we conducted this study (i.e., September 2023)..

e We select a model family in the general domain, facilitating the comparison between the LLMs
in the code and general domains

o We select models across different parameter sizes to study the implications of parameter sizes.

Consequently, we select four LLM families, CODEGEN [59], INCoDER [17], CoDE LLAMA [67] and
Lrama 2 [73].

Table 1. Small pre-trained models and LLM families included in our study. For the models reported with two
parameter sizes, we use both of them in our work.

Models Dataset Parameters Domain
Small CodeT5 CodeSearchNet 223M Code
PT Models CCT5 CodeChangeNet 223M Code Change
INCODER - 1.3B Code
CODEGEN The Pile / 2B/6B Code
LLMs BigQuery
LLaMA 2 - 7B/13B General
CobE LLaMA - 7B/13B Code

INCoDER models are built upon XGLM [42] and is pre-trained using the infilling task. We utilize
INCODER-1.3B in our experiments.

CoDpEGEN models are built upon GPT-Neo [3] and GPT-] [75], and is pre-trained using the
autoregressive language modeling task. In our experiments, we choose CODEGEN-Multi-2B and
CoDpEGEN-Multi-6B, which are pre-trained on the code data in a wide range of programming
languages collected from BigQuery.

3https://console.cloud.google.com/ marketplace/details/github/github-repos
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Lrama 2 is pre-trained on 2 trillion tokens of data using the autoregressive language modeling
task. In our experiments, considering the computation cost, we employ both Lrama 2-7B and
LLAMA 2-13B in our experiments.

CobE LrLama family are based upon LLama 2. It is pre-trained on a 500B token corpus with both
code and natural language texts using the infilling objective. Similar to LLAMA 2, in our experiments,
we employ both Cope LLama-7B and Copk LLamA-13B in our experiments. We exclude the variants
that are further trained on Python corpus (too specific) or instruction database (different capability)
as they are not suitable for our task.

2.3 Techniques to apply LLMs

To understand the capability of LLMs on code-change-related tasks, we first explore prompt
engineering. Because prompt engineering does not require updating model parameters and is
convenient and cheap. Then, we explore the techniques of changing parts of model parameters,
namely parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) techniques. In addition, we also explore the method
of changing all model parameters, namely full fine-tuning.
Prompt Engineering design proper prompts to guide the pre-trained model to perform a specific
downstream task. We choose the most popular technique, i.e., in-context learning (ICL), in prompt
engineering. ICL is a technique that guides LLMs to generate contextually appropriate content
without updating parameters by providing examples or demonstrations of the task in the prompt.
Prior studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of LLM-ICLs on domain-specific tasks [20, 34, 56].
We explore the capability of ICL on code-change-related tasks by varying the number of similar
examples, denoted as n, where n € 0,1,2,3,4. n = 0 corresponds to the zero-shot scenario [5],
enabling us to explore the capability of LLMs without any prior knowledge of the task. For each
test sample, we employ the BM25 method to retrieve similar samples from the training set as
examples. BM25, a well-established information retrieval technique, has been shown to perform
well to retrieve demonstrations for ICL by previous studies [19, 56]. Additionally, we do not explore
the performance of ICL with small pre-trained models, because it is hard for small pre-trained
models to comply with instructional prompts without parameter updates [57, 64].
Parameter-efficient fine-tuning (PEFT) adapts LLMs to downstream tasks by updating a minimal
subset of model parameters, either inherent or newly added to the model, with task-specific datasets.
We choose two most popular PEFT techniques: LoRA and prefix-tuning.

e LoRA is proposed to update partial parameters of LLMs by optimizing the low-rank de-
composition of the attention module’s matrices. It is widely used on domain-specific tasks
and has proven to be effective [48, 54, 80]. When using LoRA, we need to configure two
hyper-parameters y and «, where y is the rank of the update matrices and « is a scaling factor
that helps stabilize the training. Following prior work [24], we consider y = 8 and « = 16.

o Prefix-tuning wraps the input with additional context by prepending trainable continuous
vectors (prefixes) to the input and the hidden states of each transformer layer. It is broadly
used on domain-specific tasks and has established its effectiveness [9, 85]. When using prefix-
tuning, we need to configure the number of trainable vectors n. Following previous work [36],
we set n = 8.

Full-Parameter Fine-tuning. This technique updates all the parameters of a model for one
or more tasks and often consumes a large amount of resources. Due to computational resource
limitations, we are only able to fine-tune the small pre-trained models, i.e., CodeT5 and CCT5,
using full-parameter fine-tuning.
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Table 2. An overview of the input design in code change tasks under two different input formats. The
{input_tokens} are different in the diff input format and code input format.

Tasks Input Design(diff/code)

### Instruction:

Please write a code review according to the
CRG | (diff hunk/code before and after the diff hunk).
{input_tokens}

### Answer:

### Instruction:

Please write a commit message according to the
CMG | (diff hunk/code before and after the diff hunk).
{input_tokens}

### Answer:

### Instruction:

Please write a new comment according to the
original comment and the (diff hunk/code before
and after the diff hunk).

{input_tokens}

### Answer:

JITCU

2.4 Input Design

Table 2 shows the prompt templates for the selected tasks. Each template contains “### Instruction:",
the description of the task, examples, and the code change needed to process. Finally, we use “###
Answer:" to introduce the response, such as a commit message, code comment, or code review
comment. Specifically, each example is composed of a code change and the corresponding expected
response (i.e., the ground truth appended after “### Answer:"). Additionally, for the JITCU task,
where each input contains an original comment, we add “original comment message:\n" to the end
of the code change. For the techniques that do not need examples (LLM-ICL without example and
PEFT), there is no example in the prompt. Note that while the format of these prompt templates
may not be optimal, its effectiveness has been demonstrated in prior studies [62, 63].

To investigate the impact of different formats of code change on the model performance, we
explore the code changes presented in the diff format or in the code format. Specifically, the diff
format highlights the lines of code that have been added or removed with “+” or “-” at the beginning
of the line, respectively; while the code format puts code snippets before and after the change
together. To use them in LLM, for diff format, we add the “diff hunk:\n" before the diff text; for
code format, we add “code change before:\n" and “code change after:\n" before the code snippet
before and after the change, respectively, and then connect the two parts with “\n".

2.5 Analyzing the Impact of Code Change Types

To understand the performance of different models on different types of code changes, for each
code-change-related task, we select the best-performing models from small pre-trained models,
LLM-ICLs, and LLM-PEFTs. Then we randomly selected 592 samples from the test datasets with a
90% confidence level and a 5.6% confidence interval. The selected dataset contains 196 samples from
CRG, 196 samples from JITCU, and 200 samples from CMG (40 for each language). Two authors
manually annotated the change category of each sample independently. We use the taxonomy of
code changes proposed in prior studies [21, 74] as a starting point and refine the taxonomy based
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on our observation. As a result, we consider three categories of code changes: Doc-only code change,
Code-only code change, Doc-and-Code code change.

e Doc-only code change represents the code changes that only add, modify or remove documen-
tation.

o Code-only code change represents the code changes which only modify code entities. Further-
more, this category can be divided into two subcategories: @ Feature code change represents the
code-only code changes where the functional logic is modified. @ Refactor code change refers
to the code-only code changes that perform code refactoring, including renaming code entities,
swapping two code snippets, and updating code based on coding standards.

e Doc-and-Code code change represents the code changes that include both documentation and
code modifications.

After the two authors independently annotated the selected samples, a discussion was held to
solve the disagreements. We did not invite others because all the disagreements were resolved
during the discussion. Finally, we report the performance of different models on different types of
code changes.

2.6 Implementation

Our implementation is based on the Huggingface* library. Specifically, we use this library to
download the models and their tokenizers and to conduct all experiments in our paper. Note that
we do not apply prefix-tuning to the INCODER model because there is an implementation issue
with adding the virtual tokens of prefix-tuning to the base model of INCoDER in the Huggingface
library. Such an issue has also been mentioned by other developers® and researchers [78].

Following prior studies [7, 78], we use half-precision for LLMs to fit them into our GPU, and full
precision for the small pre-trained models to ensure their performance. To make a fair comparison
between models, following the prior studies [19, 66, 79, 81, 83] that considered the non-trivial
costs of fine-tuning LLMs, we sample 16,000, 2,000 and 2,000 samples from the original dataset
(or each sub-dataset in MCMD [70]) as the training, validation, and test sets for each task. Note
that prior studies [39, 68] split training, validation, and test sets from the whole dataset to fully
explore the performance of the small model; considering the different sizes of the training data, our
experimental results can be different from theirs [39, 68].

