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Abstract—Commit messages provide descriptions of the mod-
ifications made in a commit using natural language, making
them crucial for software maintenance and evolution. Recent
developments in Large Language Models (LLMs) have led to
their use in generating high-quality commit messages, such as
the Omniscient Message Generator (OMG). This method employs
GPT-4 to produce state-of-the-art commit messages. However, the
use of proprietary LLMs like GPT-4 in coding tasks raises privacy
and sustainability concerns, which may hinder their industrial
adoption. Considering that open-source LLMs have achieved
competitive performance in developer tasks such as compiler
validation, this study investigates whether they can be used to
generate commit messages that are comparable with OMG. Our
experiments show that an open-source LLM can generate commit
messages that are comparable to those produced by OMG. In
addition, through a series of contextual refinements, we propose
lOcal MessagE GenerAtor (OMEGA) , a CMG approach that
uses a 4-bit quantized 8B open-source LLM. OMEGA produces
state-of-the-art commit messages, surpassing the performance of
GPT-4 in practitioners’ preference.

Index Terms—large language model, llama3, commit message
generation, gpt4

I. INTRODUCTION

Commit Messages (CM) play a crucial role in documenting
changes in version control systems, facilitating maintenance
and evolution of the software [1]. Researchers have leveraged
Natural Language Processing techniques to develop automatic
methods for Commit Message Generation (CMG), with the
goal of improving the quality of human-written messages [2],
[3]. In addition to detailing the changes (“What” information)
and their rationale (“Why” information) [2], researchers have
identified additional expected criteria from practitioners’ per-
spective [3]. Thus, CMG can be regarded as a complex reason-
ing task requiring a comprehensive and precise understanding
of the commit context, as well as the ability to formulate a
CM that meets all the quality criteria developers expect.

Given this complexity, CMG methods have significantly
advanced with the introduction of Large Language Models
(LLM) trained using reinforcement learning from human feed-
back (RLHF) [4], such as GPT-4 [5]. The enhanced reasoning
capabilities of these models have resulted in state-of-the-art
performance in CMG [3], [6]. Notably, Li et al. utilized GPT-
4, a proprietary LLM with 1.76 trillion parameters [7], to
outperform traditional state-of-the-art CMG approaches [3].
They introduced Omniscient Message Generator (OMG), a

ReAct [8] agent that produces high-quality CMs by leveraging
six contextual pieces of information about a commit. GPT-4 is
employed in OMG to generate three out of the six contextual
pieces of information, and it also serves as the reasoning
engine in the ReAct chain. Although OMG produces CM
with state-of-the-art quality, its reliance on a proprietary LLM
introduces certain organizational and environmental risks.

Third-party proprietary LLM APIs have been introducing
privacy risks for companies [9], [10] and research has been
done to investigate LLMs’ privacy and security implications
[11]. For instance, a developer at Samsung accidentally shared
sensitive internal source code with ChatGPT [12], leading
Samsung to ban the use of all proprietary chatbots due to
the difficulty in accessing and deleting shared information
[9]. OMG requires sharing sensitive source code information,
including the bodies of affected methods and classes before
and after the commit, with a third-party API (GPT-4). This
introduces privacy risks, making its adoption by the industry
problematic and limiting its practical application.

Additionally, researchers have shown that making requests
to proprietary LLMs can lead to annual carbon emissions
greater than the emission during training such LLMs [13].
OMG makes 12 LLM requests (4 in preparing commit context
+ 7 Thoughts in ReAct (number of available tools to the
Agent) + 1 Initial ReAct Thought) to generate a CM. A study
on 24 popular Java repositories has shown that on average, a
developer pushes 3 commits daily [14]. Assuming this number
holds in industrial cases, a company with 1,000 developers
using OMG would generate over a million CMs for a single
project annually, resulting in 12 million calls to a proprietary
LLM. This makes the wide adoption of OMG a sustainability
threat that introduces environmental risks. These limitations in
OMG motivate the need for a shift away from a proprietary
LLM-based approach.

Open-source LLMs (OLLM) offer a cost-effective and
privacy-conscious alternative, as they mitigate the privacy
concerns associated with proprietary models. Deployable on
local GPUs due to their smaller number of trained param-
eters, OLLMs are more sustainable for adoption in LLM-
based automations [15]. Software engineering researchers have
attempted to use OLLMs to address several development tasks.
While they have shown promising results in some areas [16],
[17], a performance gap has been noted when compared to
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proprietary LLMs [18], [19].
However, with the advent of new OLLMs that achieve

performance on par with proprietary LLMs across various
benchmarks and leaderboards [20], the likelihood of their suc-
cessful adoption for a wide range of tasks is increasing. Since
prior work has not investigated the application of OLLMs
in generating CMs that meet practitioners’ expectations and
are able to achieve performance similar to the state-of-the-art
CMG technique [3], our study aims to take the first step in
replacing GPT-4 in OMG with an OLLM and to assess the
feasibility of generating CMs comparable to those produced
by OMG. To address this goal, we formulated our first research
question.

RQ1: Can an OLLM generate CMs comparable to a
state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

To address our first research question, we experimented
with using an OLLM instead of GPT-4 to generate LLM-
derived commit context and produce high-quality CMs. We
utilized automated machine translation evaluation metrics and
practitioner surveys to measure the quality of the generated
CMs.

Based on our results, although the OLLM produced CMs
with quality comparable to OMG in various aspects, it did not
meet practitioners’ expectations in one key aspect: Compre-
hensiveness [3]. This indicates that the OLLM-generated CM
missed details that were covered by OMG. To address this
shortcoming, we propose our second research question.

RQ2: How can we bridge the comprehensiveness gap
between the CMs produced by an OLLM and the CMs
generated by a state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

To answer this RQ, we introduced Change-Based Multi-
Intent Method Summarization (CMMS) to provide refined
contextual information that bridge the comprehensiveness gap
by refining the commit context. Through automated evaluation
and a second survey, we examined the refined context’s
effectiveness in addressing RQ2.

