
PerfCurator: Curating a large-scale dataset of performance
bug-related commits from public repositories

Md Abul Kalam Azad∗
akazad@umich.edu

University of Michigan Dearborn
Dearborn, Michigan, USA

Manoj Alexender∗
manojale@umich.edu

University of Michigan Dearborn
Dearborn, Michigan, USA

Matthew Alexender
mattalex@umich.edu

University of Michigan Dearborn
Dearborn, Michigan, USA

Syed Salauddin Mohammad
Tariq

ssmtariq@umich.edu
University of Michigan Dearborn

Dearborn, Michigan, USA

Foyzul Hassan
foyzul@umich.edu

University of Michigan Dearborn
Dearborn, Michigan, USA

Probir Roy
probirr@umich.edu

University of Michigan Dearborn
Dearborn, Michigan, USA

ABSTRACT
Performance bugs challenge software development, degrading per-
formance and wasting computational resources. Software devel-
opers invest substantial effort in addressing these issues. Curating
these performance bugs can offer valuable insights to the software
engineering research community, aiding in developing new mit-
igation strategies. However, there is no large-scale open-source
performance bugs dataset available. To bridge this gap, we pro-
pose PerfCurator, a repository miner that collects performance
bug-related commits at scale. PerfCurator employs PcBERT-KD,
a 125M parameter BERT model trained to classify performance
bug-related commits. Our evaluation shows PcBERT-KD achieves
accuracy comparable to 7 billion parameter LLMs but with sig-
nificantly lower computational overhead, enabling cost-effective
deployment on CPU clusters. Utilizing PcBERT-KD as the core com-
ponent, we deployed PerfCurator on a 50-node CPU cluster to
mine GitHub repositories. This extensive mining operation resulted
in the construction of a large-scale dataset comprising 114K per-
formance bug-fix commits in Python, 217.9K in C++, and 76.6K in
Java. Our results demonstrate that this large-scale dataset signifi-
cantly enhances the effectiveness of data-driven performance bug
detection systems.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Performance bugs are a notorious challenge that degrade software
performance and waste computational resources [31, 45]. These
bugs are associated with reduced end-user satisfaction, increased de-
velopment andmaintenance costs, and diminished revenues [37, 45].
Due to their pervasive nature, performance bugs will continue to
emerge as software and hardware evolve and new areas of com-
puting emerge. Despite their persistence, identifying and fixing
performance bugs in software remains a significantly challenging
task for developers [33].

Detecting and fixing performance bugs requires an in-depth
understanding of various software and hardware components, in-
cluding algorithms, concurrency, libraries, programming languages,
∗Both authors contributed equally to this research.

runtime, and hardware architectures. However, prior research [33]
has shown that only a handful of developers possess the extensive
experience needed to understand and resolve these performance
issues. To democratize performance-efficient coding practices, sig-
nificant innovations in tooling support are necessary to provide
novice developers with deep insights and code recommendations.

Commit -1:28 -30% improvement in cuda
vs opencl speedup for bilateral filter ✔

Commit -2:Add padding to avoid false -sharing ✔

Commit -3:Add comment referencing Chrome
performance bug for Array.splice ✘

Listing 1: List of performance and non-performance commit
descriptions. Keywords are underlined.

To achieve this goal, it is essential for the performance tool
research community to be informed about current end-user chal-
lenges. This knowledge will enable the development of new perfor-
mance analysis techniques that address the ever-evolving software
and hardware landscape. However, there is currently no central
repository of performance bugs to curate this knowledge. In con-
trast, the software security community maintains a vulnerability
database that informs researchers about common vulnerabilities
and drives innovation in detection tools [15]. We envision that a
common repository for performance bugs would drive the inno-
vation of performance techniques and inform developers of best
practices. Moreover, the recent excitement in the software engineer-
ing community regarding language models and their effectiveness
in generating or recommending performance-efficient code will
require a large-scale, high-quality performance dataset.

Software code repositories are an abundant source of perfor-
mance bugs and bug-fix efforts. Prior research [25, 33, 45, 46, 60]
has manually analyzed code commits in these repositories to iden-
tify various categories of performance bugs. However, curating a
large dataset of performance bugs from code commits is challenging.
The current method for identifying performance-related commits is
rudimentary: earlier studies have relied on keywords (such as per-
formance, speed up, accelerate, fast, efficient, optimize, etc.) to flag
relevant commits. This approach leads to numerous false positives
and false negatives, requiring human effort to manually investi-
gate and label each commit. Listing 1 demonstrates examples of
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Figure 1: Throughput vs Accuracy for various approaches of
commit message classification

performance and non-performance-related commit messages. For
instance, the keyword performance misclassifies commit-3, whereas
commit-2 goes undetected with the current list of performance-
related keywords. Given the wide range of performance topics and
the limited knowledge of known performance bugs, creating new
keyword lists and manually analyzing them is a daunting process
that demands significant expertise and effort while still missing a
substantial number of performance bugs. A scalable approach that
does not rely on manual labeling is needed to effectively curate
performance bugs from software repositories.

The quest leads to the research question, (RQ1) Are advanced
Natural Language Processing (NLP) techniques, such as Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs), better at identifying performance commits
in the wild? Through experimental evaluation, we demonstrate
that recent large language models, such as the 7 billion parameter
Mistral-7B [29], are proficient at detecting performance commits
with high accuracy. However, Mistral-7B and its quantized variants
are large models that require significant computational resources
for inference. Due to these high computational demands, leveraging
them in practical settings, such as CI/CD pipelines and large-scale
data collection, becomes challenging.

To find a practical solution, we further investigate our next
research question, (RQ2) Can we train a lightweight transformer,
such as a 125M parameter Bidirectional Encoder Representations from
Transformers (BERT) model, to classify performance commits with
high accuracy? We investigate two approaches:

• Heuristic Supervision:We train a 125M parameter BERT
model, PcBERT-HS, using this weak supervision learning
technique and find that it performs significantly better than
keyword-based classification. However, PcBERT-HS accu-
racy still lags behind that of the Mistral-7B models.

• Knowledge Distillation:We leverage the Mistral-7B model
to train a 125M parameter transformer model, PcBERT-KD,
using this supervised learning technique to classify perfor-
mance commits. Empirical evaluation shows that PcBERT-KD
performs as well as the Mistral-7B models.