For each task, we use a maximum length of 1024 for the input of each sample. Because we find
the input lengths of over 98% of the samples in the training sets of the three tasks are less than
1024. Particularly, we allow ICL to use another 1024 tokens to provide examples in the prompt.
In detail, when the number of examples is n, the maximum length for each example is set to %
(n >0). When the input length exceeds the maximum length, we proportionally truncate the code
snippets before and after the change at the same time or truncate the diff, depending on the input
format. For JITCU, if the input length exceeds the maximum length, we prioritize truncating the
code or diff while preserving the integrity of the original comments. For output, we consider a
maximum length of 100 tokens. This is because for over 97% of the examples in the training sets of
the three tasks, their reference output has less than 100 tokens.

3 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Here, we present the results of the experiments to answer the five research questions.

“https://huggingface.co/
Shttps://github.com/huggingface/peft/issues/811
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3.1 RQ1: How Do LLMs Perform When Applying In-Context Learning on
Code-Change-Related Tasks?

Table 3. [RQ1] - BLEU scores of LLM-ICLs on CRG. The darker color of the cells means better performance.

Models Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot

INCODER-1b 1.44 3.22 3.5 3.47 3.19 3.01 2.88 2.78 2.8
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.16 0.22 0.95 1.23 1.38 1.45 1.51 1.58 1.6
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 0.56 0.76 0.93 1.18 1.34 1.34 1.6 1.6 2.0
LiamA 2-7b 0.65
Liama 2-13b 1.72
CopE LLamMA-7b 0.9
CopE LLamMA-13b ~ 2.27

Table 4. [RQ1] - BLEU scores of LLM-ICLs on Python and Java sub-datasets of CMG. The darker color of the
cells means better performance.

Lang Model Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot

INCoDER-1b 3.59 297 2.8 291 258 286 279 3 2.71
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 1.9 2.21 241 254 241 234 221 209 226
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 2.1 287 328 317 313 3.07 3.09 316 3.11
Java  Lrama 2-7b 223 348 363 395 397 408 416 404 4.18
Lrama 2-13b 242  3.68 3.8 458 484 539 575 565 6.00
CoDE Lrama-7b 178 555 529 532 538 537 607 619 6.12
Copk LLama-13b 2,68 444 376 397 401 412 428 498 474

INCODER-1b 5.11 3.97 412 4.28 432 43 448 3.98 4.19
CobpEGEN-2b-nl 2.58 3.23 3.24 3.28 3.26 3.27 3.21 3.24 3.44
CoDpEGEN-6b-nl 3.4 4.19 470 443 4.34 4.19 4.24 4.35 4.35
Python LiLaMa 2-7b 3.53 4.41 4.59 5.58 6.19 6.37 6.3 6.05 6.33
Liama 2-13b 441 5.12 6.15 6.75
CobE L1AMA-7b 1.51 = 6.19
CopEe L1aMa-13b ~ 3.63 5.26

Table 3, 4 and Table 5 show the performance of different LLMs with different settings on
the selected code-change-related tasks. Due to space limitations, for CMG, we only present the
experiment results on the Python and Java datasets. This is because Python and Java are the most
popular programming languages to date. We present all the experiment results of LLM-ICLs on
CMG in Appendix A.

3.1.1 Ability of Directly Applying LLM. We observe that the performance of the LLMs is poor
without examples across LLMs and tasks. One possible reason is that code changes are different
from the pre-training data (e.g., code) of LLMs, indicating that LLMs do not have the knowledge
related to code change. With one example provided, the performance of LLMs generally drastically
improves. This indicates that examples in prompt can generally improve the performance of LLMs
and the ability to understand code changes can be stimulated via examples. However, INCODER-1b
experienced performance fluctuations after increasing the number of examples. The reason may be
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Table 5. [RQ1] - Performance of LLM-ICLs on JITCU. We report the GLEU and ACC. The darker color of the
cells means better performance.

Model metric Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot
INCODER-1b 6.54 1194 2192 2893 2755 28.13 26.27 2647 13.41
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.00 0.06 1.18 1.20 1.44 1.86 2.30 2.01 1.95
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 0.00 2.68 568 13.18 13.26 1585 16.33 17.36 17.05
Lrama 2-7b GLEU 490 5149 55.55 44.52 4424 4492 3935 37.29 3851
Lrama 2-13b 8.46  53.18 58.68 47.30 47.39 46.06 41.25 40.76 41.20
CopE LLaMA-7b 0.03 ' 56.59 59.87 47.91 48.01 47.72 44.06 4240 41.05
CopE Lrama-13b 0.60 | 52.62 54.90 4432 43.04 4548 39.97 3793 36.02
INCoDER-1b 0.60 1.80 3.10 3.80 3.65 3.95 4.35 4.30 2.90
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.20 0.15 0.30 0.40 0.35 0.25
CoDpEGEN-6b-nl 0.00 0.10 0.40 1.55 1.65 1.70 1.35 1.70 1.25
LrLAaMA 2-7b ACC 0.45 14.25 17.85 13.65 1320 12.05 8.15 7.40 8.00
LrAaMA 2-13b 3.05 16.20 20.50 17.30 16.90 1585 12.10 11.10 10.60
CobpE Lrama-7b 0.05 2155 23.65 18.95 20.00 19.30 15.15 1435 13.30
CobpE Lrama-13b 0.50 18.85 19.65 1595 1595 1695 10.25 9.70 9.20

that INCODER-1b has relatively fewer parameters, and it is still challenging for it to understand and
capture the content and associations of multiple examples in the input [30].

Finding 1: LLMs lack the knowledge specific to code changes. Providing examples in the prompt
can generally improve their performance on the tasks related to code changes.

3.1.2  Impact of Different Numbers of Examples. We observe that as the number of examples in
prompt increases, the performance of LLMs increases and then decreases across LLMs and tasks.
For instance, on JITCU, the GLEU/ACC scores of LLamA 2/CobpE LLAMA increase at first, until the
number of examples in the prompt is 2 and then decrease after adding more examples. On CRG,
the BLEU scores of CopE LLAMA-7b achieve the highest 5.04 when the number of examples in the
prompt is 7. This may result from the limitation of input context length. As indicated in Section 2.6,
we allocate 1024 tokens for the examples in the prompt. This indicates that when there are too
many examples, we often need to truncate the length of each example in tasks. For example, after
being tokenized by the tokenizer of CopE LLAMA, the average length of the samples in the training
sets has more than 211/184 tokens on the CRG and JITCU tasks, respectively. With more examples,
we need to truncate the examples by removing more tokens from the examples. This hinders LLMs
from understanding the information from each example and can result in a drop in performance.
And, due to the varying length distributions of data across different tasks, the number of examples
required for a model to achieve the best performance varies for different tasks.

Finding 2: More examples do not always lead to better performance. The effectiveness of LLMs

often depends on the distribution of data lengths in the task and the context length allocated to
the model.

3.1.3 Impact of Model Size. Prior studies showed that within the same LLM family, larger models
are associated with better performance [59, 67, 73]. This also applies to some extent to tasks related
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to code change. For example, in the LLaMA 2 and CoDEGEN families, better performance is achieved
by larger models. One possible reason is that the larger models can have a broader understanding
and capacity to integrate more context effectively due to the vast number of parameters, thus
performing better in these families. However, in the CopE LLama family, better performance
on three tasks is achieved by smaller models. A possible reason can be that these smaller
models might have just the right capacity to capture the essential patterns without being bogged
down by excessive complexity [71, 72]. Therefore, the observed performance differences highlight
that model size and performance can be task-specific and that bigger is not always better when it
comes to using ICL within different LLM families.

Finding 3: Within the same LLM family, larger models do not always have better performance.