While the improved prompt with the enhanced commit
context leads to CMs even closer to those generated by
OMG, the running the OLLM for inference requires at least
an NVIDIA A6000 GPU with 48GB of VRAM. This high
resource demand can limit the practical usefulness of our
CMG approach for individual developers or smaller teams
with limited budgets. Furthermore, adopting an OLLM with
fewer trained parameters results in a more sustainable CMG
approach by minimizing its carbon emission [15], aligning
with one of the primary objectives of this study. Thus, we
aimed to explore the possibility of generating comparable
CMs using a smaller OLLM (SLM) that can run on a local
GPU with as little as 8GB of VRAM [21], reducing the
GPU VRAM requirement by 84%. This investigation is
formulated as the third research question of this study.

RQ3: Can a smaller OLLM (SLM) produce CMs
comparable to a state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

To address this research question, we initially employed
the same prompt and context as we used to answer RQ2
in an attempt to achieve comparable results. However, as

anticipated, the automated scores for the generated CMs by
our tested SLMs were considerably lower compared to those
produced by the larger OLLM. The poor scores, despite the
enhanced context, led us to hypothesize that the SLM is not
capable of correctly understanding the underlying changes in
a diff. Having validated our hypothesis through an analysis
study, we developed two commit diff augmentation techniques,
Diff Narrator and Fine-grained Interactive Diff EXplainer
(FIDEX), designed to clarify the changes in a diff. As with
previous research questions, we used automated metrics and
a third practitioner survey to evaluate the effectiveness of our
diff augmentation techniques in closing the gap between the
commit messages generated by the SLM and those produced
by the OLLM.

In summary, our study makes the following contributions:
1) We demonstrate that replacing GPT-4 with an OLLM

using the same commit context as OMG produces com-
parable CMs in all human CM quality evaluation criteria
except comprehensiveness.

2) We introduce a new method summarization ap-
proach called Change-based Multi-Intent Method
Summarization (CMMS) for software engineering tasks
that rely on code changes.

3) We propose two augmentation techniques for commit
diff, Diff Narrator and Fine-grained Interactive Diff
EXplainer (FIDEX) that boost SLM’s performance in
the CMG.

4) We propose the state-of-the-art CMG approach, lOcal
MessagE GenerAtor (OMEGA), that employs a 4-
bit quantized SLM with 8B trained parameters that
runs on a local GPU with as little as 8GB VRAM to
generate CMs that are preferred by practitioners over
those generated by OMG.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In
Section II, we review related research pertinent to our work.
In Section III, we detail our methodology for addressing all
research questions. Section IV presents the results of our
experiments and surveys. In Section V, we highlight potential
threats to the validity of our findings and the measures taken
to mitigate them. Finally, Section VI concludes our study and
outlines potential future work.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Commit Message Generation

Over the past few years, several studies have aimed to
improve the state-of-the-art in CMG by exploring various
methods to represent the changes in a commit, such as
the diff [22], Abstract Syntax Tree (AST) paths [23], [24],
issue states [25], and modification embedding [26]. However,
these CMG methods did not account for the impact of bot-
generated and uninformative CMs during training, which has
been shown to render their reported performance inaccurate
[27]. Accordingly, researchers proposed filtering the adopted
CM datasets to include only good practice CMs [28] when
training the deep learning models. However, these methods



relied on the quality of human-written CM, which has been
reported to lack the required quality [2], [3], [28], and did not
align their generated CM with practitioners’ expectations of a
good CM [3].

To address these shortcomings in previous CMG methods,
Li et al. conducted surveys and data mining to understand
practitioners’ expectations for a good CM [3]. They proposed
an LLM-based CMG approach called OMG that uses the
ReAct prompting framework [8] with GPT-4 to meet the
identified expectations. Based on their findings, the commit
diff, which was the primary artifact used in traditional CMG
methods, is not enough to generate a CM that aligns with
developers’ expectations. Hence, they utilized six different
contextual pieces of information about a commit, resulting
in CMs that surpassed the quality of those generated by the
previous state-of-the-art, FIRA [23], as determined through
human evaluation. Despite achieving superior results, the
authors did not consider using an LLM that addresses privacy
and sustainability concerns. Instead, they employed the most
advanced proprietary LLM available during the development
of OMG. Our study builds upon OMG in terms of the
commit context provided to the model and employing an
LLM. However, we seek a different goal. Our objective is to
generate high-quality CMs without relying on state-of-the-art
proprietary LLMs.

B. OLLMs in Software Engineering

Researchers have investigated the effectiveness of OLLMs
in solving various software engineering tasks and compared
them with proprietary LLMs, yielding both positive and neg-
ative results across different areas [29].

Yin et al. evaluated OLLMs in identifying software vulner-
ability. They reported that while OLLMs demonstrate some
capability in specific areas, they still require further improve-
ment to be truly effective in addressing software vulnerability-
related tasks [18]. Pan et al. investigated the effectiveness
of LLMs in code translation [19]. Among the evaluated
models, including OLLMs and GPT-4, the best performing
OLLM, StarCoder, achieved a 14.5% successful translation
rate compared to 47.3% by GPT-4.

On the other hand, OLLMs have demonstrated comparable
results with GPT-4 in certain areas. In a study by Liu et
al, Vicuna 13B equipped with the author’s proposed online
log analysis approach, LogPrompt, showed comparable per-
formance with GPT-4 [16]. Zhong and Wong [17] inspected
the reliability and robustness of the LLM-generated code.
They found that although Meta Llama2 achieved a low API
misuse rate, its compilation rate was reported significantly
lower than the other models in the study. However, instruction-
tuned Deepseek-Coder 6.7B achieved comparable results in
terms of the balance between compilation rate and API misuse
rate. Munley et al. explored various LLMs’ capabilities in
generation of a validation and verification test suite for high-
performance computing compilers from a standard specifica-
tion. Their results indicated the instruction-tuned Deepseek-

Coder 33B produced the most passing tests followed by GPT-
4-Turbo [30].

Given the varied performance of OLLMs across different
software engineering tasks, it is essential to investigate their
ability to generate CMs. Our study aims to fill this gap in
existing research through investigating the potential of OLLMs
in producing high-quality CMs that meet practitioners’ expec-
tations.

III. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we present our methodology in answering
our research questions. Figure 1 presents the changes we
made to various aspects of OMG in answering each research
question.

A. Base Commit Context

In addition to the commit diff, we utilized six different
contextual pieces of information about a commit that were
proposed and utilized by OMG [3]. Specifically, for each
commit, we provided the following contextual information to
the OLLM/SLM: 1) Associated issues on the version control
system or issue tracking service 2) Associated pull requests 3)
Relative importance of changed files 4) The software main-
tenance activity type of the commit 5) Multi-Intent Method
Summaries of changed methods [31] 6) Summary of changed
classes. Since the latter three components (4-6) of the commit
context are generated by an LLM, we refer to them as the
LLM-derived commit context. We used this context as the basis
for our study. However, we made specific refinements when
addressing our RQs, which we detail in subsection F.

One of the contextual refinements we propose in this work
is altering how method summaries were generated for the
affected methods. Therefore, it is important to discuss the
original approach adopted by OMG. OMG employs the Multi-
Intent Method Summarization (MMS) technique proposed by
Geng et al. [32] to summarize the methods affected by a
commit, MMS is an LLM-based method comment generation
approach that uses few-shot prompting to generate the sum-
maries for a method from five different aspects (Developer’s
intents) as follows: 1) What describes the functionality of a
method 2) Why Explains the reason why a method is provided
or the design rationale of the method 3) How-to-use Describes
the usage or the expected set-up of using a method 4) How-
it-is-done Describes the implementation details of a method
5) Property Asserts properties of a method including pre-
conditions or post-conditions of a method.

Later in this section (See subsection F), we discuss how
MMS is employed by OMG, why it is not fit for the CMG
task, and how we can overcome its limitations.

B. Datasets

Since our work builds on OMG, our dataset should include
practitioner-evaluated CMs generated by OMG. This ensures
our ground truth CMs have high human evaluation scores [3].
The dataset includes 381 commits from 32 Apache projects in
Java. We used this dataset to compare our CMs generated using
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Fig. 1. Overall Methodology. Modified aspects of OMG are represented using . For each changed aspect, shows the value for OMG, while
represents ours.

our approach with those generated by OMG using automated
evaluation metrics and practitioner surveys.

Additionally, we used the same dataset to evaluate the
performance of our candidate models in producing LLM-
derived commit context (as discussed earlier in this section).
Specifically, for the software maintenance activity type clas-
sifier, we used the same dataset of 1,151 commits in Java
manually labeled with three maintenance activities (Corrective,
Perfective, and Adaptive). To evaluate the performance of
candidate OLLMs/SLMs in class summarization, similar to
the approach taken by Li et al. [3], due to budget constraints
and the high cost of using GPT-4, we sampled 384 class-
summary pairs (confidence level 95%, margin of error 5%)
from the class summary dataset used by OMG. Lastly, to
examine our candidate OLLMs/SLMs in generating method
summaries, we used the test set utilized by OMG. All these
datasets are provided in the supplementary [33].

C. Evaluation Metrics

1) Automated Metrics: OMG-generated CMs have been
evaluated by practitioners and achieved high human evaluation
scores [3]. Therefore, we postulated that if we make our
CMs similar to those generated by OMG, they would achieve
acceptable results when evaluated by practitioners. This ap-
proach allowed us to use the similarity to OMG-generated
CMs as an initial quality assurance measure before conducting
human evaluations. Accordingly, we used standard evaluation
metrics that are used to compare CMs with state-of-the-art
machine-generated CMs [3], [23], [26]. Specifically, we used
BLEU, METEOR, and ROUGE-L to measure the similarity
between the CMs generated by an OLLM and SLM with
those generated by OMG. Additionally, following the common
practices in CMG research [3], we reported automated metrics
by comparing our CMs with human-written CMs.

2) Human Metrics: In order to evaluate our CMs by practi-
tioners, we opted for using the four human evaluation metrics
proposed by Li et al. in our surveys. These metrics were
developed through careful study of CMG literature and discus-
sions among researchers [3]. The metrics are: 1) Rationality,
which assesses whether a CM provides a logical explanation
for the code change and identifies the software maintenance

activity type. 2) Comprehensiveness, which evaluates whether
the message summarizes what has been changed and includes
relevant important details. 3) Conciseness, which measures
the brevity of a CM. 4) Expressiveness, which examines the
grammatical correctness and fluency of the CM.

D. Experimental Setup

We utilized a Linux server equipped with an NVIDIA
A6000 GPU with 48GB of VRAM to run the OLLM inference
engine. The 48GB of GPU VRAM limited our experiments
to OLLMs with up to 20 billion trained parameters in full
precision or up to a 4-bit quantized 70 billion parameter
OLLM [34]. Therefore, we had to select a quantization method
to quantize OLLMs with more than 20 billion trained param-
eters. Among the state-of-the-art quantization methods, we
chose Activation-aware Weight Quantization (AWQ) due to
its minimal impact on model’s perplexity and the inference
speedup it provides for the quantized LLM [35]. For the
remainder of this paper, a quantized model refers to an OLLM
that has been quantized to 4-bit using the AWQ technique.

To efficiently manage and execute an OLLM, we chose
VLLM [36] due to its efficient memory management, com-
patibility with our server, and ease of deploying a wide range
of OLLMs. VLLM provides an OpenAI-compatible API, facil-
itating its use with LLM app developments such as Langchain
[37], which we used to develop the LLM agents utilized in this
study. However, at the time of our experiments, VLLM lacked
the embedding inference capability. Consequently, we could
not use the original class summarization approach employed
by Li et al., which relied on embedding the changed classes
and using retrieval-based question answering to summarize
them. Instead, we utilized zero-shot prompting to summarize
the affected classes. Lastly, to ensure consistent output, we
set the temperature to 0 when using the deployed OLLM for
inference, similar to previous work [3].

E. Survey

Overall, we conducted three practitioner surveys to answer
our research questions.



