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ABSTRACT
API suggestion is a critical task inmodern software development, as-
sisting programmers by predicting and recommending third-party
APIs based on the current context. Recent advancements in large
code models (LCMs) have shown promise in the API suggestion
task. However, they mainly focus on suggesting which APIs to use,
ignoring that programmers may demand more assistance while us-
ing APIs in practice including when to use the suggested APIs and
how to use the APIs. To mitigate the gap, we conduct a systematic
evaluation of LCMs for the API suggestion task in the paper.

To facilitate our investigation, we first build a benchmark that
contains a diverse collection of code snippets, covering 176 APIs
used in 853 popular Java projects. Three distinct scenarios in the
API suggestion task are then considered for evaluation, including
(1) “when to use”, which aims at determining the desired position
and timing for API usage; (2) “which to use”, which aims at iden-
tifying the appropriate API from a given library; and (3) “how to
use”, which aims at predicting the arguments for a given API. The
consideration of the three scenarios allows for a comprehensive
assessment of LCMs’ capabilities in suggesting APIs for developers.
During the evaluation, we choose nine popular LCMs with varying
model sizes for the three scenarios. We also perform an in-depth
analysis of the influence of context selection on the model perfor-
mance. Our experimental results reveal multiple key findings. For
instance, LCMs present the best performance in the “how to use”
scenario while performing the worst in the “when to use” scenario,
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e.g., the average performance gap of LCMs between “when to use”
and “how to use” scenarios achieves 34%, indicating that the “when
to use” scenario is more challenging. Furthermore, enriching con-
text information substantially improves the model performance.
Specifically, by incorporating the contexts, smaller-sized LCMs can
outperform those twenty times larger models without the contexts
provided. Based on these findings, we finally provide insights and
implications for researchers and developers, which can lay the
groundwork for future advancements in the API suggestion task.
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1 INTRODUCTION
API suggestion is a critical task in modern software development,
aiming to assist programmers by predicting and recommending
third-party API usage based on the current context [5, 29, 40]. With
the development of deep learning, multiple techniques have been
proposed to provide intelligence API suggestions. In recent years,
the emergence of large language models (LLMs) has revolutionized
various natural language processing (NLP) tasks [4, 37, 43]. Inspired
by their success, researchers have adapted these models to the do-
main of programming languages, giving rise to large code models
(LCMs) [16, 20, 22, 33]. LCMs have shown remarkable improve-
ments in the API suggestion task [6, 27], by leveraging their ability
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@Override
public Object postProcessAfterInitialization(final Object bean, String beanName) throws 
BeansException {
    final Class<?> targetClass = AopUtils.getTargetClass(bean);
    ReflectionUtils.doWithFields(targetClass, field -> {
      ReflectionUtils.makeAccessible(field);
      Object fieldValue =

 

When to use

Program context:

? Which to use? How to use?

(field, bean)

API Needed 
here?

getField 

Which API? API arguments?

ReflectionUtils

Three scenarios in API suggestion:

answer answer answer

Figure 1: Three distinct scenarios in the API suggestion task.

to capture complex patterns and semantics from vast amounts of
source code corpus.

Despite the impressive performance of LCMs in the API sugges-
tion task, the previous studies mainly focus on suggesting appro-
priate APIs from a given library to use [5, 6], which do not involve
the common API usage practices faced by developers as illustrated
in Figure 1. Given the convenience and powerful functionalities
of third-party APIs, developers can improve their programming
efficiency and productivity. However, the huge amount of APIs
requires great effort to memorize. Specifically, developers may de-
mand more assistance while using APIs in practice including when
to use APIs and how to use APIs. However, these scenarios of the
API suggestion task remain unexplored, leaving a substantial gap
in understanding and supporting the diverse needs of developers
in real-world programming environments.

In this paper, we present a systematic evaluation of LCMs in
API suggestion tasks, aiming at addressing the critical gap in the
existing literature. To facilitate the investigation, we first build a
benchmark for covering the various API suggestion scenarios. Our
benchmark comprises a collection of 4,146 entries of API usage in
3,136 code files, covering 176 diverse APIs sourced from 853 popular
Java projects. By curating a wide range of API usage patterns and
contexts, we aim to provide a representative and diverse evaluation
dataset for assessing the capabilities of LCMs in real-world API
suggestion tasks.

To achieve a comprehensive evaluation, we propose to divide
the API suggestion task into three distinct scenarios to simulate
the practices of developers: (1) “when to use APIs”, which aims
to determine to use APIs in appropriate positions; (2) “which API
to use”, which aims to identify the desired API from the given
library; and (3) “how to use APIs”, aiming at predicting the arguments
for a given API (illustrated in Figure 1). This task decomposition
allows us to assess the LCMs’ ability to understand and generate
code in different API usage scenarios. Furthermore, considering
that different contexts provide varying levels of information and
guidance, we investigate the impact of various contexts on the
performance of LCMs by incorporating different aspects of contexts
such as function comments and import messages as shown in Figure
2. By systematically varying the amount and type of contextual
information provided to the LCMs, we aim to identify the most
effective prompting strategies for the API suggestion task. To ensure

a thorough exploration of the capabilities of LCMs, we include nine
LCMs in our experiments: StarCoder [22], CodeLlama [33], and
DeepSeek-Coder [16]. These models encompass a wide range of
sizes, i.e., from 1 billion to 34 billion parameters, which also enables
us to examine the impact of model scales on performance.

Based on our experimental results, we achieve the following key
findings: (1) LCMs present the best performance in the “how
to use” scenario while performing the worst in the “when to
use” scenario. Specifically, the average performance gap of LCMs
between “when to use” and “how to use” scenarios achieves 34%. ;
(2) Enriching context information can substantially improve
the performance of the API suggestion task. For instance, we
find that including file contexts, function comments, import mes-
sages, and suffix contexts in the input prompt, the average exact
match score in the “when to use” scenario increases by 89.2%. Specif-
ically, by incorporating additional contexts, smaller-sized LCMs
(e.g., DeepSeek-Coder 1.3B) can outperform those twenty times
larger models (e.g., DeepSeek-Coder 33B) without the contexts pro-
vided. (3) Enriching context information will increase the
number of tokens input to LCMs, which consequently de-
creases the model throughput. For instance, the average number
of tokens will increase more than three times after incorporating
all studied contexts, while the average throughput of LCMs drops
by 54%. Based on the findings, we finally provide valuable insights
into the strengths and limitations of current LCMs in handling
API suggestion tasks, which can lay the groundwork for future
advancements in the API suggestion task.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to divide the
API suggestion task into three scenarios including “how to
use”, “which to use”, and “when to use”. The categorization
fills a critical gap in the existing literature.