3.1.4 Impact of Model Family. We also find that the CopE LLama family performs the best
across code-change-related tasks compared to other model families. This may be because
CoDpE LLaMA is based on LLama 2 and has been pre-trained on a large amount of (1) code data and
(2) code-related natural language data, enabling it to better understand the information in code
and natural language at the same time. For instance, on CRG, CMG-Java, CMG-Python, and
JITCU, the best LLM-ICLs are all CopE LLamA-7b. CoDE LLaMA-7b demonstrates the strongest
learning capabilities. As the number of examples increases, the performance of Cobpe LLaMA-7b
improves the most on average. For example, on the CMG-Java, the best Cope LLamA-7b with
examples outperforms its 0 shot setting by 3.47 times. In comparison, LLaMA 2-13b outperforms its
0 shot setting by 2.48 times. This suggests that although the model may struggle to comprehend the
task without example, CODE LLAMA-7b can rapidly learn and capture task-relevant features when
provided with examples. These findings highlight the advantage of Cope LLAMA-7b in adapting to
new tasks. When applying LLMs to new code-change-related tasks, we recommend using
CobpE LLama family, especially CopE LLama-7b.

Finding 4: The CopE LLaMA family, especially CoDE LLAMA-7b, performs the best in the selected
tasks related to code changes.

3.2 RQ2: How Do LLMs Perform When Applying Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning
Techniques on Code-Change-Related Tasks?

Table 6 and Table 7 show the results of LLM-PEFTs on the three code-change-related tasks.

3.2.1 Comparison Between LoRA and Prefix-Tuning. We observe that when performing PEFT on
code change-related tasks, LLMs tuned with LoRA results in significantly better performance
compared to LLMs tuned with prefix-tuning. For example, on CRG and CMG, the average BLEU
scores of COoDE LLaMA-13b using LoRA are 5.61 and 12.52, respectively; while those of CopE LLAMA-
13b using prefix-tuning are 1.17, and 2.54, respectively. This indicates that LoRA can help LLMs
learn more knowledge related to code changes compared to prefix-tuning. These results are also in
line with the different mechanisms of LoRA and prefix-tuning. Specifically, LoRA updates the self-
attention modules in LLMs, making it relatively easy to learn new knowledge that is not well covered
by the pre-training data. However prefix-tuning, which only prepends some trainable vectors to
the input of each layer, plays a similar role to soft prompts, i.e., stimulating the learned knowledge
in LLMs. Considering existing LLMs are not specially trained for code-change-related tasks and
have limited knowledge of code changes, it is reasonable that LoRA outperforms prefix-tuning.
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Table 6. [RQ2] - Performance of LLM-PEFTs on the CRG and JITCU tasks. The darker color of the cells means
better performance.

CRG | JITCU
Model BLEU4 |  GLEU ACC
LORA Prefix | LORA Prefix LORA Prefix
INCoDER-1b 2.50 - 38.23 - 12.10 -

CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.27 0.61 0.26 1.13 0.55 0.05
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 1.11 0.87 4.00 29.36 1.15 3.35
LiaMA 2-7b 1.12 0.25 32.25 0.00
Liama 2-13b - 2.42 0.00 3245  0.00
CobE LLAMA-7b 4.04 0.33 0.06 34.40 0.00
Copk LLama-13b |[5:61 | 1.17

0.27 34.90 0.00
Table 7. [RQ2] - Performance of LLM-PEFTs on the CMG task. The darker color of the cells means better
performance.

Java C# CPP Python JavaScript
Models LORA Prefix LORA Prefix LORA Prefix LORA Prefix LORA Prefix
INCODER-1b 5.13 - 4.95 - 5.54 - 5.57 - 5.47 -

CoDpEGEN-2b-nl 2.23 1.87 3.27 2.71 3.37 3.60 3.77 3.52 3.55 3.89
CoDpEGEN-6b-nl 3.65 2.78 4.77 2.62 4.94 3.08 5.27 4.81 5.14 3.59

Lrama 2-7b 1.77 105 [111.02° o013 0.05 0.03
LLAMA 2-13b 0.72 1.00 | 1031  0.69 0.84 1.03
CoDE Lrama-7b 112 1.20 0.89 0.61 0.85
CopEt LLama-13b 1.68 2.98 - 2.51 3.93 1.60

Table 8. [RQ2] - An example of the CMG task.

public class AnalystWorker implements Runnable {
/*+ Open a single point channel to the broker
* to receive high-priority requests immediately

*/
private synchronized void openSideChannel () {
Diff + if (sideChannelOpen)
+ return;

+

LOG.info ("Opening side channel for single point requests.");

new Thread(() —>{
sideChannelOpen = true;
Gold resolve race condition where two side channels could open.
Llama 2-13b + LoRA Fixed a bug in AnalystWorker where it would re-open a side channel

Llama 2-13b + Prefix-Tuning | data class in it. java, to.

Table 8 presents an example of CMG and the commit messages generated by two LLaMA 2-13b
models that are fine-tuned with LoRA and prefix-tuning, respectively. We observe that the commit
message generated by LLaAMA 2-13b with LoRA successfully captures the changed parts in the diff,
while the LLama 2-13b with prefix-tuning only generates some low-quality keywords. Similar
phenomena are also reported by prior studies [8, 10, 12].
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Finding 5: When applying LLM-PEFTs, tuning LLMs using LoRA achieve a significantly better
performance compared to those using prefix-tuning.

3.2.2 Impact of Model Size. When tuning LLMs with LoRA, the performance difference between
large and small models in the same LLM family is not significant. For example, on CRG, CoDE LLAMA-
13b outperforms Cope LLaMA-7b. While, on JITCU, smaller models in the LLama 2 family and the
CobE LraMA family outperform the larger models in terms of GLEU scores. One possible reason
is that smaller models may have just sufficient adaptability and efficiency when fine-tuning with
LoRA, allowing them to capture relevant features effectively for specific tasks. The complexity
and capacity of larger models may not provide additional benefits on these tasks related to code
changes and might even introduce unnecessary complexity. This means that when tuning LLM
using LoRA on tasks related to code changes, developers should consider both the bigger and
smaller models within the same model family at the same time.

Finding 6: When tuning LLMs using LoRA, larger models do not necessarily have better
performance, even within the same LLM family.

3.2.3 Impact of Model Family. We observe that when tuning LLMs with LoRA, LramA 2 and
CopE Lrama families are the best-performing LLMs on the three code-change-related tasks.
Specifically, on CRG and CMG-Python, the LLama 2 performs the best; however, on other tasks,
Copk Lrama performs better. Nonetheless, the performance gap between the two model fami-
lies is not significant. For example, on CRG, the best-performing LraMA 2 model (LLama 2-7b)
has a BLEU score of 5.74, which is only approximately 2.32% higher than the best-performing
CopEk Lrama model (Cope Lrama-13b) with a score of 5.61. One possible reason is that, though
CopE L1aMa is based on LLama 2 and has been pre-trained on a large-scale code corpus, tuning
LLMs using LoRA on code-change-related tasks requires the model to learn new knowledge that is
not well covered by the pre-training data. This makes these two model families perform similarly on
code-change-related tasks. We recommend exploring both Llama and CopE LLama families
when tuning LLMs using LoRA.

Finding 7: When tuning LLM using LoRA on tasks related to code changes, utilizing models
specifically pre-trained on code-related tasks (such as Cope Lrama) offers limited benefits.
LraMA 2 and Cobpk LramA families are the best-performing LLMs.

3.3 RAQ3: How Do LLMs Perform on Code Change-Related Tasks Compared to Small
Pre-trained Models?

Table 9. [RQ3] - Performance of the small pre-trained models after fully fine-tuned on code-change-related
tasks. The deeper the color, the better the performance.

CRG CMG JITCU
Model BLEU CPP C# Java JavaScript Python GLEU  ACC
BLEU BLEU BLEU BLEU BLEU
Codet5 0.38 2.85 3.73 5.33 7.32 5.32 59.14 17.90
CCT5 530 1299 | 1953 15.90 17.61 14.57 68.32  29.50
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Fig. 2. [RQ3] - Comparison between the best performing LLM-ICL, LLM-PEFT, and Small Pre-trained Models
on CRG and JITCU
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Fig. 3. [RQ3] - Comparison between the best performing LLM-ICL, LLM-PEFT, and Small Pre-trained Models
on CMG

Table 9 presents the performance of the small pre-trained models that are fully fine-tuned on
the three code-change-related tasks. We observe that CCT5 outperforms CodeT5 on all tasks.
This is because CCT5 is pre-trained with code changes and code-change-related natural language
descriptions, which makes it good at handling code-change-related tasks. In contrast, CodeT5 is
only pre-trained with code and code-related descriptions. To better show the differences between
LLMs and small pre-trained models, we compare the best-performing LLM-ICL, LLM-PEFT, and
small pre-trained models on CRG, CMG, and JITCU. Figure 2a, Figure 3, and Figure 2b visualize the
performances of the best performing LLM-ICL, LLM-PEFT, and small pre-trained models on CRG,
CMG, and JITCU, respectively.