Commits Sampling: We adopted a similar approach as Li
et al. while conducting our surveys to keep the workload
manageable for participants. Specifically, evaluating CMs for
the entire commit dataset, which involves assessing 762 can-
didate CMs for 381 commits from four perspectives, would be
impractical for participants. Therefore, we randomly sampled
15 commits for each survey, resulting in 30 commit messages
(15 CMs generated using our approach and 15 CMs generated
using the approach we are comparing with) for participants
to compare and evaluate. This is the same total number of
CMs that were evaluated by the survey participants in the
evaluation of OMG, ensuring a fair workload to achieve a
high completion rate [3].

Participant Recruitment: We adopted the snowball sam-
pling approach to recruit the participants for our surveys
[38]. Specifically, we began by distributing the survey to
our industry contacts with at least two years experience in
Java development and sent periodic reminders to encourage
participation. Additionally, we asked them to share the survey
with other developers who have relevant programming back-
grounds. This approach ensured that participants possessed the
necessary knowledge to accurately assess the CMs generated
for Java projects.

Survey Design: All three surveys were designed to com-
paratively evaluate CMs written for a sample of 15 commits.
For the first and last surveys, we presented two candidate CMs
for each commit (CM #1 and CM #2). We randomly shuffled
the questions to eliminate any bias towards an option due to
an observable pattern in the candidate CMs. The survey was
hosted on QuestionPro [39], and participants were provided
with definitions of the human evaluation metrics. Following
the definitions, we presented the commits with all the commit
context along with the two candidate CMs. For each human
evaluation metric, we asked the participants to select their
preferred CM or choose “Identical” if there was no clear
preference. The Identical option was provided to see if the
CMs generated by the OLLM/SLM are “comparable” to those
produced by OMG. Additionally, for each commit, we asked
the participants to select their overall preferred CM.

The second survey was designed differently, as its purpose
was to validate the comprehensiveness of the CMs after
making LLM-derived commit refinements. For each commit,
we presented the CMs before and after the refinements. Similar
to the other surveys, we randomly shuffled the questions. For
each commit, we asked the participants to choose a candidate
CM that is more comprehensive. We did not provide an
“Identical” option for this survey, as our goal was to assess
whether the enhanced context produced more comprehensive
CMs, not just comparable ones.

F. Answering RQs

In the following subsections, we detail the steps taken to
address each research question.

RQ1. Can an OLLM generate CMs comparable to a state-of-
the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

OLLM Selection: To answer RQ1, we needed to compile a
list of candidate models. Given the reliance of OMG on code
summarization and the necessity of code understanding to gen-
erate high-quality CMs, candidate models had to demonstrate
strong performance on code-related tasks by scoring high on
relevant benchmarks. We selected four OLLMs as candidates
to answer RQ1. All selected models held leading rankings
in the EvalPlus leaderboard [40] and the Big Code Models
leaderboard [41] at the time of compiling the candidate list.
EvalPlus is a code synthesis evaluation framework designed
to benchmark the functional correctness of LLM-synthesized
code. The Big Code Models leaderboard evaluates the per-
formance of base multilingual code generation models on the
HumanEval benchmark and MultiPL-E. These benchmarks are
commonly referenced by researchers when selecting LLMs
[42]. We chose a quantized instruction-tuned Llama3 70B
[43] and a quantized instruction-tuned DeepSeek-Coder 33B
[44]. We selected instruction-tuned Llama3 70B since its score
on the HumanEval benchmark was comparable to the top-3
models on the Big Code Models leaderboard [43]. We also
selected the instruction-tuned DeepSeek-Coder 33B because
it was ranked as one of the top models in the EvalPlus
benchmark.

In addition, we used the AutoAWQ library to quantize
CodeFuse-DeepSeek-33B and OpenCodeInterpreter-DS-33B
[45], as AWQ quantized versions of these models were
not available on Huggingface. When sorting the models on
the Big Code Models leaderboard by their performance in
generating correct Java code, CodeFuse-DeepSeek-33B and
OpenCodeInterpreter-DS-33B were ranked among the top
models.

In order to ensure the quality of the LLM-derived commit
context, similar to Li et al. [3], we evaluated the candidate
OLLMs performance on class summary generation, MMS,
and classifying software maintenance activity types. Based on
the evaluation results, we selected the top performing model,
quantized instruction-tuned Llama3 70B, for our experiments
to answer RQ1 and RQ2.

Prompting Method: In answering RQ1, our goal was to
determine the feasibility of replacing GPT-4 with an OLLM
in the original implementation of OMG. Therefore, although
the adopted prompting method, ReAct [8], does not align
with one of the primary objectives of our study, sustainability
of the CMG approach, we chose to begin our experiments
with this prompting method. This decision was made to limit
the changes to the adopted LLM. However, we observed
poor automated scores when comparing the CMs generated
using ReAct by our selected OLLM to those generated by
OMG. This led us to question the capability of the OLLM
in generating useful thoughts to reason about each contextual
piece of information about a commit, as noted by other
researchers [46].

To address the poor performance, we avoided using more



advanced prompting techniques to ensure the results did not
stem from improvements in the adopted prompting approach.
Hence, we utilized the simplest prompting method, zero-shot
prompting [47]. Instead of expecting the OLLM to request
each piece of commit context as in ReAct, we provided all the
available context about a commit along with CMG instructions
in one prompt. This change in prompting technique increased
the BLEU score achieved by the OLLM by 118%. The
high automated scores (METEOR and ROUGE-L above 30)
from zero-shot prompting suggested that the generated CMs
resembled those produced by OMG. To verify their quality,
we conducted a survey with practitioners to compare the CMs
from the selected OLLM with those from OMG using human
metrics. The survey results are discussed in Section IV.

The survey verified our assumption. However, practitioners
preferred OMG-generated CMs for their comprehensiveness,
which led to our second research question.

RQ2. How can we bridge the comprehensiveness gap between
the CMs produced by an OLLM and the CMs generated by a
state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

To answer RQ2, we initially expanded our zero-shot prompt
to ask the OLLM to comprehensively detail all the changes
that occurred in the commit without missing anything. How-
ever, this not only failed to increase the automated metrics but
also moderately decreased them.