• We propose an API suggestion benchmark specifically de-
signed to assess the capabilities of LCMs in real-world API
usage scenarios. Based on the benchmark, we conduct ex-
tensive experiments with nine popular LCMs for the three
scenarios.

• Based on the results, we finally provide insights and impli-
cations for researchers and developers, which can lay the
groundwork for future advancements in the API suggestion
task.

• To foster reproducibility and encourage further research in
this area, we make our data and code publicly available at
https://github.com/adf1178/api_suggestion_evaluation.

2 OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY
In this section, we introduce our evaluation methodology from
benchmark preparation, context types, and research questions, re-
spectively.

2.1 Benchmark Preparation
In this study, we focus exclusively on APIs from the Spring Frame-
work for several key reasons. SpringFramework is one of the most
popular frameworks in web development, which is widely used in
previous studies [10]. Furthermore, it is highly prevalent in Maven

https://github.com/adf1178/api_suggestion_evaluation


A Systematic Evaluation of Large Code Models in API Suggestion: When, Which, and How ASE ’24, October 27-November 1, 2024, Sacramento, CA, USA

package 
com.salesmanager.core.business.services.catalog.product.image;

import java.io.InputStream;
import java.util.ArrayList;
import java.util.List;
... ...

import com.salesmanager.core.business.configuration….
... ...

import com.salesmanager.core.model.merchant…

Import Messages (I)

/* Available APIs in 
[org.springframework.util.ReflectionUtils] are
* handleReflectionException
* handleInvocationTargetException
* rethrowRuntimeException
* rethrowException
* makeAccessible
* doWithLocalMethods
* getUniqueDeclaredMethods
* ... ...
* getField
*/

Library Candidates (L) public class ProductImageServiceImpl extends 
SalesManagerEntityServiceImpl<Long, ProductImage>
implements ProductImageService {
  private ProductImageRepository productImageRepository;
  ... ...
  public ProductImage getById(Long id) {
    return productImageRepository.findOne(id);
  }

File Context (F)

Function Comment (C)

Function Context (Base)

    if(fieldValue instanceof Metric) {
    ... ...
    return bean;
  }

Suffix Context (S)

  @Override
  public Object postProcessAfterInitialization(final Object bean,    
    String beanName) throws BeansException {
    final Class<?> targetClass = AopUtils.getTargetClass(bean);
    ReflectionUtils.doWithFields(targetClass, field -> {
    ReflectionUtils.makeAccessible(field);
    Object fieldValue = ReflectionUtils.

  /**
  * This method ensures that the provided stateName is not null
    ... ...
  * @param stateName The name of the state to be checked for nullity
  * @throws IllegalArgumentException If the stateName is null
  */

Figure 2: The illustration of different context types.

repositories [1]. Its widespread adoption ensures that our bench-
mark is both relevant and representative of real-world API usage
scenarios. In addition, its extensive documentation provides clear
and complete descriptions of the APIs, which is essential for compre-
hensively evaluating the performance of LCMs in API suggestion
tasks. By concentrating on a single and well-established framework
with thorough documentation, we can conduct a more focused and
in-depth analysis.

2.1.1 Data Collection. First, we obtain high-star repositories from
GitHub by selecting those with more than 100 stars. We then filter
out the repositories that do not utilize the Spring Framework, re-
sulting in a final set of 853 projects. Second, for each file in these
projects, we use the Tree-sitter [38] to construct an abstract syntax
tree (AST). By traversing the nodes of the AST, we identify func-
tion calls and determine if these calls correspond to APIs from the
Spring Framework. Third, based on the frequency of API calls, we
prioritize APIs with the highest usage, retaining those that are used
more than ten times. This process yields a set of 176 APIs. We then
retain the files within the projects that use these high-frequency
APIs. To ensure diversity, we select only one file per project for each
API, ensuring a varied dataset. Finally, our benchmark contains
3,136 code files and 4,146 API usage entries.

2.1.2 Benchmark Construction. After collecting API data, we cate-
gorize the API suggestion scenarios into three scenarios including
“when to use”, “which to use”, and “how to use” as shown in Figure
1. These scenarios simulate different situations where developers
use APIs in programming practice and evaluate the capabilities of
current LCMs to generate accurate suggestions in these scenarios.

When to Use API. In the “when to use” scenario, we evalu-
ate the capabilities of LCMs to correctly call APIs based on the
surrounding code structure and logic. This scenario simulates the
situation where developers may be aware of the available APIs
but struggle with determining the appropriate timing or location
to invoke them within the code. Taking Figure 1 as an example,
based on the surrounding code, the model should determine that

“ReflectionUtils.getField(field, bean)” is the correct API call to use
and place it in the designated location.

Which API to Use.Which API to use, also called API recom-
mendation in existing studies [5], reflects the scenario in which
developers input the parent library and the dot operator and expect
code completion tools to predict the exact API to use. For instance,
give “ReflectionUtils.” and expect LCMs to suggest “getField(field,
bean)”. The “which API to use” scenario arises when developers
have specific functionality in mind but are unsure about the most
appropriate API to achieve their goal.

How to use APIs. In this scenario, we simulate the situation
where developers input the API and expect LCMs to predict the
arguments of the API (API arguments prediction) as illustrated in
Figure 1. Due to the increasing number of third-party libraries and
their corresponding APIs, developers may struggle to remember
how to use the APIs in detail.

2.2 Context Types
Based on the collected data on API suggestion, we further categorize
the contexts in the code file to quantitatively evaluate the influence
of different types of contexts on model performance. Specifically,
we utilize the following types of contexts which are demonstrated
in Figure 2 to construct the prompt fed into LCMs and evaluate
their performance.

• Function Context (Base) is the fundamental context used
to feed into LCMs for suggesting API usage. Specifically,
we select the source code from the function signature of
the function involving the target API up to the target API
itself. We use function context in our experiments because
it represents the basic unit of API usage.

• File Context (F) represents the source code outside the func-
tion that involves the target API. In addition to the function
context, considering the code contexts at the file level pro-
vides LCMs with a broader context, potentially improving
their performance in providing API suggestions. It is impor-
tant to note that a file may contain a substantial amount of
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source code, which can exceed the context limit of LCMs
and result in notable time consumption. Therefore, we select
𝑘 lines of code preceding the function to construct the file
context.

• FunctionComment (C) typically describes the purpose and
logic of the corresponding functions [11, 14]. We incorporate
function comments into the context to examine whether
explaining the function’s utilities in natural language can
enhance the performance of LCMs in API suggestion tasks.