3.3.1 Comparison between LLM-ICLs and Small Pre-trained Models. The best-performing LLM-
ICLs are similar to or better than CodeT5 on the tasks related to code changes. Specifically, the
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best-performing LLM-ICLs can statistically significantly outperform CodeT5 on CRG, the C++,
C#, and Python sub-datasets on CMG. For example, CopE LLaMA-7b with 7 examples outperforms
CodeT5 by 4.66 on CRG. Besides, there is no significant difference between the best-performing
LLM-ICL and CodeT5 on JITCU in terms of GLEU. For example, CodeT5 only outperforms the
best-performing LLM-ICL (i.e., CODE LLaMA-7b with 2 examples) by 0.76 on JITCU. These results
indicate that LLMs are promising on code-change-related tasks.

The best-performing LLM-ICLs are statistically significantly inferior to CCT5 on all tasks. Specif-
ically, CCT5 outperforms CopE LLama-7b with 7 examples on CRG by 0.26. Recall that CCT5 are
pre-trained with code-change-oriented objectives and fine-tuned with task-specific datasets, and
the parameters have learned the knowledge related to code changes through updates. This further
motivates us to compare LLM-PEFT with small pre-trained model on the tasks related to code
changes, both of which can update model parameters.

Finding 10: The best-performing LLM-ICLs are similar or better than small models pre-trained
with code, but inferior to small models pre-trained with code changes on the tasks related to
code changes.

3.3.2 Comparison between LLM-ICLs and LLM-PEFTs. The best-performing LLM-PEFTs (LLMs
tuned with LoRA) outperform the best-performing LLM-ICLs across all tasks, with particularly
significant differences on CMG and JITCU. Specifically, the best-performing LLM-PEFT performs
slightly better than the best-performing LLM-ICL on CRG; the best-performing LLM-PEFTs outper-
form the best-performing LLM-ICLs by 123.55%, 89.67%, 77.53%, 60.96% and 103.67% on Java, C#,
C++, Python and JavaScript sub-datasets of CMG respectively; the best-performing LLM-PEFTs
outperform the best-performing LLM-ICLs by 8.95% and 47.45% in terms of GLEU and ACC on
JITCU. This means that if model parameters are allowed to be adjusted, the performance of LLMs
on code change-related tasks can be significantly improved.

Finding 11: Tuning LLM with LoRA can significantly improve the performance of LLMs on
code-change-related tasks.

Table 10. [RQ2] - The number of parameters updated when fine-tuning each LLM with PEFT

Method INCoDER-1b  CODEGEN-2b-nl CODEGEN-6b-nl  LramA 2-7b Lrama 2-13b  Copk Lrama-7b  Copk Lrama-13b
LoRA 3,15M(0.23%)  2.62M(0.09%) 43M(0.06%)  8,38M(0.12%) 13,1M(0.10%)  8.39M(0.12%) 13.1M(0.10%)
prefix-tuning - 1.64M(0.06%) 27M(0.04%)  2,62M(0.04%) 4.1M(0.03%)  2.62M(0.04%) 4.1M(0.03%)

3.3.3 Comparison between LLM-PEFTs and Small Pre-trained Models. We observe that the best-
performing LLM-PEFTs (LLMs tuned with LoRA) statistically significantly outperform CodeT5
on all tasks. Moreover, on CRG, the best-performing LLM-PEFT, i.e., LLAMA 2-7B tuned using
LoRA statistically significantly outperforms the best fully fine-tuned small pre-trained model, i.e.,
CCT5, by 8.3%. On JITCU, the best-performing LLM-PEFT, i.e., CoDE LLaAMA-13B tuned using LoRA,
outperforms the fully fine-tuned CCT5 by 18.47% in terms of ACC. On CMG, there is no significant
difference between the best-performing LLM-PEFT and the best fully fine-tuned small pre-trained
model (CCT5) on C++, Java, and Python sub-datasets, and on the Javascript and C# sub-datasets,
the best-performing LLM-PEFT are statistically significantly inferior to CCT5. These indicate that
the best-performing LLM-PEFTs have comparable performance to CCT5.
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Table 10 shows the number of parameters that are updated with different PEFT methods. The
number of parameters updated when fine-tuning each LLM with PEFT is fewer than the total number
of parameters (i.e., 223M) of the small pre-trained models (as is shown in Table 1). Considering that
LLMs are not pre-trained with code-change-oriented objectives, we believe the performance of
LLMs can be further improved by pre-training on the objectives and data related to code changes.

Finding 12: The best-performing LLM-PEFTs can have comparable performance to the best-
performing fully fine-tuned small pre-trained models on the tasks related to code changes with
fewer changed parameters.

3.4 RQ4: How Do LLMs Perform With Different Input Formats on
Code-Change-Related Tasks?

Table 11. [RQ3] - BLEU scores of LLM-ICLs with the code input on CRG. Blue indicates worse performance
while red indicates better performance, compared to using diff as input. The deeper the color, the greater the
difference.

Models Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot

INCoODER-1b 297 395 3.82 384 353 342 3.3 3.23 3.04
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.31 0.5 0.58 0.7 0.88 1.03 1.32 1.69  1.92
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 0.87  0.93 1.11 1.4 1.75 2.07 2.57 278 295
Lrama 2-7b 093 433 443 4.52 454 4.67 4.67 473 4.3
Lrama 2-13b 234 428 445 469 471 461 4.71 4.71 4.71
CobE LLaMA-7b 0.9 4.53 4.5 469 478 479 486 477 4.9
CopE LLama-13b  2.32 4.57 457 471 4.79  4.83 479  5.02 4.9

Table 12. [RQ3] - BLEU scores of LLM-ICLs with the code input format on Python and Java sub-datasets of
CMG. Blue indicates worse performance while red indicates better performance, compared to using diff as
input. The deeper the color, the greater the difference.

Lang Model Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot

INCoDER-1b 3.08 3 2.62 2.74 2.66 2.75 2.79 2.76 2.66
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 1.88 1.98 2 2.11 2.28 2.29 229 236 233
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 2.46 2.58 294 324 319 352 343 3.39 3.43
Java  Lrama 2-7b 1.13 3.28 351  3.88 3.8 3.63 3.54 342 3.54
Lrama 2-13b 1.74  3.35 3.91 4.25 4.23 457  4.82 491 513
CopE Lrama-7b 1.81 5.78 517 5.86 5.73 5.73 5.74 5.49 5.47
CopE Lrama-13b ~ 1.69  4.47 408 414 434 449 504 461 4.28

INCODER-1b 454 393 423 4.01 3.9 388 394 407 392
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 299 3.09 3.01 326 328 348 355 357 338
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 408 435 436 471 462 447 455 481 477
Python Liama 2-7b 212 468 493 519 524 531 5.05 483 4.64
Lrama 2-13b 3.45 4.6 556 6,53 671 6.75  6.41 5.67  5.57
CobpE LLama-7b 1.5 5.6 703 745 8.07 854 802 7.6 6.6
CopE LLama-13b 231 4.9 639 675 659 7.28  6.62 556  5.52
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Table 13. [RQ3] - GLEU and ACC scores of LLM-ICLs with the code input format on JITCU. Blue indicates
worse performance while red indicates better performance, compared to using diff as input. The deeper the
color, the greater the difference.

Model metric Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot
INCODER-1b 9.99 0.12 0.47 1.15 1.62 1.65 2.00 2.44 3.19
CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.00 0.02 1.19 2.10 2.91 4.80 5.80 5.24 4.74
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 0.00 502 13.02 13.45 12.00 8.47 7.17 7.69 7.69
LiamA 2-7b GLEU 0.32 1.68 8.02 13.50 13.24 1483 15.00 14.83 14.44
LiaMA 2-13b 7.50 417 1529 1749 15.64 1644 16.23 15.05 14.80
CobE LLamMA-7b 4.89 5.21 9.11 11.82 1453 15.29 15.59 14.07 13.98
CobEe LraMa-13b 2.57 6.15 2132 26.07 26.16 27.31 28.48 26.59 25.84
INCODER-1b 1.50 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10 0.05 0.15 0.20 0.35
CopEGEN-2b-nl 0.00 0.05 0.20 0.60 0.30 0.35 0.25 0.15 0.10
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 0.00 0.35 0.70 0.95 0.65 0.20 0.30 0.20 0.25
LiamA 2-7b ACC 0.25 0.55 1.90 2.55 2.05 2.05 2.00 1.35 1.40
LiAaMA 2-13b 2.60 1.20 4.45 4.35 2.75 2.25 1.80 0.95 1.25
CobE L1AMA-7b 0.00 1.75 1.60 2.55 3.70 3.55 3.10 2.00 1.75
CopEe LraMa-13b 0.55 2.25 4.70 6.15 5.70 5.90 5.85 4.75 4.45

Table 14. [RQ3] - Performance of LLM-PEFTs with the code input format on CRG and JITCU. Blue indicates
worse performance while red indicates better performance, compared to using diff as input. The deeper the
color, the greater the difference.