Therefore, since a change in the prompt did not address
RQ2, we shifted our focus to the provided context. Specif-
ically, we investigated the effectiveness of the LLM-derived
commit context, namely, the summaries of changed classes
and methods, and the software maintenance activity type. Our
CMs were structured similarly to OMG; they included a header
with the software maintenance activity type and a brief subject,
followed by the body. Consequently, the software maintenance
activity type contributed only one word to the CM, i.e., one of
refactor, fix, style, or feat [3]. Therefore, we concentrated on
the class and method summaries, positing that improvements
in these should help the OLLM write more comprehensive
CMs.

According to the literature, mismatched code comments
cause the models to produce summaries that reflect the com-
ments rather than the actual code functionality [48]. Hence,
we added a preprocessing step to the class and method bodies
passed to the OLLM for summarization by removing all the
documentation (comments and Javadocs).

Furthermore, we changed the way the MMS was done for
modified methods (methods that exist in both pre- and post-
commit states). Originally, OMG generated these summaries
separately for the pre-commit and post-commit bodies of
affected methods and provided these as the summaries of the
affected methods. However, we hypothesize this approach is
not suitable for a code change-based task like CMG, as it does
not ask the OLLM to generate summaries based on how the
changes in the diff impact each of the five different aspects
of affected methods. Instead, this approach assumes LLM’s

ability in generating different summaries with slight changes
to the method bodies.

In order to validate our assumption, we randomly sampled
55 commits from the 280 commits in which the changes
affected a method (confidence level 90%, margin of error
10%). Two authors independently compared the generated
summaries for the pre- and post-commit bodies of the affected
methods to see if the changes are correctly captured (yes/no)
in the summaries for any of the five aspects. We observed that
in 96% of the commits (inter-rater agreement of 88%), there
was no conceptual difference in the generated method aspects
(recall the five aspects of a method that MMS provides) by
the OLLM for the method bodies before and after the commit.
This confirmed our hypothesis.

To address the identified shortcoming of MMS, generating
semantically identical summaries for affected methods before
and after the commit, we introduce Change-based Multi-
Intent Method Summarization (CMMS). Specifically, for a
modified method, we first generated the pre-commit multi-
intent summaries using the original approach proposed by
Geng et al. [31]. Next, we passed the pre-commit summary
along with a list of changes to the pre-commit method body,
produced by a Python script that parses the method body
before and after the commit. We then asked the OLLM to
explain how each method aspect of the pre-commit method
body would be affected by these upcoming changes. For
instance, changes to a method’s input arguments affect the
How-to-use aspect of it.

We conducted an ablation study to examine the effectiveness
of each refinement (documentation removal and CMMS) sepa-
rately. Both refinements improved all automated metrics, using
OMG as the reference. We report the automated evaluation
results in Section IV. Since the OMG-generated CMs were
perceived as more comprehensive by the participants in our
first survey, this increased similarity to OMG-generated CMs
led us to infer that the produced CMs had become more
comprehensive. To validate this assumption, we conducted a
second survey and asked participants to compare the CMs
produced with the old commit context to those resulting from
the enhanced commit context. The survey results verified our
hypothesis. The survey results are reported in Section IV.

RQ3. Can a smaller OLLM (SLM) produce CMs comparable
to a state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

SLM Selection: To maintain a fair comparison between
the performance of a selected SLM and the quantized Llama3
70B, we only considered the quantized versions of any SLM.
Given the acceptable performance of the quantized Llama3
70B, we included the lighter version of the Llama3 family, the
quantized instruction-tuned Llama3 8B, as one of the candidate
SLMs. Additionally, we considered the quantized versions
of conversation-tuned CodeQwen1.5 7B [49] and instruction-
tuned Mistral v0.3 7B [50]. At the time of gathering the
candidate SLMs, these three models had the highest rankings
among OLLMs with under 10 billion trained parameters in



the RepoQA benchmark, which evaluates LLMs’ capability in
long-context code understanding tasks [51].

Similar to our approach for OLLM selection in RQ1, we
evaluated the candidate SLMs on class summarization, MMS,
and software maintenance activity classification tasks. Initially,
we selected the conversation-tuned CodeQwen1.5 7B due to its
superior performance in generating the LLM-derived commit
context. However, after observing its output in an initial CMG
experiment, we noticed that the model often repeated the same
sentences to fill the allowed maximum tokens. While we could
have used a repetition or frequency penalty to mitigate this
issue, best practice from the relevant research dictates that
the model should not get penalized for reusing tokens [52].
Hence, we used the second-best model, quantized instruction-
tuned Llama3 8B, for the remaining experiments without any
penalties.

CMG Experiments: Given the improved comprehensive-
ness achieved in RQ2 and the overall good performance of
our zero-shot prompting in RQ1, we experimented with the
selected SLM under zero-shot prompting using the enhanced
LLM-derived commit context. However, the automated scores
were considerably lower than those achieved by the selected
OLLM. Given the identical commit context, we posit that
the lower automated metrics are due to the model’s inability
to correctly and comprehensively understand the changes
introduced by the commit. Dong et al. found a similar issue in
learning-based CMG approaches by observing that their poor
quality lies in strong attention weights for marks (+/-/white
spaces line prefixes) in a diff [53]. Nonetheless, they did not
evaluate LLMs’ understanding of a git diff and its impact on
the generated CM. Accordingly, to validate our hypothesis, we
randomly sampled 38 commits and asked the selected SLM
to explain the changes in the diff of those commits. Next,
two authors independently evaluated the SLM’s answers and
marked each answer as correct if all the changes in the diff
were correctly covered, otherwise incorrect. We found out that
in 82% of the cases, the LLM’s response was not correct. The
inter-rater agreement for this analysis study was 100%.