We then investigate (RQ3) How computationally intensive are
the smaller 125M-parameter transformer models in comparison to the
larger Mistral 7B models?. We benchmark on both GPU and CPU
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Figure 2: Accuracy of API misuse detection improved with
increased performance commit data points collected by
PerfCurator.

servers, revealing that the 125M-parameter transformer models re-
quire significantly fewer computational resources compared to the
larger 7B parameter models and their quantized variants. Figure 1
plots the log-scale throughput versus accuracy of all the approaches
on a NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU workstation.

We implement PerfCurator, a repository mining tool designed
to collect a large-scale dataset of performance-related commits
from GitHub repositories. At its core, PerfCurator leverages the
PcBERT-KD model to identify commits related to performance bug
fixes. We deploy PerfCurator on a 50 node CPU cluster and collect
114K, 217.9K, and 76.6K performance commits written in Python,
C++, and Java, respectively. To understand the quality of the col-
lected dataset, we further investigate (RQ4)What is the distribution
of performance commits across different performance categories as
identified by the PcBERT-KD model?. We find that the PcBERT-KD
model can identify a wide range of performance commits, including
memory optimization, elimination of unnecessary computations,
algorithmic optimization, and API misuse.

Finally, to address (RQ5) How effective is the large-scale dataset in
detecting inefficient coding practices, we apply a data-driven API mis-
use detection tool. Through empirical evaluation, we demonstrate
that data-driven API misuse detection tools perform significantly
better with a large-scale dataset. Figure 2 shows that the accuracy
of API misuse detection improves as the performance commit data
points increase.

Paper Contributions. This paper makes the following contri-
butions:

• We are the first to develop a language model-based technique
to classify performance-related code commits at scale.

• We perform thorough benchmarking, confirming that the
proposed approach provides high accuracy at a low compu-
tational cost.

• Leveraging the proposed classifier, we have developed a
repository mining tool and constructed a large-scale dataset
comprising 114K, 217.9K, and 76.6K performance commits
written in Python, C++, and Java, respectively. This dataset
encompasses a wide range of performance improvements.

• We empirically demonstrate that the large dataset collected
using PerfCurator can significantly enhance data-driven



PerfCurator: Curating a large-scale dataset of performance bug-related commits from public repositories Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

Perf 
Dataset

322K repos 
(C++, Java, Python)

Identify Performance  
Commits

Perf Bug Classifier
(PCBERT-KD)

Perf Bug-Fix 
Extractor

Git
Crawler

Crawl Commit Message Extract data

PCMINER

Workflow of Performance Bug Mining Pipeline 

~408K perf bug-fix pair 
(functions and metadata)

Figure 3: Workflow of PerfCurator pipeline

performance bug detection systems. This advancement miti-
gates the previously required extensive human effort, thereby
optimizing the data collection process and enhancing the
efficacy of performance bug study.

2 RELATEDWORK
Software performance bugs. Performance bugs in software

are often caused by developers implementing inefficient code se-
quences during development. These code inefficiencies can further
lead to significant resource wastage. While performance bugs often
require relatively simple source code changes that can significantly
speed up software, they are difficult to discover because they do not
exhibit fail-stop symptoms like functional bugs. Therefore, many
studies have explored the characteristics of performance bugs that
occur in software across various domains, such as traditional soft-
ware [32, 38, 45, 59, 61], high-performance computing [33], machine
learning [10, 39], blockchain [56], and autonomous vehicles [20].
While current approaches to studying performance bugs require
significant manual effort, the scalable approach of the proposed
PerfCurator will facilitate an in-depth exploration of the unex-
plored areas of software performance challenges with ease.

Performance monitoring and analysis tools. A substantial
body of research has focused on the development of performance
analysis tools for various applications. Tools such as GProf [23],
OProfile [35], HPCToolKit [2], VTune Profiler [28], DTrace [9],
and TAU Performance System [51] are designed to pinpoint code
regions with significant execution times, thereby assisting devel-
opers in performance optimization efforts. Moreover, a variety of
specialized performance analysis techniques are available to iden-
tify particular resource inefficiencies in code. These includememory
profilers [8], GPU profilers [3, 14], network profilers [1, 62], and
tools for addressing concurrency challenges [50]. Despite the exten-
sive support provided by these tools, developers continue to face
challenges related to performance inefficiencies. The emergence
of new computing domains necessitates the development of spe-
cialized tools to meet these evolving challenges. We envision that
the dataset collected by PerfCurator will offer valuable insights
for the performance tool community, highlighting gaps in existing
tools in meeting developers’ challenges in writing efficient code
and fostering innovation.

3 METHODOLOGY
Figure 3 provides an overview of PerfCurator. The PerfCurator
consists of two primary components: 1○ the performance bug-
related commit classifier, and 2○ the repository miner. This paper
explores three BERT -based classifiers and compare performance

against a keyword-filtering baseline. In this section, we first discuss
the construction of ground truth to validate the results of these
classifiers (Section 3.1). We then introduce our baseline; Keyword-
Filtering (Section 3.2) followed by a Large Language Model-based
classification approach (Section 3.3). We then introduce two novel
classifiers, PcBERT-HS and PcBERT-KD (Section 3.4). Finally, we
discuss the implementation of PerfCurator for mining large-scale
performance bug-related commits (Section 3.5).

3.1 Ground Truth Construction
To evaluate the accuracy of the various classifiers, we at first cu-
rate a dataset of performance-related commits by mining GitHub
repositories and manually labeling them. We develop a Python
script that utilizes the GitHub API [21] and PyDriller [52] to mine
these repositories. For data mining, we at first select 191,246 Python
repositories with more than 20 stars to ensure they meet a mini-
mum standard of quality. Through our random sampling, we find
that less than 1% of the commits are related to performance bugs.
Due to high imbalance of performance-related commits, manually
identifying performance bug fix commits from these repositories
are challenging. Furthermore, keyword based filtering may fail to
identify a large number of performance commits resulting in biased
dataset.

To address the challenge, we employ a stratified random sam-
pling strategy [49]. Our initial analysis reveals that large language
models like Mistral 7B can identify performance commits that
keyword-based searches overlook. We employ Mistral 7B to exam-
ine Python repositories, categorizing the commits into two classes:
performance and non-performance commits. We then randomly
sample each classes and collect equal number of samples for man-
ual analysis. This process yields 100 performance commits and 100
non-performance commits.