CRG | JITCU
Model BLEU-4 |  GLEU ACC
LoRA Prefix ‘ LoRA Prefix LoRA Prefix
INCoDER-1b 3.54 4.98 - 8.85 -

CoDEGEN-2b-nl 0.46 0.86 0.30 0.03 0.55 0.70
CoDEGEN-6b-nl 1.65 0.98 3.02 7.55 1.35 1.65
Lrama 2-7b 5.71 2.02 62.58 0.13 32.35 0.00
Lrama 2-13b 5.16 0.61 62.35 0.00 32.65 0.00
CopE Lrama-7b 4.40 0.54 63.69 0.09 34.45 0.00
CopE Lrama-13b  5.40 1.13 63.09 0.16 34.95 0.00

Table 11, 12, 13 and Table 14, 15 show the performance LLM-ICLs and LLM-PEFTs using code
format as input. To visually demonstrate the performance difference between using code as input
and using diff as input, we use blue to indicate a relatively worse performance and red to indicate a
relatively better performance. The deeper the color, the greater the difference.

3.4.1 Impact of Different Input Formats on LLM-ICL. We observe that when using LLM-ICL, using
diff as the input of LLMs generally outperforms using code as the input of LLMs. Specifically, on
JITCU, the performance of LLMs is significantly better when using diff as input compared to using
code as input (except for the CopEGEN family, where the ACC value is close to 0 across different
settings). For example, on CRG, the best-performing LLM-ICL (CopEk LLaMa-7b) has a BLEU score
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Table 15. [RQ3] - Performance of LLM-PEFTs with the code input format on CMG. Blue indicates worse
performance while red indicates better performance, compared to using diff as input. The deeper the color,
the greater the difference.

CPP C# Java JavaScript Python
Model LoRA Prefix LoRA Prefix LoRA Prefix LoRA Prefix LoRA Prefix
INCoDER-1b 5.24 - 5.11 - 4.75 - 4.66 - 5.12 -

CopEGEN-2b-nl 3.99 3.47 3.80 2.31 2.95 2.52 3.69 2.70 5.52 4.29
CoDpEGEN-6b-nl 4.43 2.47 4.47 4.45 3.77 2.47 3.87 3.29 4.90 4.09
Lrama 2-7b 10.98 2.49 11.86 1.28 12.27 1.54 13.78 0.15 12.94 0.87
Lrama 2-13b 10.41 0.59 11.62 0.94 12.01 0.83 13.36 1.27 12.78 0.77
CopE LLama-7b 10.82 1.44 11.98 0.41 13.10 1.45 13.72 2.67 13.44 0.65
CopE Lrama-13b  11.36 1.20 12.10 1.74 12.10 3.26 13.44 2.63 11.42 1.26

of 5.04 when using diff as input, which is only 0.14 lower than the best result obtained using code
as input. Additionally, for the best-performing LLM-ICL on JITCU (Copk Lrama-7B), the ACC
score is 23.65 when using diff as input, while it is only 1.6 when using code as input. One possible
reason is that how to update the comment is highly related to the changed parts in the code. Diffs
explicitly annotate the changed lines in code with “+" an “-", making it easier for LLMs to identify
and understand what is changed. For two connected code snippets, LLM needs to first understand
the two snippets, then determine the updated, deleted, and unchanged lines of code by comparing

them, and finally comprehend the change information, which is more complex.

Finding 8: When using LLM-ICL, the input format significantly affects the performance of LLM.
Specifically, the model performs better with diff as input, especially on the JITCU task.

3.4.2 Impact of Different Input Formats on LLM-PEFT. For LLM-PEFTs, there is no significant
performance difference between different input formats. For example, when using LLM-PEFT,
on CRG, the performance difference between different input formats is only 0.03; on JITCU, the
differences in GLEU and ACC are only 1.54 and 0.05, respectively. These facts indicate that LLM-
PEFTs are not sensitive to the input format, which is different from the LLM-ICLs. One possible
reason is that when representing a code change as two code snippets, it is difficult for LLMs without
fine-tuning to compare two code snippets and capture the changed part, while LLMs fine-tuned with
some code change data can learn to adapt to the input format and thus achieve better performance.

Finding 9: When using LLM-PEFT, the input format does not significantly affect the performance
of the LLM.

3.5 RQ5: When Do LLMs Perform Better?

Table 16 shows the best-performing models from small pre-trained models, LLM-ICLs and LLM-
PEFTs selected to answer this research question. Table 17 shows the performance of the models on
each code change category for each code-change-related task.

We observe that the best-performing LLM-PEFTs outperform the best-performing LLM-
ICLs on all types of code changes For example, on CRG, the best-performing LLM-PEFTs
outperform the best-performing LLM-ICLs on all types of code changes by 86.86%, 16.03%, 3.54%,
and 31.76% on each code change type, respectively. This indicates that compared to ICL, PEFT can
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Table 16. [RQ5] - The selected pre-trained models for different tasks under the application of ICL or Finetuning.

fully fine-tuned

small pre-trained LLM-ICL LLM-PEFT
model

CRG Lrama 2-7b
CMG_Java CobE LLAMA-7b
CMG_c# CobE LraMAa-13b
CMG_cCpp CCT5 CopEk LLama-7b  CobpE Lrama-13b
CMG_Python CopE Lrama-7b
CMG_JavaScript CopE LLama-13b
JITCU CopE LLaMA-7b

Table 17. [RQ5] - Performance of different techniques for each code change category in code-change-related
tasks. BLEU for CRG, CMG, GLEU for JITCU. The deeper the color, the better the performance.

Code

Task  Method Doc Feat  Ref Doc&Code Total
Sample Num 4 149 13 30 196

CRG Small Pre-trained Models | 548 4.71 5.04 5.44 4.83
LLM-ICL 3.12 468 3.67 3.81 4.45
LLM-PEFT 5.83 543 3.80 5.02 5.27

Sample Num 12 79 56 53 200
CMG Small Pre-trained Models = 9.86 11.65 | 21.71 13.94 15.31
LLM-ICL 9.68 630 9.82 5.37 6.62
LLM-PEFT 18.19 10.04  19.13 14.30 13.01

Sample Num 0 102 81 13 196
JITCU LLM-ICL - 53.58 71.17 34.14 59.97
LLM-PEFT - 57.42  75.57 44.45 64.13
Small Pre-trained Models - 58.43 72.59 46.38 65.35

comprehensively improve the performance of LLMs on all code change categories. Therefore, we
believe that LLM-PEFT can be applied to different types of code changes.

Finding 13: PEFT can comprehensively improve the performance of LLMs across all categories
of code changes, including changes that only modify documentation, only modify code, and
those that modify both code and documentation simultaneously.

We observe that the best-performing LLM-PEFTs statistically significantly outperform
the best-performing fully fine-tuned small models on doc-only code changes. Specifically,
in terms of doc-only code changes on CRG and CMG, the best-performing LLM-PEFTs achieve the
BLEU scores of 5.83 and 18.19, respectively, while those of the best-performing fully fine-tuned
small models are 5.48 and 9.86. The results indicate that LLM-PEFTs are effective on doc-only code
changes. The possible reason is that LLMs are good at understanding natural languages.