FIDEX: In light of these findings, we realized the necessity
of a diff augmentation approach that helps the SLM correctly
understand the changes in a diff. This augmentation approach
should address specific considerations. Firstly, it should be
able to accurately comprehend all the changes that occurred
in the diff without any errors (C1). Additionally, research
suggests that explicit prompting boost the performance of
LLMs in inferential reasoning tasks [54], such as ours, which
is inferring the changes in a diff during CMG. Hence, the
diff augmentation approach should be able to remove this
inference step for the SLM in the CMG task by explicitly
stating the differences between the old and new versions (C2).
Furthermore, relevant studies in CMG suggest that providing
fine-grained details of the changes in a diff can boost the
performance [55]. Therefore, the diff augmentation approach
should provide details about the differences (C3).

We did not find a similar approach that addresses these
considerations.Therefore, we propose Fine-grained Interactive

Diff EXplainer (FIDEX), a hybrid LLM-based approach to
produce a detailed explanation of a diff, highlighting all
differences between the pre- and post-commit versions of
affected Java files. FIDEX is a hybrid approach since it
leverages a deterministic solution to understand the changes in
a diff (C1) and uses an LLM based solution while explaining
the differences between the old and new versions (C2 & C3).

Specifically, since we observed the SLM’s inaccuracy in
understanding the changes in a diff, we devised a determin-
istic solution to minimize the hallucinations by FIDEX in
understanding the changes (C1). Particularly, we developed
a Python script named Diff Narrator. Given a commit diff,
Diff Narrator outputs a Diff Narrative, which is a numbered
list of Change Items. Change Items are basic units of changes
in a diff and can be either of the following cases: 1) Addition
Chunk Consecutive lines with ‘+’ mark 2) Removal Chunk
Consecutive lines with ‘-’ mark 3) Replacement Chunk A
Removal chunk immediately followed by an Addition chunk.

To explain the differences between the old and the new
version of affected Java files (C2 & C3), FIDEX prompts
an LLM. We adopted the role-playing prompting technique
in FIDEX, which has been shown to outperform zero-shot
prompting in several reasoning benchmarks [56]. Specifically,
FIDEX consists of two phases: Prompt Construction and
Output Construction. Figure 2 illustrates the FIDEX approach
as a conversation between the user and an LLM.

In the Prompt Construction phase, we prepare the role
prompts to be passed to the LLM. The prompts start with
a Role-Setting prompt [56], where we define the LLM as
a senior Java developer and instruct it to answer questions
factually and precisely. Following this, we include two rounds
of User-LLM interactions. In the first round, the user asks
the LLM to provide instructions on how to read a diff. The
LLM’s response includes predefined instructions for reading
a diff. In the second round, the user asks the LLM to follow

 You are a senior Java developer. Answer my questions factually and
 precisely.

[Diff Reading Instructions]

  Follow the instructed steps for the following diff:
  [Diff goes here]

[Diff Narrative]

Thank you! So, what are the differences between the old and new 
versions of each changed file?
Be careful about the different statement types, e.g., Javadoc, method 
call, variable declaration, etc.
Be mindful about the order of lines in the diff.
Be careful about any indentations or code style/formatting changes.

Diff Explanation

  How can I read a git diff?

Pr
om

pt
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

O
ut

pu
t C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

Diff Narrator

Fig. 2. Fine-grained Interactive Diff Explainer. Values wrapped in square
brackets are hard-coded. Except the last message, other messages are fed into
the LLM’s memory.



Based on the provided diff, the differences between the old and new versions of the 
JarMojo.java file are:

1. The line `addDirectory( includes, "**/**", "**/package.html", "", basedir );` has 
been replaced with `addDirectory( includes, "**/**", "**/package.html,**/.svn/**", 
"", basedir );`.

The change is in the third argument of the `addDirectory` method. The old version 
includes only `**/package.html`, while the new version includes `**/package.html` 
and `**/.svn/**`. This suggests that the new version of the code is including the 
`.svn` directory in the package.

diff -- git a/maven- mboot2/src/main/java/jar/JarMojo.java b/maven- 
mboot2/src/main/java/jar/JarMojo.java
index 0ecfceb9a..c1cf57026 100644
--- a/maven- mboot2/src/main/java/jar/JarMojo.java
+++ b/maven- mboot2/src/main/java/jar/JarMojo.java
@@ -26,7 +26,7 @@ public class JarMojo
 
         Map includes = new LinkedHashMap();
 
-        addDirectory( includes, "**/**", "**/package.html", "", basedir );
+        addDirectory( includes, "**/**", "**/package.html,**/.svn/**", "", basedir );
 
         createJar( jarFile, includes );
     }

File maven- mboot2/src/main/java/jar/JarMojo.java has been modified in this 
commit. 
Following changes have been made to the file:

1.
Following  line(s)
```
        addDirectory( includes, "**/**", "**/package.html", "", basedir );
```
is replaced with with following  line(s)
```
        addDirectory( includes, "**/**", "**/package.html,**/.svn/**", "", basedir );
```

Fig. 3. Example of a diff, its Diff Narrative, and its FIDEX-generated diff
explanation using quantized Llama3 8B (From top to bottom). The highlighted
parts show how diff explanation outlines the difference between the old and
new version in fine detail.

these instructions and describe all the changes in the input
diff. To generate the LLM’s response for this prompt, we use
the Diff Narrative produced by Diff Narrator.

Lastly, the Output Construction stage is where the final
interaction between the user and LLM takes place. The user
asks the LLM to describe the differences between the old
and new versions of each affected file (C2), while considering
specific cautions to ensure accuracy and comprehensiveness.
The cautions are designed to warn the LLM about different
fine-grained statement types (C3), such as Javadocs, method
declarations, etc., to avoid confusion between documentation
and code changes [57]. Additionally, the LLM is instructed
to be mindful of the order of changes to highlight reordering
changes and to pay attention to the sequence of lines in the
diff. The final consideration is asking the LLM to differentiate
between code style or formatting changes, which helps identify
stylistic changes and correctly differentiate between different
software maintenance activity types in the commit [3]. Figure
3 provides an example of a raw diff, the Diff Narrative
produced by the Diff Narrator (in grey), and a diff explanation
that is generated by the selected SLM through using the
FIDEX.