Prompt template with label definition
You are provided with a Github commit message in this format:

Commit Message: “””the title of the commit”””

Your task is to assess developer's intent in the given commit message and classify it into 

one of the following predefined categories based on its content:

 'Perf':  A commit messages that explicitly mentions any performance improvement or 

performance optimization, specifically in terms of execution time or resource utilization. 

The messages should clearly indicate an enhancement that makes the code more efficient, 

use less memory, or more efficiently utilize system resources. Also, if a commit message 

describes a change made to address a performance bottleneck, prevent performance 

degradation, or solve a problem that negatively affects performance. This includes 

optimizations like replacing inefficient code patterns that are known to kill performance 

even if the message does not use the word 'improvement' explicitly.  

 'Non-perf': A commit message that do not pertain to performance enhancements. This 

includes messages related to testing, documentation, and bug fixes that don't explicitly 

mention performance improvement, code refactoring or feature addition without a direct 

impact on performance,  and plans or intentions for future performance enhancements 

without evidence of current implementation.

Commit Message: “””{commit_message}”””

{output_instructions}     

Input format

Task Description

Label description

Input Commit

Output format 

instructions

Figure 4: Prompt template. In our zero-shot experimental
setting, we provide label descriptions. (with temperature = 0)

Since Python is a high-level managed language, its applications
are less likely to optimize architecture-specific, low-level code. Our
initial analysis of the collected dataset supports this observation. To
gather a diverse range of performance bug fix commits, we further
examine 23 High Performance Computing (HPC) repositories refer-
enced in prior literature [6]. However, since the authors collected
the reported HPC performance bugs using keyword-based filtering,
directly leveraging the curated commits might introduce bias into
our dataset. Therefore, we apply the aforementioned stratified ran-
dom sampling strategy to the repository list followed by manual
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analysis. This process results in another set of 150 performance
commits and 150 non-performance commits.

Three authors independently label the dataset as performance
and non-performance. After manual labeling, we compare the labels
to identify any conflicts. To resolve these conflicts, we determine
the final label through voting. We then calculate the Fleiss’ kappa
value to measure inter-rater agreement. The score for classifying
the commits into performance and non-performance categories is
0.698, indicating a substantial level of agreement among the raters.

3.2 Keyword-Filtering: The Baseline
For our comparative analysis, we establish keyword-filtering as
the baseline. We construct a list of keywords associated with per-
formance bug-related commits, as identified in prior literature [12,
33, 46]. This list is compiled from various qualitative studies on
performance bugs across multiple domains, including Cloud Com-
puting, High-Performance Computing, Mobile Applications, and
Deep Learning. The comprehensive nature of this keyword list
allows for the identification of performance bug-related commits
across a wide range of application domains. The list comprises 30
unique keywords, including performance, speed up, accelerate, fast,
efficient, optimize, among others.

3.3 RQ1: Large Language Models for
Classification

Motivation. Our initial observations indicate that keyword-
filtering is inadequate for identifying domain-specific performance
bug-related commits. The dynamic and evolving nature of computa-
tion presents significant challenges in maintaining and updating the
keyword list. Moreover, as demonstrated in Listing 1, keywords fre-
quently mislabel commits. Manually identifying the false positives
is an impractical and unsustainable approach.

Mistral-7B. In the pursuit of developing robust classifiers capa-
ble of minimizing false positives and understanding the nuances of
performance commits, we leverage recent advancements in large
language models. In this study, we selected Mistral-7B [30] as the
ideal candidate for this task. Table 1 details the features of the
Mistral-7B model. Mistral-7B, an open-source model, demonstrates
high performance and efficiency in natural language understand-
ing. Benchmark studies [42] indicate that Mistral-7B significantly
outperforms Llama 2 13B across all metrics due to its distinctive
features, such as Grouped-query attention (GQA) [5] for faster in-
ference and Sliding Window Attention (SWA) [7] to handle longer
sequences at smaller cost. The open-source nature of the model
(Apache 2.0) allows for execution both locally and in the cloud
without restrictions. In this study, we further evaluate Mistral-7B-
AWQ [53], a quantized version of Mistral-7B designed to enhance
efficiency and reduce computational resources while maintaining
performance.

Prompt Template. Figure 4 illustrates the prompt template used
to classify a commit message as either performance-related or non-
performance-related. The prompt includes a description of the clas-
sification task and definitions for each class label. Given our zero-
shot experimental setting, we manually craft and verify the label
explanations to guide the model in performing the classification. To

ensure focused and deterministic outcomes, minimizing the risk of
incorrect or unpredictable results, we set the temperature to 0 [43].

Observation. We rigorously evaluate theMistral-7B andMistral-
7B-AWQ models using the ground truth dataset, with detailed
results presented in section 4.1. The Mistral-7B model achieves
a significantly higher F1-score of 0.92, compared to the baseline
keyword-filteringmethod, which achieved an F1-score of 0.64. How-
ever, both Mistral-7B and its quantized variant incur substantial
computational overhead, resulting in a 1,436× and 1,080× slowdown
in throughput, respectively, compared to keyword-based filtering.

Implication. Due to the significant computational cost of the
Mistral 7B model, deploying it in practical settings to identify large-
scale performance bug-related commits is challenging. Additionally,
we anticipate integrating these detection tools into a performance
bug curator, which will continuously monitor new commits and
collect new knowledge to keep the community informed about
performance bug trends. To overcome this challenge, the remainder
of this paper explores alternatives to large models to minimize
the computational overhead of performance bug related commit
detection.

3.4 RQ2: Training Small Language Models
Overview. Pre-trained BERT-based neural network models have

demonstrated significant effectiveness in various software engineer-
ing tasks. Unlike larger language models (LLMs), BERT (Bidirec-
tional Encoder Representations from Transformers) employs a bidi-
rectional transformer architecture, enabling it to consider context
from both directions in a sequence. This bidirectional processing
allows BERT to achieve a deeper understanding of linguistic and
syntactic structures. Furthermore, these smaller language models
(LMs) efficiently process input sequences and encode the struc-
tures of both natural and programming languages. Consequently,
BERT-based models frequently outperform traditional approaches
in numerous software engineering tasks, including code summariza-
tion [4], bug explanation [40], and recommending bug fixes [54].