• Suffix Context (S) refers to the source code following the
called API statement. This consideration arises from the fact
that developers often edit existing code rather than always
appending new code at the end. While current LCM architec-
tures typically generate code tokens auto-regressively (i.e.,
one token at a time), researchers have proposed fill-in-the-
middle (FIM) tasks for pre-training. Through FIM, LCMs can
incorporate suffix context to complete intermediate code seg-
ments, potentially enriching the model input and enhancing
performance in API suggestion tasks.

• Import Messages (I) contain the libraries imported in the
file and indicate what APIs can be called, which motivates us
to experiment with this kind of context as the LCMs’ prompt.

• Library Candidates (L) provide all of the usable APIs in
the currently used parent library, which are designed for
the “which to use” scenario particularly. We construct this
context due to the hallucination issues of LLMs [32]. In API
suggestion scenarios, LCMs may fabricate some APIs that
do not exist in the library. Thus, we explore whether ex-
plicitly providing usable APIs to LCMs can improve their
performance.

2.3 Research Questions
2.3.1 RQ1: How do different LCMs perform in the three scenarios
of API suggestion? In this research question, we divide the API
suggestion task into three scenarios, evaluating and comparing
the performance of LCMs in each scenario given basic function
contexts.

2.3.2 RQ2: How different types of contexts affect LCMs performance
in API suggestion? In this research question, we investigate the
influence of involving different types of contexts on the model
performance in API suggestion. Specifically, we utilize three sub-
research questions to investigate the influence of the three scenarios,
respectively.

2.3.3 RQ3: How do contexts affect the token length and throughput
of LCMs? More contexts can enrich the semantics of prompts and
provide more information but may increase the length of input
tokens, which potentially brings overhead to LCMs’ inference. Thus,
in this RQ, we explore the influence of different types of contexts
on the prompt length and throughput of LCMs.

3 EXPERIMENT SETUP
3.1 Selected LCMs
In this paper, we select three kinds of popular and state-of-the-art
LCMs with their versions in different sizes. In specific, our selected
LCMs are:

• StarCoder [20] is a large language model trained on the
mixture of source code and natural language texts. Its train-
ing data incorporate more than 80 different programming
languages as well as text extracted from GitHub issues and
commits and from notebooks. We select its 3B, 7B, and 15B
versions in our experiments.

• CodeLlama [33] is a family of large language models for
code based on LLama 2 [37] with state-of-the-art code gen-
eration, blank infilling, and long-context processing capabil-
ities. In this paper, we choose CodeLlama’s base model (i.e.,
CodeLlama Base) in three different sizes including 7B, 13B,
and 34B for instruction tuning.

• DeepSeek-Coder [16] is a series of large code models that
have an identical architecture to CodeLlama. DeepSeek-Coder
is trained from 2T tokens from scratch. Specifically, we
choose DeepSeek-Coder Base in sizes of 1.3B, 6.7B, and 33B
in this paper.

3.2 Evaluation Metrics
In this paper, following previous studies [23, 27, 35, 36], we utilize
three metrics to evaluate the performance of LCMs in the API
suggestion tasks including exact match (EM), API usage accuracy,
and edit similarity, respectively.

3.2.1 Exact Match. The exact match metric measures whether the
model output is the same as the ground truth, which is the most
strict metric.

3.2.2 API Usage Accuracy. API usage accuracy is utilized to eval-
uate whether LCMs can predict the desired API in “which to use”
and “when to use” scenarios.

3.2.3 Edit Similarity. The edit similarity metric is used to mea-
sure how closely the model’s output resembles the ground truth,
considering the edits required to transform one into the other.

3.3 Implementation Details
All the experiments are run on a server with 2*A100 GPUs with
80GB graphic memory. For fast inference, we utilize vLLM [19]
based on PagedAttention to improve efficiency. To eliminate the
influence of random sampling, we utilize greedy decoding strat-
egy during inference. In addition, we employ the Flash-Attention
technique [8] for long-context optimization.

4 EXPERIMENT RESULTS
4.1 RQ1: Model Performance in API Suggestion
We present the results of nine LCMs, given the basic function con-
text, in the three scenarios of API suggestion in Table 1. From the
table, we achieve the following observations.

(1) The model performance increases as the complexity of
the scenarios decreases. For the three scenarios studied in this
paper, the “when to use” scenario is the most challenging, and “how
to use” is the simplest one. We estimate the difficulties of different
scenarios based on the fact that “how to use” only requires models
to predict the API arguments, while the “which to use” and “when
to use” scenarios require further prediction of the specific API (e.g.,
“getField” ) and its library (e.g., “ReflectionUtils” ), respectively.
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Table 1: Results of different LCMs in three scenarios of API Suggestion.

Metrics SC-3B SC-7B SC-15B CL-7B CL-13B CL-34B DSC-1.3B DSC-6.7B DSC-33B Avg
When to use

Exact Match 25.22 30.49 31.79 30.84 34.54 31.52 23.64 30.62 35.22 30.43
API Acc. 35.53 42.22 43.22 42.95 46.85 43.99 34.13 42.15 47.71 42.08
Edit Sim 59.77 64.17 64.83 64.63 66.93 65.03 58.89 63.42 67.32 63.89

Which to use
Exact Match 50.96 55.07 56.26 54.40 57.20 53.95 46.14 53.79 57.22 53.89
API Acc. 77.06 80.08 81.49 79.47 81.83 78.77 71.15 78.31 81.29 78.82
Edit Sim 81.77 83.46 84.11 83.25 84.33 82.80 79.28 83.07 84.12 82.91

How to use
Exact Match 61.62 64.66 65.34 64.55 66.24 64.69 59.23 64.21 65.85 64.04
Edit Sim 84.72 86.27 86.50 86.15 86.88 85.91 83.34 86.06 86.69 85.83

Table 2: Results in the “when to use” scenario. SC, CL, andDSC indicate StarCoder, CodeLlama, andDeepSeek-Coder, respectively.