In terms of the changes related to source code, the best-performing LLM-PEFTs perform compa-
rably to fully fine-tuned small models, indicating LLM-PEFTs can to some extent understand the
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changes of functional logic. For example, on JITCU, in terms of code changes related to Ref, the
best-performing LLM-PEFTs achieve the BLEU score of 75.57, while that of the best-performing
fully fine-tuned small models is 72.59. on CMG, in terms of code changes related to Feat, the best-
performing fully fine-tuned small pre-trained models can achieve the BLEU score of 11.65, while
that of the best-performing LLM-PEFTs is 10.04. This indicates that compared with small pre-trained
models, though LLM-PEFTs can understand the changes that are only related to documentation,
LLM-PEFTs still need more knowledge to understand featuring, refactoring, and the mix of code
and documentation modifications. One possible reason is that fully fine-tuned small models have
learned the knowledge related to source code changes through the pre-training specific to code
changes, while LLM-PEFTs are only fine-tuned with some task-specific data. Thus, LLM-PEFTs
may have insufficient code-change-specific knowledge, such as the knowledge of refactoring. We
recommend that future work consider taking into account code-change-oriented data and objectives
during the pre-training of LLM for code-change-related tasks.

Finding 14: LLM-PEFTs can outperform the fully fine-tuned small models on the doc-only code
changes and achieve comparable performance to fully fine-tuned small models on other code
change types.

4 DISCUSSION
4.1 Human Evaluation

Here, following prior studies [25, 39, 44], we take CMG as an example and conduct a human
evaluation to further investigate the effectiveness of LLMs in code-change-related tasks.

Specifically, following prior studies [39, 70], we recruit 4 evaluators who are not the co-authors
of this paper. All evaluators have more than 5 years of software development experience and have
a deep understanding of Computer Science. We randomly sample 100 commits from the MCMD
dataset [70] (50 commits for Java, and 50 commmits for Python). The number of sampled commits is
the same as the number of sampled commits used in prior studies related to the human evaluation
of the model performance on the MCMD dataset [39]. We chose these two languages (i.e., Java
and Python) because they are currently the most popular programming languages. Additionally,
compared to the other three languages, the evaluators are more familiar with these two languages.
We then apply the best-performing models from the explored three approaches (small pre-trained
models, LLM-ICLs, and LLM-PEFTs) to generate commit messages for these sampled commits.
Specifically, in terms of small pre-trained models, we apply CCT5 with the diff input. In terms of
LLM-ICL, we apply Copk LLamAa-7b with diff input using 7 examples on the Java sub-dataset, and
CopE Lrama-7b with diff input using 5 examples on the Python sub-dataset. For LLM-PEFT, we
apply Copk LLaMa-7b-LoRA with diff input on Java and Python sub-datasets. This process yields
300 generated commit messages.

Following prior studies [39, 70], we ask evaluators to rate each generated message from the
following three dimensions, with each dimension scored on a scale of 1 to 5 (1: poor, 2: marginal, 3:
acceptable, 4: good, 5: excellent):

(1) Adequacy: The extent to which the generated commit message covers the main content of the
code changes. A higher score indicates that the generated information more comprehensively
summarizes the main content of the code modifications.

(2) Conciseness: The extent to which the generated commit message does not contain irrel-
evant content. A higher score indicates that the information is more concise, without the
interference of redundant and irrelevant information.
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(3) Expressiveness: The readability and understandability of the generated commit message. A
higher score indicates that the information is expressed more clearly and easier to understand.

To facilitate the evaluation process, we prepare a questionnaire for each commit. The ques-
tionnaire includes the code change, the ground truth commit message, and the commit messages
generated by the three compared techniques (small pre-trained models, LLM-ICLs, and LLM-PEFTs).
To minimize potential bias, the three techniques are anonymous in the questionnaire, ensuring that
the participants are unaware of which technique generated each commit message. Furthermore,
each participant completes the questionnaire independently, without any discussion or collabora-
tion with others. Each sample commit will be evaluated by two participants, and we consider the
average of the two scores as the final score. If the two scores are significantly different, we will
invite a third evaluator to evaluate the commit, and the final score will be the average of the two
closest scores.

Table 18. [Discussion] the results of our human evaluations

Approach Adequacy Conciseness Expressiveness
LLM-ICL 2.46 2.72 3.82
Small Pre-trained Model 3.41 3.66 4
LLM-PEFT 3.29 3.78 4.23

Same as the conclusion in Section 3.3, the human evaluation further confirms that LLM-PEFTs
can generate commit messages that are more concise and readable compared with other
techniques. Table 18 presents the results of the human evaluation. Overall, the LLM-PEFTs
outperform the other techniques in terms of conciseness and expressiveness. The average scores
achieved by LLM-PEFTs for adequacy, conciseness, and expressiveness are 3.29, 3.78, and 4.22,
respectively. These values are 33.74%, 38.97% and 10.76% higher than those of LLM-ICLs, and -3.52%,
2.92%, and 5.50% higher than those of small pre-trained models, respectively. This indicates that LLM-
PEFTs can generate more concise and readable commit messages compared with other techniques.
While the adequacy of LLM-PEFTs is slightly lower than that of LLM-ICLs, the difference is not
significant. This indicates that LLM-PEFTs can generate comparable commit messages compared
with small pre-trained models in terms of adequacy.

Interestingly, we also observe that LLM-PEFTs are rated higher than the fully fine-tuned small
models in terms of conciseness. This is counter-intuition as it is generally considered that LLMs
can generate informative and readable texts, but often with some redundant information [27, 43].
One possible reason is that through fine-tuning, LLMs have learned the preference for this task,
i.e., to generate concise summaries rather than lengthy words.

To better understand the quality of the generated commit message, we conduct a case study.
Table 19 shows an example of the commit message generation task. We present the changed code,
the commit message written by developers, as well as the commit messages generated by LLM-ICL,
fully fine-tuned small models, and LLM-PEFT. Based on the diff and the commit messages written
by the developers, we can see that the code change is related to refactoring the update_messages()
using the set_message_booleans() in message_store class. However, the commit messages generated
by the three techniques are not perfect. The commit message generated by LLM-ICL mentions a
plausible phrase update_message_store, but it is not accurate; all the information is hallucinated, but
its readability is acceptable. This indicates that the commit message generated by LLM-ICL is not
adequate and concise at all, but expressive. The commit message generated by fully fine-tuned small
models mentions the refactor and set_message_booleans(), but misses set_message_booleans() and
message_store; it hallucinates the information event and mentions, but its readability is acceptable.
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Table 19. [Discussion] - An example of the commit message generation task.

exports.update_messages=function update_messages (events) {
}

msgs_to_rerender.push (msg) ;

Diff - msg.alerted=event.flags.indexOf ("has_alert_word") !==-1;
- msg.mentioned=event.flags.indexOf ("mentioned") !==-1]|

- event.flags.indexOf ("wildcard_mentioned") !==-1;

+ message_store.set_message_booleans (msg,event.flags);

condense.un_cache_message_content_height (msg.id);

Gold Call message.set_message_booleans() in update_messages().
LLM-ICL Merge pull request from jeannefukumaru/update_message_store
Fully Fine-tuned Small Models | refactor:Use set_message_booleans event for mentions.
LLM-PEFT message_store.set_message_booleans()

This indicates that the commit message generated by fully fine-tuned small models is moderate
in terms of adequacy and conciseness, and is expressive. The commit message generated by
LLM-PEFT mentions the set_message_booleans() and message_store, but misses refactoring and
update_messages(); there is no hallucinated information, and its readability is acceptable. This
indicates that the commit message generated by LLM-PEFT is moderate in terms of adequacy, and
is expressive and very concise.

Finding 15: Users rate that compared to other techniques, LLM-PEFT can generate concise and
readable commit messages without compromising too much adequacy.

4.2 Implications

When adapting LLMs with ICL to code-change-related tasks, the number of examples in
the prompt should be determined by the data length of the task and the context length
allocated to the model. In Section 3.1, we observe that the performance of LLM-ICLs is not
always positively correlated with the number of examples, and the best-performing LLM-ICLs
have different numbers of examples in different tasks. One possible reason is that the lengths of
examples in the different tasks are different, and the context length allocated to the model is limited.
Therefore, we suggest that practitioners should make a decision based on the distribution of data
lengths in the task and the context length allocated to the model when adapting LLMs with ICL to
code-change-related tasks.