Building on these advancements, we pose the research question:
Can we fine-tune smaller transformers to classify performance com-
mits with high accuracy? To investigate this question, we explore
two approaches for training transformers: 1○ heuristic supervision-
based training and 2○ knowledge distillation-based training. These
approaches resulted in two transformer models: PcBERT-HS and
PcBERT-KD, respectively.

3.4.1 PcBERT-HS: A Transformer Trained with Heuristic Su-
pervision.

Motivation. Due to the lack of extensive hand-labeled commit
data necessary for training a robust classifier, we initially aim to
develop our classification model using the heuristic-supervision
technique as outlined in [48]. Heuristic supervision is a weak super-
vision strategy that leverages multiple noisy heuristics from domain
experts to produce probabilistic labels, facilitating the creation of
labeled datasets without ground truth annotations. This technique
scales effectively to large datasets and has shown state-of-the-art
performance in various domains [47, 55]. Figure 5 illustrates the
steps involved in heuristic supervision.
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Model # Params. # Layers Window Size Pre-training Set Architecture Generative

Mistral-7B [30] 7B 32 32K Open Web Encoder-Decoder Generative
RoBERTa [36] 125M 12 512 Wikipedia, BookCorpus [36] Encoder-only Non-generative

Table 1: Description of the Models Used in the Study

Overview. 1○ We first identify and list the heuristics of per-
formance and non-performance commit messages using regular
expression patterns. 2○ We then encode these heuristics in label-
ing functions (LFs) [47]. These LFs are leveraged to annotate the
unlabeled dataset with soft labels. 3○We train a final 125-million
parameter BERT model, PcBERT-HS, on these soft labels under a
weak supervision framework. The goal of this weak supervision
training is to learn the implicit features of performance-related topics
from the large commit dataset.

Dataset construction for training and validation. To create
our training datasets, we randomly select approximately 8 million
commit messages from the GitHub Archive [24] using Google Big-
Query [16]. We use 7 million commit messages as the training
dataset and the remaining 1 million for the validation set. From
the 7 million training dataset, we further split it into 1 million mes-
sages to train the labeling functions and the remaining 6 million
to extract soft labels for the final PcBERT-HS training. For valida-
tion dataset, we select 2000 randomly sampled commits from the 1
million dataset. At least 60% of these commits match our regular
expression patterns. We then randomly sample equally from the
matched performance and non-performance class to obtain 250
performance and 250 non-performance commits. Three authors
independently label the data, achieving a Fleiss’ Kappa value of
0.698.

1○ Heuristic construction. We build a robust set of heuristics
to classify performance and non-performance commits, following
the strategy outlined in [44]. Initially, we prepare a list of bi-grams
through manual exploration and prior knowledge. We then craft
regular expression heuristics to capture diverse patterns of perfor-
mance pitfalls from this bi-gram list. This list is iteratively expanded
and refined through manual evaluation. Analyzing the words and
expressions in commit messages helps us refine these regular ex-
pression patterns, effectively capturing variations in performance
and non-performance-related commit descriptions. Our final set
includes 71 regular expression patterns, encompassing both perfor-
mance and non-performance classifications.

2○ Labeling functions (LFs). We leverage labeling functions
(LFs) [47] to embed heuristics and label the dataset. A labeling func-
tion 𝑓𝑖 takes a data point 𝑥 as input and produces an integer label 𝑦
corresponding to a class (performance or non-performance). Addi-
tionally, a labeling function can abstain from voting by outputting
-1. Formally,

𝑓𝑖 (𝑥) =


1 if performance-related
0 if non-performance-related
−1 if abstain

However, we do not directly use the identified regular expressions
as labeling functions. Instead, we utilize these regular expressions

to inform and construct the LFs, enhancing their effectiveness in
accurately labeling the dataset.

Regular expressions only match specific patterns and lack the
ability to understand context or semantics beyond the predefined
patterns. Due to this inherent limitation, we train individual 125M
parameter BERT models based on the initial heuristics identified
by each regular expression. We utilize the 1 million commits set
aside for training labeling functions.

We first label this 1 million commit dataset by each of the regular
expressions and use them to train a corresponding BERT model.
For each performance-related regular expression 𝑟𝑖 , we define a
dataset 𝐷𝑖 consisting of commits matching 𝑟𝑖 :

𝐷𝑖 = {𝑥 𝑗 | 𝑟𝑖 (𝑥 𝑗 ) = 1 or 𝑟𝑖 (𝑥 𝑗 ) = −1}

Each 𝐷𝑖 is used to train a BERT model BERT𝑖 , with parameters 𝜃𝑖 ,
to predict the likelihood of a commit being performance-related:

BERT𝑖 (𝑥) = 𝑃 (𝑦 = 1 | 𝑥 ;𝜃𝑖 )

Similarly, we train BERT models for non-performance-related regu-
lar expressions. Each non-performance regular expression 𝑟 ′

𝑖
labels

the dataset 𝐷′
𝑖
:

𝐷′
𝑖 = {𝑥 𝑗 | 𝑟 ′𝑖 (𝑥 𝑗 ) = 0 or 𝑟 ′𝑖 (𝑥 𝑗 ) = −1}

Each𝐷′
𝑖
is used to train a BERTmodel BERT′

𝑖
, with parameters 𝜃 ′

𝑖
, to

predict the likelihood of a commit being non-performance-related:

BERT′𝑖 (𝑥) = 𝑃 (𝑦 = 0 | 𝑥 ;𝜃 ′𝑖 )

From the identified 71 regular expressions, we train 71 individual
BERT models. These individual BERT models are then used as label-
ing functions to annotate the 6 million unlabeled commit dataset
with soft labels. We finally build a comprehensive label modelM
which combines the outputs of individual LFs to generate proba-
bilistic labels 𝑦 for the 6 million commit messages. For fair training,
we construct a balanced dataset consisting of 200K performance
commits and 200K non-performance commits from the 6 million
labeled dataset. Table 2 details the dataset.

3○ Training PcBERT-HS. We then use this balanced dataset
and their soft labels to train PcBERT-HS, a final BERT model with
125Mparameters. This probability-based training allows the PcBERT-HS
model to generalize better, as it learns from the nuanced signals
provided by the aggregated soft labels. Consequently, the resulting
transformer model is capable of capturing more complex patterns
and providing more accurate classifications. This improved perfor-
mance extends even to data points that do not perfectly match any
single regular expression pattern.