We augmented the raw diff with the FIDEX-generated diff
explanation to observe its impact on the similarity of the gen-
erated CMs to those generated by OMG. In addition, we used
the Diff Narrative as a diff augmentation to determine if the
additional details provided by FIDEX help the SLM write CMs
more similar to those produced by OMG. Lastly, we conducted
a final practitioner survey to measure the effectiveness of CMG

OMG

Software Maintenance Activity Type 

Relative Importance of Changed Files

Raw Diff

Retrieval- based Class Summary

GPT-4

ReAct Prompting

MMS

Linked Issues & PRs

Software Maintenance Activity Type 

Relative Importance of Changed Files

Augmented Diff

Zero- shot Class Summary

CMMS

Linked Issues & PRs

Changed Methods and Classes

Documentation Removal FIDEX

4- bit Quantized Llama3 8B Instruct

Zero- shot Prompting

Changed Methods and Classes

OMEGA

Fig. 4. Differences between OMG and OMEGA

using the selected SLM. Figure 4 highlights the differences
between OMG and our final CMG approach, OMEGA.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we address our research questions by pre-
senting the results of both automated and human evaluations.

RQ1. Can an OLLM generate CMs comparable to a state-of-
the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

Automated Evaluation: To ensure the quality of the LLM-
derived commit context, similar to Li et al. [3], we evaluated
the candidate OLLMs performance on class summarization,
MMS, and classifying software maintenance activity types. Ta-
ble I presents the results of automated evaluation of candidate
OLLMs in generating LLM-derived commit context. Among
the candidate OLLMs, the quantized instruction-tuned Llama3
70B scored highest in classifying software maintenance activ-
ity type and class summarization, leading to its selection for
experiments in RQ1 and RQ2.

As discussed in the previous section, we experimented with
ReAct and zero-shot prompting techniques to answer RQ1.
Table II presents the automated evaluation results for these
two prompting approaches. Based on the automated scores,
using zero-shot prompting resulted in a BLEU score that
was 2.18 times higher than that achieved by adopting ReAct.
Therefore, we used the CMs generated through zero-shot
prompting technique in our first survey to assess their quality
by practitioners.

Human Evaluation: In our first survey, 10 practitioners
participated. The CMs were randomly sampled using all-in-
context zero-shot prompting with the original OMG commit
context. OLLM-generated CMs were preferred in 39% of re-
sponses, while OMG-generated CMs were selected as the over-
all preferred CM in 29% of responses. In 52% of the responses,
the CM generated by the selected OLLM was perceived as
more concise. Overall, there was no aspect in which OMG
was selected by the majority of responses over the selected
OLLM (quantized instruction-tuned Llama3 70B). However,
OLLM-generated CMs were selected in fewer responses in



TABLE I
Automated Evaluation Results for Generating LLM-derived commit context. SMA stands for Software Maintenance Activity*. We used the value reported by

Li et al. to avoid incurring additional costs∆. Bold models are the selected candidates.

Model Candidate For Class Summarization Method Summarization SMA* Classification
BLEU METEOR ROUGE-L BLEU METEOR ROUGE-L Accuracy

gpt-4-turbo-2024-04-09 1.74 18.85 15.58 3.87 30.11 22.21 51%∆

CodeFuse-DeepSeek-33B RQ1-2 2.09 17.07 16.81 15.50 38.11 37.36 35%
Deepseek-Coder 33B Instruct RQ1-2 2.01 18.05 18.26 8.42 36.04 28.90 36%
OpenCodeInterpreter-DS-33B RQ1-2 1.06 20.21 16.47 16.11 37.42 37.01 36%
Llama3 70B Instruct RQ1-2 2.51 20.58 18.26 9.64 35.75 30.66 50%

CodeQwen 1.5 7B Chat RQ3 2.16 20.05 18.57 19.46 38.91 39.58 37%
Mistral 7B Instruct v0.3 RQ3 1.58 17.59 15.17 9.90 34.70 31.59 34%
Llama3 8B Instruct RQ3 2.18 16.90 16.76 13.41 35.66 33.37 46%

TABLE II
Automated Evaluation Results for RQ1 and RQ2 using instruction-tuned AWQ-quantized Llama3 70B. Before and after values for commit enhancements are

separated by slash. Rows with bold context were used in the survey conducted for the RQ.

RQ Prompt Commit Context Reference OMG Reference Human
BLEU METEOR ROUGE-L BLEU METEOR ROUGE-L

1 ReAct Same as OMG 5.2 20.33 27.22 2.29 17.47 11.92
Zero-shot Same as OMG 11.36 30.37 31.46 1.26 17.39 10.03

2 Zero-shot
OMG - Documentation 10.54 / 14.12 29.84 / 35.78 27.64 / 32.76 1.05 / 1.09 14.98 / 17.04 7.59 / 8.76
MMS replaced by CMMS 10.32 / 14.08 29.95 / 36.44 27.54 / 31.83 1.06 / 0.89 15.57 / 17.05 7.76 / 8.41
Refined 10.54 / 14.19 29.84 / 36.44 27.64 / 32.06 1.05 / 0.95 14.98 / 16.38 7.59 / 8.16

terms of comprehensiveness (OLLM:25% of responses and
OMG:33%). This observation led to the formulation of RQ2,
which we addressed through LLM-derived commit context
enhancements.

An OLLM can produce CMs that are comparable
overall to those generated by a state-of-the-art LLM
except in terms of comprehensiveness.

RQ2. How can we bridge the comprehensiveness gap between
the CMs produced by an OLLM and the CMs generated by a
state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

Automated Evaluation: Table II presents the automated
evaluation results for our ablation study (See Section III), high-
lighting the impact of each contextual refinement in bridging
the identified comprehensiveness gap from our first survey.
Removing documentation from affected method and class
bodies significantly improved all automated scores, increasing
the BLEU score of the CMs from 10.54 to 14.12, a 34%
improvement. Replacing MMS with CMMS without docu-

mentation removal also led to similar improvement, although
the BLEU score when comparing CMs to human-written ones
degraded by 16%. Given the effectiveness of each standalone
enhancement, we combined them, resulting in a BLEU score
of 14.19 when compared to OMG, a 35% higher score than the
score achieved by CMs used for our first practitioner survey.