Method SC-3B SC-7B SC-15B CL-7B CL-13B CL-34B DSC-1.3B DSC-6.7B DSC-33B Avg Improve
Exact Match

Base 25.22 30.49 31.79 30.84 34.54 31.52 23.64 30.62 35.22 30.43
Base+F 27.82 32.62 34.71 33.18 37.65 34.04 25.77 33.39 38.49 33.07 (↑ 8.7%)

Base+F+C 34.90 40.09 41.96 41.30 45.41 41.73 33.05 42.51 46.03 40.77 (↑ 34.0%)
Base+F+S 36.11 41.75 43.75 41.37 45.89 45.12 33.25 42.83 48.56 42.07 (↑ 38.2%)
Base+F+I 38.36 44.21 48.08 45.76 49.12 47.31 37.51 46.07 50.82 45.25 (↑ 48.7%)

Base+F+C+I 43.45 49.39 52.98 50.40 53.40 51.95 43.22 51.15 55.64 50.17 (↑ 64.9%)
Base+F+C+I+S 52.15 58.03 58.68 56.62 59.88 59.33 49.42 59.94 64.08 57.57 (↑ 89.2%)

API Usage Accuracy
Base 35.53 42.22 43.22 42.95 46.85 43.99 34.13 42.15 47.71 42.08

Base+F 38.22 44.51 46.78 45.63 50.46 46.56 36.28 45.13 50.69 44.92 (↑ 6.9%)
Base+F+C 47.58 51.79 56.51 56.09 60.41 57.69 46.07 56.96 61.18 54.92 (↑ 30.7%)
Base+F+S 46.76 53.58 55.35 53.26 65.74 64.99 43.82 54.26 60.68 55.38 (↑ 31.8%)
Base+F+I 54.58 62.57 64.27 62.67 65.74 64.57 53.12 62.27 67.52 61.92 (↑ 47.3%)

Base+F+C+I 60.65 66.74 69.89 68.02 70.83 69.87 59.79 68.27 72.92 67.44 (↑ 60.4%)
Base+F+C+I+S 67.38 73.03 73.69 72.92 76.39 75.89 65.38 75.35 79.42 73.27 (↑ 74.3%)

Edit Similarity
Base 59.77 64.17 64.83 64.63 66.93 65.03 58.89 63.42 67.32 63.89

Base+F 61.75 65.61 67.18 66.26 69.39 65.44 60.48 65.75 69.19 65.67 (↑ 2.8%)
Base+F+C 67.09 70.60 72.21 71.71 74.96 72.78 66.24 72.09 74.81 71.39 (↑ 11.7%)
Base+F+S 68.64 72.50 73.91 72.54 75.94 75.07 67.11 73.14 76.78 72.85 (↑ 14.0%)
Base+F+I 70.71 74.79 76.64 75.94 77.61 76.99 70.08 75.10 78.43 75.14 (↑ 17.6%)

Base+F+C+I 73.95 77.56 79.41 78.77 80.29 79.52 73.85 78.47 81.18 78.11 (↑ 22.3%)
Base+F+C+I+S 79.69 83.15 83.58 83.14 85.15 84.11 78.84 84.24 86.49 83.15 (↑ 30.1%)

From table 1, we find that in the most challenging “when to use”
scenario, which requires LCMs to determine whether to use APIs
by themselves, the models achieve an average exact match rate of
30.43. For the relatively simpler “which to use” and “how to use”
scenarios, the average exact match scores for nine LCMs increase
to 53.89 and 64.04, representing the improvement of 77% and 110%,
respectively.

(2)Model performance is positively correlated to themodel
sizes, and the correlation is more pronounced in more chal-
lenging scenarios. During evaluating the performance of various
LCMs, we observe a clear positive correlation between model sizes
and performance. For instance, in the “when to use” scenario, the
Pearson correlation coefficient between model size and the exact

match score achieves 0.67 with a p-value of 0.049, indicating a sig-
nificant relationship. This positive correlation can be attributed to
larger models’ enhanced capacity to understand context, resulting
in more accurate completions. However, it is important to note
that larger models do not consistently outperform their smaller
counterparts. Among the tested LCMswith basic context, DeepSeek-
Coder with 33B parameters achieves the highest performance in
the “when to use” scenario, and CodeLlama 13B performs the best
in the “which to use” and “how to use” scenarios.

As the complexity of scenarios decreases, the relationship be-
comes less pronounced accordingly. Specifically, the correlation
coefficients between model sizes and exact match score decrease
to 0.53 and 0.32 in the “which to use” and “how to use” scenarios,
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Table 3: Results in “which to use” scenario. SC, CL, and DSC indicate StarCoder, CodeLlama, and DeepSeek-Coder, respectively.

Method SC-3B SC-7B SC-15B CL-7B CL-13B CL-34B DSC-1.3B DSC-6.7B DSC-33B Avg Improve
Exact Match

Base 50.96 55.07 56.26 54.40 57.20 53.95 46.14 53.79 57.22 53.89
Base+F 53.18 56.67 58.34 57.09 59.40 56.42 48.43 56.08 59.49 56.12 (↑ 4.1%)

Base+F+L 53.09 57.33 58.86 57.65 59.68 56.59 49.61 57.44 59.74 56.67 (↑ 5.2%)
Base+F+C 58.00 61.46 62.33 61.52 63.59 61.05 54.45 61.37 64.14 60.88 (↑ 13.0%)
Base+F+S 60.26 63.32 65.48 61.49 64.42 62.50 50.69 60.49 65.86 61.61 (↑ 14.3%)
Base+F+I 55.25 60.05 62.12 59.63 62.96 61.22 53.41 60.12 63.08 59.76 (↑ 10.9%)

Base+F+C+I 58.84 63.69 65.53 63.91 66.36 64.86 58.05 64.61 67.53 63.71 (↑ 18.2%)
Base+F+C+I+S 66.40 69.92 71.77 67.53 70.26 68.69 59.11 68.19 72.69 68.28 (↑ 26.7%)

Base+F+L+C+I+S 64.85 68.46 71.22 66.64 69.55 68.21 58.24 67.51 71.94 67.40 (↑ 25.1%)
API Usage Accuracy

Base 77.06 80.08 81.49 79.47 81.83 78.77 71.15 78.31 81.29 78.82
Base+F 79.00 81.35 82.62 80.84 83.31 80.91 73.18 80.07 82.91 80.46 (↑ 2.1%)

Base+F+L 79.34 82.26 83.85 81.89 83.66 82.07 75.22 82.56 83.72 81.62 (↑ 3.5%)
Base+F+C 84.49 86.43 87.18 86.03 87.92 85.86 80.32 86.15 87.96 85.81 (↑ 8.9%)
Base+F+S 81.17 82.53 85.11 82.16 86.46 84.75 71.56 80.68 85.79 82.24 (↑ 4.3%)
Base+F+I 82.12 84.90 85.82 83.64 86.46 84.77 79.03 84.14 85.90 84.08 (↑ 6.7%)

Base+F+C+I 85.54 88.31 89.39 87.58 89.56 88.20 83.34 87.94 90.05 87.77 (↑ 11.3%)
Base+F+C+I+S 87.20 88.90 90.52 87.66 89.73 89.11 81.68 88.07 91.29 88.24 (↑ 12.0%)

Base+F+L+C+I+S 84.68 86.71 89.24 86.54 88.75 88.69 80.82 87.75 90.86 87.12 (↑ 10.5%)
Edit Similarity