Observation. We conduct a rigorous evaluation of PcBERT-HS
using the ground truth dataset, with results detailed in Section 4.1.
The PcBERT-HS demonstrates a significantly higher F1-score of
0.75 compared to the baseline keyword-filtering method, indicat-
ing its success in learning new implicit features. Nonetheless, the
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performance of PcBERT-HS remains below that of the Mistral-7B
models.

Unlabeld
Commit data

Discrementative model

Label Function N - BERT

Label Function 2 - BERT

Label Function 1 - BERT

Probabilistic
training data

pcBERT-HS

Figure 5: Heuristic supervision-based learning process. Each
LFs are 125M parameter BERT model, trained on a dataset
labeled by a regular expression pattern

3.4.2 PcBERT-KD: A Transformer Trained by Knowledge
Distillation.

Motivation. The goal of this approach is leveraging the exten-
sive knowledge embedded in large language models to develop
a smaller, yet efficient model using the technique of knowledge
distillation. Knowledge distillation facilitates the transfer of com-
plex patterns and implicit features captured by a large, pre-trained
teacher model to a smaller student model, thereby achieving high
performance with reduced computational requirements [27]. This
approach mitigates the challenges associated with deploying large
models, such as increased inference latency and substantial compu-
tational demands, making it suitable for real-time applications [22].

Datasets Training Validation Test
Performance 200,000 250 250

Non-performance 200,000 250 250
Table 2: Training, validation and test dataset

Methodology. To implement this approach, we employ Mistral-
7B as our teacher model. Mistral-7B, with its 7 billion parameters,
has demonstrated high accuracy and robust performance in commit
classification (section 3.3), making it an ideal candidate for knowl-
edge transfer. We utilize response-based knowledge distillation,
where the teacher model generates predictions for the training data,
which are subsequently used to train the student model.

Initially, we fine-tune the teacher model on our commit clas-
sification task. For prompting, we follow the approach discussed
in Section 3.3. Using this prompt, the teacher model labels the 7
million commit messages. To ensure a balanced training set, we
randomly select a subset of commits to create 200K performance
and 200K non-performance labeled examples. These labels, gener-
ated by the teacher model, serve as soft labels, providing probability
distributions over the classes rather than hard labels. This proba-
bilistic labeling enhances the student model’s ability to generalize,
as it learns from the nuanced information provided by the teacher.

Let 𝑇 (𝑥) represent the probability distribution over the classes
produced by the teacher model for an input 𝑥 . The soft labels are
given by:

𝑇 (𝑥) = [𝑃 (𝑦 = 1 | 𝑥 ;𝜃𝑇 ), 𝑃 (𝑦 = 0 | 𝑥 ;𝜃𝑇 )]
where 𝜃𝑇 represents the parameters of the teacher model.

We then train our student model, a 125 million parameter BERT,
using these soft labels. The student model, denoted as PcBERT-KD,
is trained to minimize the cross-entropy loss between its predictions
and the soft labels provided by the teacher model. The loss function
for training the student model is defined as:

𝐿(𝜃𝑆 ) = − 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[𝑇1 (𝑥𝑖 ) log 𝑆 (𝑥𝑖 ) +𝑇0 (𝑥𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑆 (𝑥𝑖 ))]

where 𝑁 is the number of training examples, 𝑇1 (𝑥𝑖 ) and 𝑇0 (𝑥𝑖 )
are the probabilities of the positive and negative classes from the
teacher model for input 𝑥𝑖 , and 𝑆 (𝑥𝑖 ) is the probability of the posi-
tive class predicted by the student model for the same input 𝑥𝑖 .

This training process enables the student model to capture com-
plex patterns and implicit features that are inherent in the data
but might be overlooked by simpler models and keyword-filtering.
The resulting student model, referred to as PcBERT-KD, benefits
from the distilled knowledge of the teacher model, achieving high
accuracy while maintaining scalability. Figure 6 illustrates the steps
involved in our knowledge distillation approach.

Observation. Our evaluations demonstrate that PcBERT-KD
achieves the highest accuracy with an F1-score of 0.93 in classifying
performance commits, which is comparable to the F1-score of 0.92
achieved by Mistral-7B.

Unlabeld
Commit data

Discrementative modelResponse based distillation

Teacher LLM (Mistral-7B)

Commit Labels
pcBERT-KD (125M-BERT)

Figure 6: Overview of knowledge distillation approach

3.5 PerfCurator Implementation
This section outlines the implementation details of PerfCurator,
the repositorymining tool designed to curate a large-scale performance-
related commit dataset. PerfCurator is built on top of PyDriller [52],
an efficient library for mining software repositories. PerfCurator
offers various configurable knobs to fine-tune the data collection
process. Users can specify parameters such as programming lan-
guages, repository star counts, and the number of files or functions
impacted by commits. By leveraging the core PcBERT-KD for per-
formance commit classification, PerfCurator provides a robust
mechanism to identify and extract relevant commits. The dedupli-
cation step further ensures the quality and uniqueness of the mined
dataset.

Configuration of PerfCurator. The data collection process
begins by targeting public repositories on GitHub. PerfCurator
allows users to configure various properties for data collection,
including filtering by programming languages and repository star
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counts. PerfCurator further can be configured to collect commits
impacting a specified number of files or functions, thereby tailoring
the data collection process to specific research needs. For each con-
figured repository, PerfCurator crawls the commit history of the
main branch. Designed to operate in parallel across multiple nodes,
PerfCurator can mine data concurrently, significantly enhancing
the efficiency of the data collection process.

At its core, PerfCurator utilizes PcBERT-KD to accurately iden-
tify performance-related commits. Once such a commit is detected,
PerfCurator extracts the before and after versions of the source
code and the associated metadata.

Deduplication. PerfCurator further implements a data dedu-
plication strategy. For each performance-related commit, PerfCurator
calculates the MD5 hash of the modified functions (both before and
after versions). While mining the commits, PerfCurator matches
these hashes to ensure a unique list of commits is maintained. Since
PerfCurator’s data collection process is distributed in nature, it
performs an additional deduplication step at the end across concur-
rent nodes.