When using LLMs on code-change-related tasks, the choice of the model family is more
important than the model size. In Section 3.1 and Section 3.2, we observe that the performance
of LLM is not always positively correlated with the model size even within the same model family,
no matter whether using ICL or PEFT. However, we observe that there are differences between
the performance of LLMs from different model families. For example, when using LLM with ICL,
the best-performing Copke LLama outperforms the best-performing Lrama 2 and CopEGEN across
tasks. However, the best-performing smaller Cope LLama outperforms the best-performing larger
CobpE Liamaacross tasks when using LLM with ICL. This indicates that the choice of the model
family is more important than the model size when using LLMs on code-change-related tasks.
Therefore, we suggest that when an LLM is not performing well on code-change-related tasks,
practitioners should not only try different model sizes but also try different model families.
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Code-change-related tasks benefit more from the PEFT techniques that can help LLMs
learn new knowledge. Section 3.2 shows that LLMs tuned with LoRA outperform the LLMs
tuned with prefix-tuning in almost all settings. One main reason is that LoRA can better help LLMs
learn new knowledge, i.e., the knowledge of code changes, while prefix-tuning mainly focuses on
stimulating the learned knowledge in LLMs. Therefore, when applying LLMs to code-change-related
tasks, we suggest using the PEFT techniques that can effectively help LLMs learn new knowledge,
such as LoRA.

LLM-ICLs open up the opportunities to automate the code-change-related tasks suf-
fering from data scarcity. Data scarcity refers to situations where data acquisition is difficult or
the amount of data is small. This often occurs in new tasks or scenarios involving user privacy
sensitivities. Limited training data cannot guide pre-trained models, such as CodeT5 and CCT5, to
learn downstream tasks well through fine-tuning, resulting in their poor performance. We have
also tried to adapt CodeT5 and CCT5 with ICL and no fine-tuning to code-change-related tasks,
but find they cannot produce meaningful output. In contrast, Section 3.3 has shown that LLM-ICLs
can achieve promising performance on code-change-related tasks with only a few examples due to
LLMs’ emergent abilities. These results imply that it is now possible to automate the code-change-
related tasks suffering from data scarcity with LLM-ICLs, which we believe can be a promising
research direction.

Pre-training LLMs with code-change-oriented objectives can potentially bring substan-
tial improvements to code-change-related tasks. We can see from Section 3.3 that on CRG
and CMG, CCT5 outperforms CodeT5 by substantial margins, and achieves comparable perfor-
mance to the best LLM-PEFTs. On JITCU, the ACC score of CCT5 is higher than CodeT5 but lower
than the best LLM-PEFTs. Comparing CCT5 with CodeT5, we can see that pre-training models
using code-change-oriented objectives are beneficial for code-change-related tasks. Comparing
LLM-PEFTs with CodeT5, we can know that increasing the sizes of the model and the pre-training
data are also beneficial. Inspired by these, a straightforward idea would be pre-training an LLM
with code-change-oriented objectives, which can take advantage of the two beneficial designs. We
believe this direction would bring substantial benefits for code-change-related tasks.

Practitioners can potentially improve LLM-ICLs for code-change-related tasks by de-
signing novel formats to represent code changes. Diffs and code snippets are the most common
formats to represent code changes. In Section 3.4, we investigate the impact of input formats on
the effectiveness of LLM-ICLs, and find that LLM-ICLs with diffs as the input format outperforms
those representing code changes as code snippets in most of the settings, especially on the JITCUP
tasks. This indicates that the representation formats of code changes play an important role in the
effectiveness of LLM-ICLs. Thus, it is interesting and promising to improve LLM-ICLs on code-
change-related tasks by designing novel representation formats for code changes. For example,
we can identify the changed parts in each code change using static analysis tools and explicitly
mention these changed parts in the prompt to help LLMs better understand code changes.

To boost code-change-related tasks with LLMs, we should guide LLMs to learn more code-
change-specific knowledge. In Section 3.5, we observe that LLM-PEFTs significantly outperform
the fully fine-tuned small models in doc-only code changes. This is related to the fact that LLMs
are pre-trained with rich sources of natural language texts and thus have the ability to understand
and handle tasks related to natural languages. However, the fully fine-tuned small models perform
better than LLM-PEFTs on the refactor and doc-and-code code changes. This indicates that PEFT on
task-specific datasets is not enough for LLMs to learn code-change-specific knowledge, such as the
knowledge of refactoring. We suggest that future researchers should focus more on guiding LLMs
to learn code-change-specific knowledge when tuning LLMs for code-change-related tasks. For
example, we can leverage the idea of multi-task learning and transfer learning. Before fine-tuning
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LLMs on the downstream task, we can first tune LLMs on other tasks that are helpful for identifying
code-change-specific knowledge, such as refactoring detection, and then fine-tune them on the
specific downstream tasks.

4.3 Threats to Validity

We identify three primary threats to the validity of our study:

1) The selection of LMs. To mitigate this threat, we design specific selection criteria for model
choice, as demonstrated in Section 2.2. These models include LLMs of different sizes from various
families, which are trained with different pre-training data and learning objectives. Additionally,
we have also selected robust small pre-trained models, like CCT5, to thoroughly investigate the
impact of fine-tuning on LMs.

2) Potential data leakage. In this paper, we conduct experiments on code changes using multiple
LMs. However, these models are trained with large amounts of data, which may raise concerns
about potential data leakage. It is possible that these models have seen some data in our test sets
and merely memorize the results instead of predicting them. Nevertheless, during our exploration
of the ICL process, we find that the selected LMs exhibit poor performance in zero-shot scenarios,
indicating that there is no evidence of LMs memorizing the dataset. Additionally, in our experiments,
we measure different strategies using LLMs through relative performance comparisons. Therefore,
we believe the findings of our paper remain valid.

3) Representativeness of automated evaluation metrics. Though automated evaluation
metrics (BLEU-4, ACC, GLEU) are widely used in the field of natural language processing, they may
not fully reflect the human perception of the text. To address this limitation, we take the commit
message generation task as an example and conduct a human evaluation. The evaluation result
is consistent with the automated metrics. We believe that the automated metrics are reliable for
evaluating the performance of LLMs on code-change-related tasks.

4) Uncertainty caused by manual data annotation. In Section 3.3 and Section 4.1, we randomly
selected samples based on previous work [39, 70] and manually labelled them. Subjectivity in human
decisions is a potential threat during the manual labeling process. To address this threat, following
previous studies [39, 70], each sample is labeled by more than one participant. The disagreement
between the participants is resolved through discussion. We believe such results are reliable.

5 RELATED WORK
5.1 LLM in Software Engineering

Pre-trained models have demonstrated impressive capabilities in the field of natural language
processing and have shown their excellent performance on a wide range of applications in various
domains [37, 39, 54, 84, 86]. Recently, Large Language Models (LLMs) have been introduced equipped
with billions of parameters and billions of training samples [82]. LLMs are pre-trained on large-scale
text data and learn rich linguistic knowledge and semantic representations which enable them to
understand the meaning and structure of natural language. In the field of software engineering,
researchers enhanced the general LLMs on code-related tasks and proposed many domain-specific
LLMs, e.g., InCoder[17], Code Llama[67], StarCoder[35], and SantaCoder[1]. A series of studies
have experimentally demonstrated that these domain-specific LLMs achieve good performance
on code-related tasks, e.g., code completion, automatic code generation, code understanding, and
code summarization. However, these models were only pre-trained on the code-related tasks and
ignored the code-change-related tasks. Pre-training LLM using code-related tasks focuses on the
general syntactic and semantic knowledge of code, while code changes are more concerned with
the differences between two code snippets. It is still unclear how these LLMs perform on the
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code-change-related tasks. To fill the gap, in our work, we explore the capabilities of representative
LLMs on code-change-related tasks and show the promising directions of using LLMs on code-
change-related tasks.

5.2 Technique for Code-Change-Related Task

Prior studies proposed a series of approaches for code-changes-related tasks. For example, Jiang et
al.[28] adapted Neural Machine Translation (NMT) to automatically “translate” diffs into commit
messages. Liu et al.[51] focused on the task of comment update. They leveraged a sequence-to-
sequence model to learn comment update patterns from code-comment co-changes. Hoang et
al.[23] employed the attention mechanism to model the hierarchical structure of a code change,
and used multiple comparison functions to identify the differences between the removed and
added code. They evaluated the performance of the proposed approach on log message generation,
bug fixing patch identification, and just-in-time defect prediction, and the proposed approach
outperformed the state-of-the-art techniques. Recently, pre-trained models have been proposed for
code-change-related tasks. Researchers pre-trained a large amount of code change data with code-
change-oriented objectives [37, 39, 54, 84, 86]. For example, Lin et al. [39] proposed CCT5, which
trained with CodeT5 with 5 kinds of code-change-oriented objectives. Zhou et al. [86] proposed
CCBERT, which was pre-trained on four proposed self-supervised objectives that are specialized
for learning code change representations based on the contents of code changes. Different from
these works that only considered the models with millions of parameters, our work explores the
capability of code changes on LLMs with more parameters.