Base 81.77 83.46 84.11 83.25 84.33 82.80 79.28 83.07 84.12 82.91
Base+F 83.07 84.45 85.15 84.59 85.38 84.28 80.51 84.18 85.40 84.12 (↑ 1.5%)

Base+F+L 82.99 84.72 85.42 84.96 85.65 84.64 81.21 84.89 85.72 84.47 (↑ 1.9%)
Base+F+C 85.33 86.45 87.09 86.67 87.47 86.48 83.59 86.73 87.66 86.39 (↑ 4.2%)
Base+F+S 85.74 86.54 87.68 86.44 87.40 86.61 81.53 85.90 88.08 86.21 (↑ 4.0%)
Base+F+I 84.60 86.13 86.90 86.11 87.16 86.52 83.35 86.14 87.31 86.02 (↑ 3.7%)

Base+F+C+I 86.14 87.68 88.52 87.88 88.75 88.16 85.28 87.96 89.22 87.73 (↑ 5.8%)
Base+F+C+I+S 88.62 89.70 90.42 89.23 90.04 89.74 85.58 89.44 91.05 89.31 (↑ 7.7%)

Base+F+L+C+I+S 87.58 89.19 90.20 88.82 89.87 89.05 85.17 89.29 90.88 88.89 (↑ 7.2%)

respectively. Such a relationship is also reflected in the performance
gap between large and small models. For instance, in the “when to
use” scenario, DeepSeek-Coder 33B outperforms the 1.3B version
by 49% in terms of the exact match score. However, the difference
is narrowed to 24% and 11% in the “which to use” and “how to
use” scenarios, respectively. Consequently, we conclude that the
impact of model size on performance becomes more substantial as
the complexity of the scenarios increases.
Finding 1: The model performance increases as the complexity
of the scenarios decreases, i.e., the gap of average exact match
score between “when to use” and “how to use” scenarios achieves
34%. In addition, model performance is positively correlated to
the model sizes, and the correlation is more pronounced in more
challenging scenarios.

4.2 RQ2: Influence of Contexts on Effectiveness
In this research question, we investigate the influence of contexts
on model performance in each scenario, respectively.

4.2.1 RQ2.1 When to Use. We evaluate LCMs in the “when to use”
scenario, with the results shown in Table 2.

From the table, we can find that LCMs achieve an average of
30.43, 42.08, and 63.89 in exact match, API Usage Accuracy, and edit

similarity metrics given basic function context (Base), respectively.
These results indicate that current LCMs struggle to effectively
suggest the use of APIs in the desired positions with only local
function contexts. Besides function context, pretending file context
(F) contributes to LCMs’ performance (Base+F), improving the three
metrics by 8.7%, 6.9%, and 2.8%, respectively. Such results suggest
that the file context provides additional information that helps
LCMs more accurately complete API calls. Note that due to the
potential sizes of files, we include ten lines of code before the
function as the file context [21]. We further explore the influence of
varying amounts of file context on model performance in Section
5.1.

Based on file contexts, we further explore the influence of code
comments (+C), import messages (+I), and suffix contexts (+S), re-
spectively. From the table, we observe that these three contexts can
further improve the performance of LCMs in API suggestion, i.e.,
the exact match is increased by 34.0%, 48.7%, and, 38.2% compared
to that with basic function context, respectively. We attribute the
improvement of adding code comments to that comments reflect
the code’s functionalities and thus provide more guidance for using
the APIs. With import messages that define the parent libraries to
use in the file, LCMs can better understand the intent of current
files and fill in API arguments that conform to the development
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requirements. In addition, the broad generation space in the “when
to use” scenario requires LCMs to determine whether to use APIs.
Therefore, import messages improve the performance by a large
margin, which is the largest improvement among the three kinds
of contexts. As observed from the table, the suffix contexts also
contribute substantially to the performance, i.e., the exact match
is increased by 38.2%. Such improvement can be attributed to that
1): involving the suffix contexts ensures contextual coherence: The
suffix context provides the expected direction of the code, allow-
ing the model to better understand the current code’s logic and
structure, leading to more reasonable completions; and 2) suffix
context helps to resolve ambiguities present in the earlier parts
of the code, providing clear context and making the model’s pre-
dictions more precise and consistent. We provide a case study to
further demonstrate the influence of suffix contexts in Section 5.2.

Furthermore, we investigate the impact of combining different
types of contexts (i.e., rows Base+F+C+I and Base+F+C+I+S). We
can observe that involving both comments and import messages
further increases the performance of LCMs, i.e., the three evaluation
metrics are increased by 64.9%, 60.4%, and 30.1%, respectively. After
combining comments, import messages, and suffix contexts with
file contexts, LCMs obtain the most performance gain by nearly
90% (the exact match rate is improved from 30.43 to 57.57). In
addition, we observe that incorporating all studied contexts, small-
sized LCMs can outperform those twenty times larger models with
the basic function context. For instance, DeepSeek-Coder 1.3B with
Base+F+C+I+S contexts outperforms DeepSeek-Coder 33B with
basic function context by 40% in terms of the exact match score.

The results demonstrate that different types of contexts con-
tribute variably to API suggestion, and enriching prompts by com-
bining these contexts further enhances the performance of LCMs
in suggesting APIs.

4.2.2 RQ2.2: Which to Use. The results of LCMs in the “which to
use” scenario of API suggestion are shown in Table 3.

Similarly, the improvement obtained by enriching contexts is
also observed in this scenario. For instance, including file contexts
(+F) and equipped with additional information such as comments
and suffix contexts (+C and +S) present 13% and 14% improvement
in terms of the exact match metric, respectively. In addition, we
also experiment with a unique type of context in the “which to
use” scenario, i.e., library candidates (+L). From the table, we find
that incorporating library candidates (+F+L) further improves the
performance of file contexts (+F) by 1.1%, 1.4%, and 0.4% on the
exact match, API usage accuracy, and edit similarity, respectively.
The improvement suggests that informing LCMs of available APIs
is helpful in predicting APIs more accurately. However, when in-
volving all of the contexts (+F+L+C+I+S), LCMs perform worse
than the combination without library candidates (+F+C+I+S), i.e.,
67.40 and 68.28 in the exact match score. The difference indicates
that when involving enough contexts, information about library
candidates may become redundant.

4.2.3 RQ2.3: How to Use. We investigate how LCMs perform in
the “how to use” scenario (i.e., the ability to fill an API’s arguments),
and the results are presented in Table 4.

Regarding the influence of different contexts, our results indicate
that the contribution of contexts in the “how to use” scenario is less
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substantial compared to that in the other scenarios. For instance,
after involving all available contexts (+F+C+I+S), the exact match
and edit similarity are improved by 15.8% and 5.4% compared with
function context, respectively. These results suggest that, despite
the naturally higher accuracy in the “how to use” scenario, LCMs
derive less additional benefit from the contexts. We hypothesize
that in simpler scenarios, LCMs already achieve high accuracy with
minimal context, thus additional context provides relatively less
guidance and improvement compared to that in more complex
scenarios where the LCMs benefit more from enriched contextual
information.