4 EVALUATION
4.1 RQ3: Evaluating Language Models
In this section, we analyze the accuracy and computational over-
head of the proposed language models PcBERT-KD and PcBERT-HS.
To provide a comprehensive comparison, we also evaluate Mistral-
7B and its quantized variant,Mistral-AWQ. Additionally, we include
keyword-filtering as the baseline for our comparative analysis.

Accuracy in Detecting Performance Commits. To assess the
accuracy of the different strategies, we compute precision, recall, F1-
score, False Positive Rate (FPR), and accuracy for both performance
and non-performance classes. In our evaluation, the F1-score of the
performance class is considered the most important metric, as the
primary objective of this research is to identify performance-related
commits. We conduct our evaluation five times and calculate the
mean of all the metrics. We use paired sample t-tests to determine
if the observed performance differences between the two strategies
are statistically significant, ensuring the p-value is less than 0.05.
The results of statistical significance test are included in replication
package. Table 3 summarizes the accuracy results.

The results show that the PcBERT-KD model outperforms the
other models in terms of F1-score for the performance class. With
a precision of 0.90, a recall of 0.97, and an F1-score of 0.93 for the
performance class, PcBERT-KD demonstrates a strong ability to
accurately identify performance-related commits. Additionally, its
low false positive rate (FPR) of 0.10 further highlights its reliability.

Comparatively, the PcBERT-HS model shows a significant drop
in performance, with an F1-score of 0.75 for the performance class.
Although it has a reasonable precision and recall for performance
(0.77 and 0.74 respectively), its higher FPR of 0.21 suggests a greater
likelihood of false positives.

The Mistral models, particularly Mistral-7B and Mistral-AWQ,
also show strong classification performance but slightly less opti-
mal than PcBERT-KD. The superior performance of PcBERT-KD is
due to knowledge distillation, enhancing generalization and effi-
ciency [27].

The baseline, Keyword-Filtering, lags significantly behind with
an F1-score of 0.59 for the performance class, demonstrating the
clear advantage of the language models evaluated in this study.

Computational Performance. We evaluate the computational
performance of various strategies on three contemporary CPU
and GPU architectures: AMD Threadripper Pro 5955WX (CPU),
NVIDIA RTX 4090 (two consumer-level GPU nodes), and NVIDIA
A10 (one GPU node on Oracle Cloud). Table 4 details the hardware
specifications of these architectures. To assess the quantized Mis-
tral 7B model, we use Mistral-AWQ for GPUs and Mistral-GGUF
for the CPU. As keyword-filtering runs only on the CPU, we do
not test the approach on GPU nodes. We measure computational
performance in terms of throughput (tokens per second), and for
keyword-filtering, which does not rely on tokens, we calculate the
equivalent tokens of the ground truth dataset for comparison with
other language models. We run each test five times, and calculate
the mean throughput. We further perform statistical significance
testing by conducting a t-test to ensure a p-value less than 0.05.
The results of the statistical t-test are reported in the replication
package.

The computational performance is plotted on figure 7. Based on
the evaluation we make following key observations:

• Both of the 125M-parameter BERT model (PcBERT-KD and
PcBERT-HS) consistently demonstrate the highest through-
put across different hardware configurations, significantly
outperforming the Mistral variants.

• PcBERT-KD achieves 2,989.57 tokens per second on a CPU,
surpassing theMistral models, withMistral-7B reaching only
79.81 tokens per second. PcBERT-KD’s superior performance
on CPUs makes it a practical choice for real-world deploy-
ment.

• While results demonstrate thatMistral-AWQ ismore efficient
thanMistral-7B, indicating that optimization by quantization
enhances throughput, both models lag significantly behind
the PcBERT-KD variants.
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Figure 7: Model inference throughput (Tokens per second)
on CPU and GPUs plotted at symlog scale.

4.2 PerfCurator Evaluations Settings
We configure PerfCurator to collect performance-related commits
from GitHub repositories written in three programming languages:
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Model Accuracy
Performance Non-Performance

Precision Recall F1 Score FPR Precision Recall F1 Score FPR

125M-parameter BERT Models

PcBERT-KD 0.93 0.90 0.97 0.93 0.10 0.97 0.90 0.93 0.03

PcBERT-HS 0.77 0.77 0.74 0.75 0.21 0.76 0.79 0.78 0.26

7B-parameter Large Language Models

Mistral-7B 0.92 0.93 0.90 0.92 0.06 0.91 0.94 0.92 0.10

Mistral-AWQ 0.91 0.95 0.85 0.90 0.04 0.87 0.96 0.91 0.15

Baseline

Key-Filtering 0.67 0.75 0.48 0.59 0.15 0.63 0.84 0.72 0.51

Table 3: Performance Metrics of Various Models

Unit Model Architecture Processing Units On-Chip Memory Off-Chip Memory

GPU NVIDIA 2x RTX 4090 Ada Lovelace 256 SMs 128 KB L1 per SM, 72 MB L2 24 GB GDDR6X per GPU
GPU NVIDIA A10 Ampere 72 SMs 128 KB L1 per SM, 40 MB L2 24 GB GDDR6
CPU AMD Threadripper Pro 5955WX Zen 3 16 Cores 32 KB L1, 512 KB L2, 32 MB L3 128 GB

Table 4: Hardware specifications of evaluated architectures

Python, C++, and Java. To ensure the collection of high-quality
and diverse performance commits, we target public repositories
with a star count of >= 20 for each programming language. This
criterion resulted in a total of 322K repositories. Following prior
work [41], we filter out commits that involve changes to more than
one function during the mining process to avoid tangled commits.

To efficiently mine these repositories, we deploy PerfCurator
on a CloudLab [18] cluster. The cluster consists of 50 nodes, each
equipped with Intel®Xeon®D-1548 processors running at 2.00GHz
and 64GB of DDR4 RAM. This robust infrastructure allows PerfCurator
to operate in parallel across multiple nodes, enabling the concurrent
mining of data.

Language # Repos # Commits # size # Perf Bugs
Python 190K 59M 6.8Gb 114K
C++ 59K 57M 48Gb 217.9K
Java 73K 54M 4.8Gb 76.6K
Table 5: Statistics of mined performance bug dataset.