The most related work to our paper is the work of Liu et al. [47]. Specifically, Liu et al. investigated
using PEFT on small pre-trained models (<1B parameters) on 2 code change-related tasks, i.e., CMG
and Just-In-Time Defect Prediction. Different from their work, we focus on LLM (>1B parameters).
Such models have been proposed more recently, and their capability on code change-related tasks
has not been systematically explored. Besides, we focus on more code change-related tasks, i.e.,
CRG, CMG, and JITCU. All of these tasks are generation tasks, which are more challenging than the
classification task used in Liu et al. [47]’s work (i.e., Just-In-Time Defect Prediction). Furthermore,
besides PEFT, we also explore ICL, which shows promising ability with LLMs (>1B parameters).
Our results show that on the CRG task, LLMs with ICL can outperform CodeT5 (a small pre-trained
code model fine-tuned on code-change-related tasks), and the best-performing LLM-PEFTs have
comparable performance to the state-of-the-art fully fine-tuned small models, indicating that LLMs
are promising on code-change-related tasks.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we conduct an empirical study to explore the capabilities of LLMs on code-change-
related tasks. Specifically, we adapt LLMs with in-context learning (ICL) and parameter-efficient
fine-tuning (PEFT), respectively, to three code-change-related tasks, i.e., code review generation,
commit message generation, and just-in-time comment update. We investigate the effects of multiple
factors, such as the number of examples for ICL, and the choice of PEFT methods, and we compare
the performance of LLMs with that of small pre-trained models. We also explore the impact of the
format of code changes and the impact of code change categories on the performance of LLMs.
Experimental results show that LLMs are promising for code-change-related tasks, and the best-
performing LLMs are often achieved by tuning LLaMA 2 or CoDE LLAMA using LoRA across model
sizes. At the same time, LLMs tend to learn the code change knowledge related to documents. We
summarize our findings and provide better suggestions to help practitioners better adapt LLMs to
code-change-related tasks. In the future, we will try to explore the effects on the performance of
LLMs in code-change-related tasks combined with more aspects of code changes, such as the impact
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of different code change representation forms and the impact of introducing more knowledge
related to refactorings to LLMs.

DATA AVAILABILITY

Our replication package, including the source code and used datasets, is available at: https://github.
com/ZJU-CTAG/CodeChange.
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Table 20. Performance of LLM-ICL on CMG with diff as input.

Lang Model Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot
InCoder-1b 3.59 2.97 2.8 291 2.58 2.86 2.79 3 2.71
CodeGen-2b-nl 1.9 2.21 2.41 2.54 2.41 2.34 2.21 2.09 2.26
CodeGen-6b-nl 2.1 2.87 3.28 3.17 3.13 3.07 3.09 3.16 3.11

Java Llama-2-7b 2.23 3.48 3.63 3.95 3.97 4.08 4.16 4.04 4.18
Llama-2-13b 2.42 3.68 3.8
CodeLlama-7b 1.78
CodeLlama-13b  2.68
InCoder-1b 511 397 412 428 432 43 398 419
CodeGen-2b-nl ~ 2.58 3.23 3.24 3.28 3.26 3.27 3.21 3.24 3.44
CodeGen-6b-nl 34

Python  Llama-2-7b 3.53
Llama-2-13b 4.41
CodeLlama-7b 1.51
CodeLlama-13b =~ 3.63
InCoder-1b 3.78 3.75 3.9 4.04 3.82 3.83 3.7 3.53 3.51
CodeGen-2b-nl ~ 2.02 2.7 2.61 2.47 2.55 2.62 2.59 2.46 2.54
CodeGen-6b-nl ~ 2.21 3.28 3.57 3.76 3.71 3.48 3.52 3.48 3.45

C# Llama-2-7b 3.97
Llama-2-13b 3.11
CodeLlama-7b 1.57
CodeLlama-13b  2.46
InCoder-1b 4.31 3.8 3.7 3.95 3.73 4.06 3.61 3.86 3.99
CodeGen-2b-nl 2.5 3.3 3.39 3.38 3.39 3.29 3.4 3.18 3.15
CodeGen-6b-nl ~ 2.96

C++ Llama-2-7b 2.93
Llama-2-13b 3.43
CodeLlama-7b 1.18
CodeLlama-13b 2.6
InCoder-1b 4.12 3.37 3.35 3.25 3.2 3.37 3.32 3.53 4.07
CodeGen-2b-nl ~ 2.76 3.2 3.23 2.81 2.72 2.69 2.68 2.75 2.86
CodeGen-6b-nl =~ 3.11 3.23 3.52 3.95 3.94 3.89 3.62 3.71 3.38

Javascript Llama-2-7b 2.79
Llama-2-13b 33
CodeLlama-7b 1.43
CodeLlama-13b  2.24
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Table 21. Performance of LLM-ICL on CMG with code as input.

Lang Model Oshot 1shot 2shot 3shot 4shot 5shot 6shot 7shot 8shot
InCoder-1b 3.08 3 262 274 266 275 279 276  2.66
CodeGen-2b-nl  1.88  1.98 2 211 228 229 229 236 233
CodeGen-6b-nl  2.46 2.58 2.94 3.24 3.19 3.52 3.43 3.39 343

Java Llama-2-7b 1.13 3.28 3.51 3.88 3.8 3.63 3.54 3.42 3.54
Llama-2-13b 1.74 3.35 3.91 4.25 4.23 4.57 4.82 4.91 5.13
CodeLlama-7b 181 578 517 586 573 573 574 549 547
CodeLlama-13b  1.69 447 4.08 414 434 449 504 461 4.28
InCoder-1b 454 393 423 401 3.9 3.88 394 407 392
CodeGen-2b-nl 299 3.09 3.01 326 328 348 355 357 3.38
CodeGen-6b-nl ~ 4.08 435 436 471 462 447 455 481 477

Python  Llama-2-7b 2.12 4.68 4.93 5.19 5.24 5.31 5.05 4.83 4.64
Llama-2-13b 3.45 4.6 5.56 6.53 6.71 6.75 6.41 5.67 5.57
CodeLlama-7b 1.5 5.6 7.03 7.45 8.07 8.54 8.02 7.16 6.6
CodeLlama-13b  2.31 4.9 639 675 659 728 @ 6.62 556 552
InCoder-1b 3.06 3.62 3.61 3.77 3.83 341 3.76 3.38 3.72
CodeGen-2b-nl  2.09 259 273 288 3.04 299 3.07 297 283
CodeGen-6b-nl 251 3.15 348 3.62 3.7 378 384 3.69 3.67

C# Llama-2-7b 137 428 499 531 513 523 498 485 422
Llama-2-13b 2.06 4.73 5.48 5.76 5.59 6.07 5.84 5.63 5.1
CodeLlama-7b 1.63 6.12 7.04 7.44 7.13 7.01 6.62 6.66 5.95
CodeLlama-13b 1.4 4.33 5.08 5.86 6.51 6.62 6.41 5.78 4.69
InCoder-1b 3.55 3.53 3.37 3.45 3.76 3.52 3.77 3.83 3.95
CodeGen-2b-nl  2.69 3 3.18 3.16 3.21 3.36 3.4 3.52 3.43
CodeGen-6b-nl 293  3.75 3.8 3.81 406 413 405 419 434

C++ Llama-2-7b 2.01 441 423 489 515 515 484 454 455
Llama-2-13b 2.62 43 501 563 559 576 574 527 553
CodeLlama-7b 1.24 5.12 5.74 6.11 6.39 6.45 6.29 5.74 5.98
CodeLlama-13b  2.09 5.03 5.46 6.42 6.47 6.18 6.13 5.69 5.61
InCoder-1b 3.21 3.06 3.44 3.34 3.21 347 3.82 3.67 3.83
CodeGen-2b-nl  3.09 342 3.27 3.16 3.19 3.55 3.28 3.35 3.49
CodeGen-6b-nl  3.29 3.73 3.93 3.78 3.93 3.77 3.89 3.84 3.83

Javascript Llama-2-7b 1.3 374 395 421 415 483 428 458 425
Llama-2-13b 2.22 4.4 499 575 6.2 694 631 641 6.08
CodeLlama-7b 152 3.98 7.1 7.88 817 877 8.02 7.2 7.7
CodeLlama-13b ~ 1.39 4.09 4.38 5.04 5.38 6.19 5.7 5.45 5.65
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