Finding 2: Enriching contexts can substantially enhance the per-
formance of the API suggestion task, with improvements becom-
ing more pronounced as the complexity of scenarios increases.
Furthermore, equipped with all studied contexts, smaller-sized
LCMs can outperform more than twenty times larger models
when no additional context is provided.

4.3 RQ3: Influence of Contexts on Efficiency
Based on the results in RQ2, we observe that incorporating contexts
enhances the model performance. However, they also increase the
prompt length, possibly leading to higher latency. To comprehen-
sively investigate the influence of involving different contexts on
models’ performance, we explore how different contexts influence
the lengths of input tokens. In addition, we also explore the model
efficiency by recording the model throughput under different con-
text settings. The throughput is defined as the average number of
tokens that LCMs generate per second [2, 19, 28]. The results are
presented in Figure 3. From the figure, we achieve the following
observations.

(1) Enriching contexts increases the prompt length, which
consequently decreases the model throughput. Figure 3 (a)
presents the average token lengths of input prompts with different
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Table 4: Results in the “how to use” scenario. SC, CL, and DSC indicate StarCoder, CodeLlama, and DeepSeek-Coder, respectively.

Method SC-3B SC-7B SC-15B CL-7B CL-13B CL-34B DSC-1.3B DSC-6.7B DSC-33B Avg Improve
Exact Match

Base 61.62 64.66 65.34 64.55 66.24 64.69 59.23 64.21 65.85 64.04
Base+F 63.80 66.24 67.20 66.70 68.06 66.43 60.83 66.20 68.08 65.95 (↑ 3.0%)

Base+F+C 65.81 68.43 69.23 68.94 70.24 68.89 63.93 68.74 70.64 68.31 (↑ 6.7%)
Base+F+S 69.35 72.07 73.55 70.52 72.11 71.38 64.32 70.21 73.24 70.74 (↑ 10.5%)
Base+F+I 63.65 68.04 69.48 68.28 70.15 69.37 63.12 68.52 70.48 67.90 (↑ 6.1%)

Base+F+C+I 65.69 70.04 71.30 70.68 72.20 71.33 65.67 71.02 73.03 70.10 (↑ 9.5%)
Base+F+C+I+S 72.24 75.37 76.26 74.13 75.37 74.89 67.85 74.11 77.54 74.19 (↑ 15.8%)

Edit Similarity
Base 84.72 86.27 86.50 86.15 86.88 85.91 83.34 86.06 86.69 85.83

Base+F 85.82 87.21 87.59 87.24 87.79 86.96 84.35 87.21 87.83 86.89 (↑ 1.6%)
Base+F+C 86.83 88.07 88.45 88.17 88.76 88.22 85.90 88.09 88.98 87.94 (↑ 2.8%)
Base+F+S 88.19 89.60 90.18 88.59 89.66 89.12 85.79 88.70 90.15 88.82 (↑ 3.8%)
Base+F+I 86.40 87.83 88.68 88.16 88.84 88.52 85.75 88.25 89.03 87.94 (↑ 2.8%)

Base+F+C+I 87.25 88.81 89.34 89.14 89.69 89.46 86.72 89.28 90.26 88.88 (↑ 3.9%)
Base+F+C+I+S 89.39 90.76 91.29 90.17 91.11 90.50 87.33 90.17 91.81 90.16 (↑ 5.4%)
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Figure 4: Performance and token numbers of different contexts. “L”denotes the number of lines included in the file context.

contexts. As described in the figure, the token length increases pro-
gressively with the addition of each context type. The basic context
has the shortest token length (217.8 tokens), while the combina-
tion of all context types (+F+C+I+S) results in the longest token
length, nearly 1,000 tokens. Consequently, the average throughput
decreases by up to 54.4%. These results suggest that while combin-
ing different contexts can enhance API suggestions, it also incurs a
trade-off by negatively impacting throughput to some extent.

(2) The average improvement gain per unit of throughput
decrease differs along with the context types used in each
scenario. Enriching contexts introduces a consistent throughput
overhead across the three scenarios we experiment with; however,
the impacts vary as shown in Figure 3 (b). For instance, combining
file contexts and suffix contexts (+F+S) yields the best trade-off in
the “how to use” scenario, where the exact match score improves the
most per unit decrease in throughput. In the “which to use” scenario,
including file contexts and code comments (+F+C) achieves the best
improvement-to-throughput ratio. For the most complex “when
to use” scenario, we observe that involving all types of contexts
(+F+C+I+S) provides the best trade-off. Moreover, we observe that
in both the “how to use” and “which to use” scenarios, file contexts

and import messages (+F+I) contribute the least, with ratios of only
0.13 and 0.28, respectively. This poor trade-off results from the
substantial amount of tokens added by including import messages,
while the improvement in these two scenarios remains limited.
However, in the “when to use” scenario, this combination improves
the suggestion accuracy by 48.71%, making the improvement-to-
throughput ratio 25% higher than file contexts (+F) at 1.26.

The differences among the scenarios indicate that each scenario
requires a distinct context selection approach to achieve the optimal
trade-off between model performance and throughput.

Finding 3: Additional contexts increase the amount of tokens in
the input. Compared to basic function context, incorporating all
studied contexts increases the token length by 335%, which conse-
quently decreases the average throughput by 54%. In addition, for
different scenarios, the context selection approach that achieves
the best trade-off between model performance and throughput is
also different.
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5 DISCUSSION
5.1 Analysis of Context Selection
In the results presented in Section 4.2, we construct file contexts
by including ten lines of source code preceding the function of the
target API. This setting is adopted for dealing with larger-sized
single files, which could exceed the token capacity of current LCMs
(e.g., DeepSeek-Coder’s limit of 8,192 tokens). Previous research
[7, 17] has shown that additional context before the suggestion
position can provide more information for model prediction. In this
section, we conduct experiments to compare the effects of simply
involving more file contexts with our context selection approaches,
i.e., selecting contexts with various types.

Specifically, besides the setting used in Section 4.2 that file con-
text (+F) involves ten lines of code preceding the local function (i.e.,
basic function context), we further evaluate LCMs with extended
file contexts of 20, 40, 60, 80, and 100 lines. These settings are cho-
sen due to their comparable context token length to our context
selection approaches i.e., the token length varies from around 300
to 950, ensuring that the influence of token length on model perfor-
mance is eliminated in the comparison. The comparison of these
settings is presented in Figure 4.