Result summary. Table 5 summarizes themining result. PerfCurator
mined 170M commits across Python, C++, and Java. From this exten-
sive collection, we identified a substantial number of performance-
related commits: 114K in Python, 217.9K in C++, and 76.6K in Java,
totaling over 408.5K performance commits. The significant number
of collected performance commits underscores the importance of
developing efficient tools to identify and address performance bugs
across different programming languages.

4.3 RQ4: Evaluating Mined Dataset
4.3.1 Manual Validation. To ensure the accuracy of the mined
performance commits, three authors independently reviewed and

analyzed a statistically significant sample of 384 commits, chosen
to meet a 95% confidence level with a ±5% confidence interval.
This thorough examination aimed to validate whether the com-
mits were genuinely performance-related. During this process, any
disagreements were identified and resolved through discussion
and consensus. Ultimately, the authors concluded that 96% of the
identified performance commits were true positives. This rigorous
validation process confirmed a high level of reliability and accuracy
in classifying performance commits.

4.3.2 Analysis of Mined Dataset.

Objective. To understand whether the collected dataset covers
a wide range of performance bugs, the next step in our pipeline is
to investigate RQ4 by examining the distribution of performance
commits across various performance pitfalls.

Methodology. We leverage existing performance bug taxonomies
to define a two-level hierarchical classification system. We further
refine this classification based on manual observations. While this
finer-grained categorization helps understand the dataset’s diver-
sity, manually mapping labels for large-scale datasets is impractical,
necessitating an automated approach. To address this, we employ
an LLM-based method to automate the task efficiently.

Recent work [13, 26] shows that LLMs can effectively perform
such tasks with sufficient guidance, achieving comparable perfor-
mance to human labeling. Hierarchical categorization involves
complex, multi-step reasoning and more context than binary clas-
sification. Our dataset includes rich contextual information, like
source code changes related to performance issues. By leveraging
this, we use the chain-of-thoughts (CoT) [19] prompting method,
which enhances LLM performance in zero-shot settings by guiding
step-by-step reasoning [34]. Our experimental setup focuses on
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Category Sub-category Python C++ Java

API Misuse

Incorrect API Usage 697 1040 632
Deprecated API 184 156 80
Redundant API Calls 2616 2430 1503
Misc. API Misuse 9 34 20

Memory Inefficiency
Memory Leak 104 805 106
Unnecessary Memory Allocation 6380 63486 5894
Misc. Memory Inefficiency 740 4221 227

Poor Concurrency Control

Thread Contention 1037 1933 1082
Unnecessary locks 1539 4138 674
Unnecessary Thread Synchronization 7869 15614 10619
Misc. Poor Concurrency Control 463 1131 232

Inefficient I/O

Inefficient Disk I/O 9568 4802 5392
Inefficient Caching 1057 443 700
Unnecessary Logging 6656 4071 3717
Misc. Inefficient I/O 3093 1899 1389

Network Bottlenecks
Inefficient Data Transfer 690 602 503
Excessive Network Calls 1359 620 736
Misc. Network Bottlenecks 81 89 44

Inefficient Algorithm/Data-structure

Suboptimal Data Structures 7644 10182 4612
Suboptimal Algorithm 3089 4594 1610
Expensive Operation 14490 21979 7916
Unnecessary computations 24360 25187 19555
Inefficient Loops 3590 5162 2063
Misc. Inefficient Algorithm/Data-structure 9253 11082 3922

Parallelization
Missing Parallelism 1899 3014 477
Inefficient Parallelism 471 1347 212
Misc. Parallelization 157 348 37

Micro-architectural
Data Locality 62 1880 33
Missed Compiler Optimization 74 3486 37
Misc. Micro-architectural 97 849 7

Other Misc. Other 4681 21394 2562
Total 114009 217918 76593

Table 6: Frequency counts of performance bug categories for Python, C++, and Java.

"prompt": You are provided with a GitHub commit in the fol-
lowing format:
{commit_message} {original_code} {modified_code}
{code_diff}
Task description: Task description is provided along with the
reasoning steps
Category description: Category/sub-category description is
provided
Output description: Output instructions are provided to get
model output in the desired format
"output": {category label/s}

Table 7: CoT Prompt template for categorization of perfor-
mance bug types (Please refer to replication package for the
full prompt used in the study)

zero-shot settings to understand the distribution of performance
issues.

Prompt Design. We adopt a prompt design approach similar to
that in section 3.3, integrating the CoT technique as per existing

literature [57]. Table 7 displays the CoT prompt used for perfor-
mance commit categorization. Our experimental settings provide
the model with context input, task description, and category defini-
tions. For root cause analysis of performance issues identified in the
first pipeline phase, we include detailed context information: the
commit message, before and after source code of the modified method,
and code diff. The commit message highlights the targeted perfor-
mance issues and rationale for changes. The code diff shows altered
lines, the original code offers context and identifies prior inefficien-
cies, and the modified code reveals performance optimizations. The
task description outlines the task’s definition and hierarchical rea-
soning steps. Category definitions clarify each category, aiding the
model in accurate categorization based on the root cause.

Observation. The resulting categorization of the performance-
related commits is presented in Table 6. Three authors manually
analyzed the categorization to ensure its accuracy.

The distribution of performance commits across categories iden-
tified by PcBERT-KD demonstrates its proficiency in detecting di-
verse performance bug fix commits. The model effectively catego-
rizes performance issues across multiple programming languages,
validating its robustness and versatility.
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To identify the most prevalent and common performance bugs
across languages, we calculated a significance metric, 𝜎 , based on
the categorization data. The significancemetric is determined by the
ratio of the number of commits in a specific classification category
to the total number of commits in the respective language. This
metric highlights the relative importance of each category within
the context of the language. The metric is calculated using the
following equation:

𝜎 =
Number of commits in category

Total number of commits in language

Table 8 presents a comparison of classification categories across
different programming languages, sorted based on their significance
metric, 𝜎 . Based on the table we make following observations:

• Unnecessary Computations Across Languages: Unnec-
essary computations are a prevalent issue across all program-
ming languages: Python (𝜎 = 0.21), C++ (𝜎 = 0.12), and Java
(𝜎 = 0.26). This highlights a widespread problem with inef-
ficient coding practices leading to redundant calculations.
This suggests a common need for developers to focus on
optimizing computational logic and reducing unneces-
sary operations.