Human Evaluation: Our second survey was designed to
assess the effectiveness of our strategy to bridge the iden-
tified comprehensiveness gap in the first survey. Hence, 10
participants compared 15 randomly sampled CMs that were
generated before the LLM-derived context enhancements with
those generated by the enhanced context. Based on the survey
results, 71% of responses found the CM generated through the
enhanced context more comprehensive.

Replacing MMS with CMMS, along with a docu-
mentation removal step before summarizing affected
methods and classes, mitigates the comprehensiveness
gap.

TABLE III
Automated Evaluation Results for RQ3 using instruction-tuned AWQ-quantized Llama3 8B. The last row presents the automated scores of OMEGA, which

was used for survey 3.

Prompt Commit Context Diff Augmentation Technique Reference OMG Reference Human
BLEU METEOR ROUGE-L BLEU METEOR ROUGE-L

Zero-shot Refined
None 10.78 31.18 28.16 0.86 14.72 7.38

Diff Narrator 12.19 32.26 29.81 0.89 15.09 7.99
FIDEX (Used in OMEGA) 13.01 33.13 30.85 1.22 16.08 8.26



RQ3. Can a smaller OLLM (SLM) produce CMs comparable
to a state-of-the-art LLM (GPT-4)?

Automated Evaluation: Similar to RQ1, we evaluated the
candidate SLMs performance on class summarization, MMS,
and classifying software maintenance activity types. Table I
presents the automated scores achieved by each candidate
SLM in generating LLM-derived commit context. Although
the quantized conversation-tuned CodeQwen 7B was the best
performing model based on the automated scores, we chose
the second best SLM, the quantized instruction-tuned Llama3
8B, after observing the problem of repeated sentences by the
quantized conversation-tuned CodeQwen 7B in CMG (See
previous section for details).

We present the automated scores for our experiments in
RQ3 in Table III. As shown in the table, each augmen-
tation to the raw diff consistently improves all automated
scores. Two key observations can be made from this table.
Firstly, the FIDEX-generated diff explanation enhances the
BLEU score when compared to human-written CMs by 42%.
Secondly, the difference between various diff augmentation
approaches compared to the raw diff is more significant than
the differences among these methods themselves. We posit that
this is because providing the Diff Narrative gives sufficient
context for simple diffs, and the CMs for those diffs do not
significantly change with the FIDEX approach. Nevertheless,
appending the diff with our FIDEX-generated diff explanation
improves the BLEU score by 21%, which is only 8% lower
than the score achieved by the selected OLLM without diff
augmentation (RQ2).

Human Evaluation: Our last survey aimed to evaluate the
performance of OMEGA by assessing the impact of augment-
ing commit diff with FIDEX-generated explanations compared
to OMG. A total of 22 practitioners participated in this survey.
According to the findings, the selected SLM outperforms GPT-
4 in generating CMs that meet practitioners’ expectations,
except in conciseness. SLM-generated CMs were preferred
in 46% of responses, while OMG-generated CMs were pre-
ferred in 34% of responses. Notably, the preference for SLM-
generated CMs in all metrics, except conciseness, was higher
than that for the quantized instruction-tuned Llama3 (OLLM).
This highlights the effectiveness of the LLM-derived commit
context enhancements (RQ2) and the FIDEX-generated diff
summaries (RQ3) in enabling a quantized OLLM to produce
superior CMs compared to GPT-4.

Augmenting the commit diff with an explanation gen-
erated by FIDEX enables an SLM with just 0.005% of
the trained parameters to outperform GPT-4 in CMG.

V. THREATS TO VALIDITY

We adopted measures to mitigate potential threats to the
validity of our work, which we outline in this section.

Construct Validity Relying on automated machine transla-
tion metrics for CM evaluation has been shown not to align
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with human preferences[3]. To minimize our reliance on these
metrics, we used them solely as a preliminary step to ensure
the generated CMs’ similarity to OMG-written ones. The
quality of the CMs were ultimately assessed by practitioners
using state-of-the-art human evaluation metrics [3]. There is
a possibility that survey participants may have misunderstood
the human evaluation criteria when assessing the candidate
CMs. To mitigate this risk, we provided definitions for each
human evaluation criterion at the beginning of the survey.
Lastly, our choice of quantization method may have hampered
the selected model’s performance. However, among the exist-
ing quantization methods at the time of conducting our study,
our selected approach was the one with the minimal impact
on the model’s performance [35].

Internal Validity To ensure that our results solely stem
from the contextual refinements we made and are not influ-
enced by the selection of LLM inference parameters, we set
the temperature to 0 and avoided any repetition or frequency
penalties. This approach makes the OLLMs’ responses repro-
ducible and deterministic.

External Validity Similar to OMG, our study is limited
to Apache projects written in the Java programming language.
However, given the multilingual programming datasets used to
train our selected OLLMs, we posit that our results are gener-
alizable to other programming languages as well. Additionally,
the choice of OLLM/SLMs may affect the generalizability
of our findings. However, to mitigate this threat, we tested
our approach with multiple candidate OLLM/SLMs before
selecting the best performing one.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study investigated the feasibility of generating state-
of-the-art CMs that meet practitioners’ expectations using
OLLMs. Our results show that an OLLM can produce CMs
comparable to those generated by proprietary models, though
with poorer comprehensiveness performance. By refining the
LLM-derived commit context, we bridged this performance
gap. Additionally, our findings demonstrate that even a smaller
LLM (SLM) can perform as well as, if not better, compared
to a large proprietary LLM or large OLLM.

Our findings encourage researchers to explore ways to
carefully curate task-specific contextual information for LLMs



to achieve better results rather than relying solely on larger
proprietary LLMs with poorly devised contexts. Our ap-
proach to generating high-quality CMs using an SLM offers
significant advantages for the industry. The lower hardware
requirements of SLMs make them adaptable for companies
and practitioners with limited computational resources and
facilitate the avoidance of sharing sensitive information with
external providers. We provide the source code and datasets
that were used in our experiments in the supplementary [33].
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