As depicted in the figure, extending file contexts enhances API
suggestion performance across all three scenarios. Specifically,
when using 100 lines of code to serve as file contexts (averaging
about 960 tokens in the input prompt), the exact match scores im-
prove by 7.3%, 10.4%, and 39.2% in the respective scenarios compared
to using only ten lines of file context. This remarkable improvement
demonstrates that LCMs benefit from extended file contexts in API
suggestion tasks. However, we can observe that as the number of
tokens increases, the performance improvement becomes slower.
This indicates that the benefit of simply introducing longer text
without selection is limited.

Despite the obvious improvements achieved by extending file
contexts, our context selection approach yields better suggestion
accuracy while using tokens with similar lengths. As illustrated
in the figure, the context selection curve is generally positioned
in the upper left of the file-level contexts curve. Despite a context
selection (+F+I) performing worse than file contexts with a similar
amount (about 600) of tokens in “how to use” and “which to use”
scenarios, we still have other selection choices to achieve better
performance with fewer tokens in the input (e.g., +F+S). These
results indicate that a carefully curated selection of contexts can
outperform the simple extension of file-level contexts with the same
or even smaller token length.

Therefore, we conclude that increasing the range of file contexts
also benefits the API suggestion task. However, selecting contexts
from various types proves to be a more efficient and effective strat-
egy for the API suggestion task, i.e., achieving better performance
with the same or even fewer input tokens.

5.2 Case Study
In this section, we conduct a case study to further illustrate the
improvement brought by various contexts. The example case is
presented in Figure 5. From the figure, we observe that CodeLlama
7B predicts the incorrect second argument as “targetEntries.size()”

Basic Context

Suffix Context

(targetType.getType(), targetEntries.size())w/o Suffix Context

w/ Suffix Context (targetType.getType(), sourceMap.size())

public Object convert(...) {
    ...
    if (!copyRequired && sourceMap.isEmpty()) { return sourceMap; }
    List<MapEntry> targetEntries = new ArrayList<MapEntry>(sourceMap.size());
    for (Map.Entry<Object, Object> entry : sourceMap.entrySet()) {
      ...
      targetEntries.add(new MapEntry(targetKey, targetValue));
      if (sourceKey != targetKey || sourceValue != targetValue) {
        copyRequired = true;
      }
    }
    if (!copyRequired) { return sourceMap; }
    Map<Object, Object> targetMap = CollectionFactory. createMap

    for (MapEntry entry : targetEntries) {
      entry.addToMap(targetMap);       
    }
    return targetMap;

Figure 5: Case study in the “how to use” scenario, where the
experimented LCM is CodeLlama 7B.

path.isEmpty()w/o Import Messages

w/ Import Messages StringUtils.hasText(path)

Basic Context

Import Messagesimport jakarta.persistence.criteria.CriteriaBuilder
import jakarta.persistence.criteria.Expression
...
import org.springframework.util.StringUtils

static List<Predicate> getPredicates(...) {
  List<Predicate> predicates = new ArrayList<>();
  DirectFieldAccessFallbackBeanWrapper beanWrapper = new
  DirectFieldAccessFallbackBeanWrapper(value);
 
  for(SingularAttribute attribute : type.getSingularAttributes()){
      String currentPath = !

Figure 6: Case study in the “when to use” scenario, where the
experimented LCM is StarCoder 15B.

when only provided with the basic function context. We hypothe-
size that because the newly defined object is named “targetMap”, the
model mistakenly associates its size with “targetEntries”. However,
after incorporating the suffix context, the model successfully sug-
gests the correct usage of the API. We attribute this improvement
to the loop in the suffix context, which indicates that all entries
from “sourceMap” eventually populate “targetMap”. This helps the
model recognize that “targetEntries” is not the source of the initial
map size.

We also provide a case study in the “when to use” scenario, where
the example is presented in Figure 6. From the figure, we find that
with basic context, StarCoder 15B defaults to a common method
available on the “path” object and calls “isEmpty()”, a widely known
method to check if a string is empty. Contrarily, involving import
messages facilitates the model in successfully predicting the desired
API calls. We suppose that, after incorporating import messages,
the model recognizes that “StringUtils” provides utility methods for
string operations, and then uses the “hasText” API.

5.3 Implications of Findings
5.3.1 Implications for Researchers. Our research demonstrates that
current LCMs perform variously in the three scenarios of the API
suggestion task. With well-designed context selection, the model
performance can be substantially improved. However, as shown in
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RQ1 and RQ2, there exists a remarkable gap between the perfor-
mance in the “when to use” and the other scenarios, indicating the
need for further research and improvement in this direction.

Our results also reveal the potential research directions in the
era of LCM for the community. Specifically:

• Exploring more effective context selection approaches.
This paper concentrates on selecting contexts within the
code file. As reported in the work [27, 34], cross-file infor-
mation can potentially enhance API suggestions. Therefore,
it is essential to explore more effective context selection
approaches that reduce token length while simultaneously
improving model performance. Future research should in-
vestigate methods such as analyzing file dependencies and
selecting context from other related files within the project.

• Paying more attention to the “when to use” scenar-
ios. Previous research has predominantly concentrated on
suggesting which APIs to use, ignoring other scenarios and
challenges developers encounter when working with APIs.
Our results in RQ1 and RQ2 demonstrate that LCMs exhibit
varying performance across different scenarios. Notably, in
the “when to use” scenario, we can find that the average
exact match metric is 16% and 22.4% lower than that in the
“which to use” and “how to use” scenarios (with the optimal
context selection), respectively. Therefore, these findings
suggest that researchers should broaden their focus to in-
clude a wider range of scenarios in API suggestion tasks,
better improving productivity for developers.

5.3.2 Implications for Developers. In this section, we take both
performance and efficiency into account and provide insights on
model selection and context selection.

Implications on model selection. In Section 4.2, we establish
that larger models generally outperform smaller ones and report
the average throughput of nine LCMs with the provided contexts.
To further inform model selection, we present the throughput of
LCMs that are grouped according to their sizes in Figure 7 (the
detailed results of individual LCMs are involved in our anonymous
repository). The figure reveals that all experimented LCMs exhibit
similar trends across different context combinations. Notably, we
observe that smaller LCMs (e.g., StarCoder 3B and DeepSeek-Coder
1.3B) maintain higher throughput across all contexts (+F+C+I+S)
compared to larger LCMs (e.g., StarCoder 15B and DeepSeek-Coder
33B). These findings suggest that if computational resources cannot
accommodate large LCMs with over 10 billion parameters, opting
for smaller models with enriched contexts is a more efficient and
effective choice in the API suggestion task.