• High Memory Allocation in C++: In C++, Unnecessary
Memory Allocation exhibits a high significance metric (𝜎 =

0.29), surpassing all other categories within the same lan-
guage. This highlights a major issue with memory man-
agement in C++, due to its manual memory handling com-
pared to the automatic garbage collection in Python and
Java. The large number of performance bug-fix-related
commits addressing memory allocation inefficiencies
in C++ highlights the importance of this area, suggest-
ing a need for improved memory management tools or
practices.

• HighUnnecessary Thread Synchronization in Java: The
significance metric for Unnecessary Thread Synchronization
is substantial in Java (𝜎 = 0.14), highlighting concurrency
management as a notable performance bottleneck in this
language. Effective concurrency control mechanisms or
tools are crucial for optimizing performance in Java.

4.4 RQ5: Data Usability Analysis
This research work aims to mine performance bug commits at scale.
However, measuring the usability of this data is non-trivial and
may require using the data in real-world scenarios. Motivated by
prior research [11, 17], we apply our approach-generated data to
LLMAPIDet [58], a data-centric tool for detecting API misuse, to
measure its usability by detecting performance-related API misuse.

LLMAPIDet’s Approach. LLMAPIDet uses large language mod-
els (LLMs) for deep learning-based API misuse detection and patch-
ing. ChatGPT enriches API misuse rules with manually created
examples, including code before and after fixes, and defined rules.
Three authors labeled 4,224 commits, with each analysis averaging
6.3 minutes. Each author spent 443.53 hours, totaling 1,330.56 man-
hours. Manual labeling identified 891 confirmed API misuses to

Language Classification Category Significance Metric (𝜎)

Python

Unnecessary Computations 0.21
Expensive Operations 0.13
Inefficient Disk I/O 0.08
Misc. Inefficient Algorithm/Data-structure 0.08
Unnecessary Thread Synchronization 0.07

C++

Unnecessary Memory Allocation 0.29
Unnecessary Computations 0.12
Expensive Operations 0.10
Unnecessary Thread Synchronization 0.07
Misc. Inefficient Algorithm/Data-structure 0.05

Java

Unnecessary Computations 0.26
Unnecessary Thread Synchronization 0.14
Expensive Operations 0.10
Inefficient Disk I/O 0.07
Suboptimal Data Structures 0.06

Table 8: Top 5 performance bug classification categories
across languages, sorted by significance metric (𝜎). The sig-
nificance metric is calculated as the ratio of the number of
commits in a specific classification category to the total num-
ber of commits in the respective language.

construct the knowledge base. With distilled knowledge, LLMAPI-
Det generates code explanations for API uses. The paper reported
a 32.33% precision of the proposed approach.

Study goal. In this study, we replicate the process of LLMAPIDet
with our approach-generated API misuse data rather than manually
labeled data. The goal is to demonstrate that the PerfCuratordataset
can generate knowledge equivalent to what LLMAPIDet authors
produced manually. We aim to show that leveraging the scaled data
collected by PerfCurator, we can enrich the knowledge database
and achieve higher performance without manual labor.

Study approach. We perform an analysis on performance API-
misuse categories as our earlier evaluations suggest that API misuse
is one of the top reasons for performance bugs, and LLMAPIDet
is also designed for API-misuse detection. As discussed in subsec-
tion 4.3, our proposed approach has categorized 3,201 performance
bug commits related to API misuses in Python.

To analyze LLMAPIDet performance with different data sizes,
we construct a knowledge base with five dataset points (500, 1000,
1500, 2000, 2500, and 3000 data points). Each subset is sampled five
times with replacement for statistical reliability. This rigor is crucial
for observing the relationship between dataset size and detection
performance.

Observation. We evaluate LLMAPIDet performance for 111 per-
formance API misuse ground truth cases using the knowledge base.
Table 9 shows the accuracy of LLMAPIDet with different knowl-
edge base sizes. The performance trend supports the hypothesis
that data volume enhances the model’s learning capability and de-
tection accuracy. For instance, accuracy improves from 35.14% at
500 commits to 45.05% at 3000 commits, showing significant scala-
bility benefits. Moreover, our approach saves the time and effort of
manual labeling. These insights are crucial for future optimizations
in API misuse and other software fault types.
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Dataset Size Accuracy

500 35.14%
1000 37.30%
1500 38.92%
2000 41.62%
2500 43.42%
3000 45.05%

Table 9: LLMAPIDet accuracy of detecting performance bugs
related to API misuse using knowledge bases formed from
different dataset sizes.

5 THREATS TO VALIDITY
Construct validity. Construct validity is compromised if the

language models inaccurately interpret commit messages due to
incomplete heuristics (PcBERT-HS), over-reliance on the imprecise
teacher model (PcBERT-KD), or an inability to learn the nuances of
performance-related commits. To ensure robust construct validity,
we manually examined the mined commit dataset to verify that the
commits are genuinely related to performance-bug fixes.

Internal validity. Internal validity is threatened by selection
biases that might influence the study’s outcomes. If the selected
commits are not representative of typical performance issues, it
may lead to biased findings. To mitigate these threats, we employed
random sampling on a large corpus of data during model training,
ensuring unbiased sample of commits.

External validity. External validity concerns the generalizabil-
ity of the study’s findings. To enhance external validity, we included
diverse samples from various repositories and programming lan-
guages. Additionally, validating the mined dataset on the NLP tool,
LLMAPIDet, to detect API misuse related to performance bugs en-
sured that the findings are broadly applicable and practical, thereby
strengthening the overall applicability and impact of the research
outcomes.

6 CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we present PerfCurator, a repository mining tool de-
signed to identify performance-related bug-fix commits at scale. To
classify a commit as performance bug-fix related with high accuracy
and low computational overhead, we propose two transformer mod-
els: PcBERT-KD and PcBERT-HS. Through empirical evaluation, we
demonstrate that PcBERT-KD excels in performance commit de-
tection, achieving an F1-score of 0.93 compared to the baseline
keyword-filtering approach, while offering a 37.5× speedup over
large language models such as Mistral-7B. Utilizing PcBERT-KD as
a performance commit detector, PerfCurator identified a total of
408.5K performance-related bug-fix commits across Python, C++,
and Java. We performed an analysis of the collected dataset, provid-
ing insights to guide future performance engineering research. Ad-
ditionally, we show that the significant dataset size further improves
the accuracy of data-centric performance detection techniques by
28%.
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