In addition, the combination of different LCMs according to sce-
narios is also worth exploring. As demonstrated in Section 4.2, in
simpler scenarios such as the “how to use” scenario, the perfor-
mance gap between large models and small models is relatively
small. Therefore, for less demanding scenarios such as “how to use”,
smaller models can be utilized to achieve satisfactory performance
while conserving computational resources and reducing latency.
Conversely, for more complex scenarios that require higher accu-
racy and nuanced understanding, larger models can be employed
to leverage their superior capabilities. This approach allows for
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Figure 7: Illustration of throughput of the different contexts,
in which the models are grouped by their sizes for clarity.

efficient resource management and optimized performance across
a variety of use cases.

Implications on context selection. According to Figure 3,
we observe that different contexts contribute variously across dif-
ferent scenarios, indicating that there is no universal solution for
context selection in API suggestion tasks. For instance, combining
all available contexts (+F+C+I+S) yields the best performance in
the three scenarios. However, this improvement is less satisfactory
when considering the 54% throughput overhead in the “how to use”
scenario.

Therefore, when deploying API suggestion services with limited
computational resources that cannot accommodate all studied con-
texts, developers could tailor context selection to specific scenarios.
If the latency associated with loading all contexts (+F+C+I+S) is
unacceptable, using comments (+C) and suffix contexts (+S) can be
effective choices for the "how to use" and "which to use" scenarios.
For the "when to use" scenario, combining comments and import
messages (+C+I) offers a good trade-off between performance and
computational efficiency.

5.4 Discussion about Evaluation Metrics
In this paper, we use edit similarity to evaluate the string-level
similarity of LCMs’ outputs and ground truth API calls. Specifically,
we use the metric due to the following reasons:

• API suggestion is a specific scenario in code completion
tasks and edit similarity is a popular metric used in existing
research [23].

• The edit similarity metric is meaningful in API suggestion
tasks. For instance, LCMs may predict a wrong but similar
API to use, e.g., the target is getField but predicting getFields.
In this situation, the prediction has a high edit similarity,
indicating that users just need to delete an “s” after accepting
LCMs’ output. Therefore, edit similarity can help identify a
“plausible” answer that is close to the users’ needs.

• The ranking metric is also helpful; however, calculating this
metric requires LCMs to generate multiple answers, which
brings substantial overhead on time consumption. We will
involve this metric in future work.

5.5 Threats to Validity
We have identified the following major threats to validity:
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Limited LCMs. The experiments in this paper are based on
open-source popular LCMs, which may bring bias in the results. To
mitigate this issue, we select nine LCMs with various model sizes
to control the threat. Furthermore, the improvement of context
selection is model-agnostic, making our findings easily generalize
to other LCMs.

Limited API source. In this paper, we focus on the Spring
Framework in Java to evaluate the API suggestion task. This choice
is grounded that SpringFramework is one of the most widely used
frameworks in the Java ecosystem, offering a comprehensive set of
features for building robust and scalable applications. In addition,
the diversity and complexity of SpringFramework APIs provide a
challenging testbed for evaluating the performance of large code
models (LCMs) in API suggestion tasks.

Potential data leakage. In this paper, the data used for training
LCMs are not publicly available, so that we can hardly determine
whether there exists data leakage in these models. However, our ex-
periments reveal that merely providing function contexts to LCMs
cannot yield promising performance. Therefore, we believe that the
results produced by LCMs in the benchmark are not from simply
memorizing data.

6 RELATEDWORK
6.1 API Suggestion
Application Programming Interfaces (APIs) are crucial for enabling
developers to integrate existing functionalities rather than building
them from scratch. Various automated API method recommenda-
tion techniques have been developed to assist developers in writing
correct APIs [26, 31, 44]. McMillan et al. [26] propose portfolio,
an API recommendation tool that aids programmers in locating
relevant code snippets that fulfill high-level requirements speci-
fied in a query. Gu et al. [15] propose DeepAPI, which utilizes a
deep learning model to suggest API usage sequences for a given
natural language query. CLEAR [40] uses contrastive learning and
BERT sentence embedding similarity to first identify a set of can-
didate Stack Overflow posts and then re-ranks to recommend the
top-N APIs. MEGA [5] employs heterogeneous graphs to learn the
matching scores between methods and APIs for recommending
related APIs. Different from previous works that mainly focus on
API recommendation, our work encompasses more scenarios in
API suggestion including when, which, and how to use.

6.2 Large Code Models
Recently, the emergence of Large code models has revolutionized
various software engineering tasks [9, 12, 33, 41]. StarCoder is a
foundation code model [22] trained on the mixture of source code
and natural language texts. Its training data incorporate more than
80 different programming languages as well as text extracted from
GitHub issues and commits and from notebooks. Code Llama [33]
is a foundation model developed by Meta that helps generate and
understand programming code. It builds on the capabilities of the
original LLaMA models and extends the context length to 16K.
DeepSeek Coder [16] has a range of open-source LCMs with sizes
varying from 1.3B to 33B. It is trained from scratch on a curated code
corpus with 2T tokens. Apart from the foundation models, various
fine-tuning [24, 39, 41] and prompting techniques [3, 13] are also

proposed to make full use of LCMs for software engineering tasks.
For example, Magicoder [41] proposes to synthesize instruction data
from open-source code snippets for effectively tuning large code
models for code generation. Ahmed et al. [3] propose to augment
the prompt with repository information and data flow for boosting
the performance of code summarization. TypeGEN [30] uses static
analysis results and chain-of-thought prompts to guide LLMs in
type inference. ChatUniTest [42] extracts essential information and
creates an adaptive focal context for LCMs to generate test cases.

6.3 LLMs in API Suggestion
Huang et al. [18] propose to combine knowledge graphs and LLMs
to find APIs based on natural language queries. CAPIR [25] adopts
a “divide-and-conquer” strategy to recommend APIs for coarse-
grained developmental requirements. APIGen [6] is a generative
method that utilizes improved in-context learning to directly gener-
ate the API name. Recently, Nashid et al. [27] study the performance
of LLMs in generating APIs for unseen repositories. Different from
previous works that only focus on API recommendation (i.e., which
to use), our work presents a more comprehensive study of different
API usage scenarios in real-world software development.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we have conducted a systematic evaluation of LCMs
in API suggestion, proposing three distinct scenarios, when, which,
and how to use an API, to comprehensively assess their capabilities.
Our experiments on a diverse benchmark dataset have revealed
that LCMs perform best in the “how to use” scenario and benefit
substantially from enriched context, albeit at the cost of increased
token length and reduced throughput. Our findings offer valuable
insights into the strengths and limitations of LCMs in API sugges-
tion and highlight the critical role of context in enhancing their
performance.
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