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Abstract—Language models of code have demonstrated state-
of-the-art performance across various software engineering and
source code analysis tasks. However, their demanding compu-
tational resource requirements and consequential environmental
footprint remain as significant challenges. This work introduces
ALPINE, an adaptive programming language-agnostic pruning
technique designed to substantially reduce the computational
overhead of these models. The proposed method offers a
pluggable layer that can be integrated with all Transformer-
based models. With ALPINE, input sequences undergo adaptive
compression throughout the pipeline, reaching a size that is up to
×3 less their initial size, resulting in significantly reduced compu-
tational load. Our experiments on two software engineering tasks,
defect prediction and code clone detection across three language
models CODEBERT, GRAPHCODEBERT and UNIXCODER show
that ALPINE achieves up to a 50% reduction in FLOPs, a 58.1%
decrease in memory footprint, and a 28.1% improvement in
throughput on average. This led to a reduction in CO2 by up to
44.85%. Importantly, it achieves the reduction in computation
resources while maintaining up to 98.1% of the original predictive
performance. These findings highlight the potential of ALPINE
in making language models of code more resource-efficient
and accessible while preserving their performance, contributing
to the overall sustainability of adopting language models in
software development. Also, it sheds light on redundant and noisy
information in source code analysis corpora, as shown by the
substantial sequence compression achieved by ALPINE.

I. INTRODUCTION

Transformer-based language models [1] were initially con-
ceived for natural language understanding. Under the natu-
ralness hypothesis [2], they were applied to solve diverse
software engineering (SE) tasks with remarkable accuracy.
These tasks include code generation [3]–[6], quality assur-
ance [7]–[10], maintenance [11]–[14], and requirements en-
gineering [15], [16].

Though the language models have shown exceptional
promise, fine-tuning or running inference on these models
require significant computational resources. Moreover, the
demand of the resources is continuously increasing with the

size of the language models. This entails that their training
grows correspondingly, leading to increased usage of cloud
computing services which operate on a pay-per-use basis.
This inflates the direct financial investment for researchers
and average users with consumer-grade hardware. In addition
to the financial impact, the carbon footprint of training and
maintaining these models is a growing environmental concern
as they contribute to higher CO2 emissions [17]–[19]. These
issues underscore the urgency for more resource efficient
algorithms.

Shi et al. [20] have proposed Compressor as a step towards
this direction. Compressor combines task-specific knowledge
distillation [21] and evolutionary search of network architec-
ture to generate a configuration that yields a smaller model.
Task-specific knowledge distillation often falls short in terms
of task-specificity and computational overhead. The distilled
student models are typically optimized for a specific task
or domain, limiting their generalization abilities. Moreover,
the process of task-specific knowledge distillation itself can
be computationally expensive, as it involves fine-tuning the
teacher model either way, generating predictions or soft labels,
pre-training, and fine-tuning the student model.

Similarly, DietCode [22] attempts to achieve better resource
utilization by assigning importance scores to tokens and
statements based on attention weights, and then selecting
the most important statements to form a new, condensed
input. However, it has two main limitations. First, it relies
on the peculiarities of task’s programming language, such as
specific syntax, semantics, and constructs. This reliance makes
extending the method to all programming languages difficult
without overhead and customization. Second, it assumes that
the attention weights remain static and applicable across
different corpora and tasks. However, this is not the case
given that these attention weights are derived from trainable
parameters, which are updated when the language model is
fine-tuned on other tasks.
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To address the issues above, we introduce ALPINE, a
programming-language-independent pruning method that can
be directly integrated into any Transformer-based model. As
sequences go through the layers, ALPINE prunes unimportant
tokens that lay within a configurable range, reducing input
size, and offering a considerable speedup during fine-tuning
and inference. We evaluate ALPINE on two software engi-
neering tasks defect prediction and code clone detection using
three language models, CODEBERT, GRAPHCODEBERT and
UNIXCODER. Our approach allows these models to use ×2
less computation, measured by the number of floating point
operations (FLOPs) and memory footprint, with minimal loss in
performance and even slight improvement in some scenarios.

This study makes the following contributions to the field.
• We conduct an analysis to quantify the computational

requirements, measured by the FLOPs, of the individual
components within the Transformer model. The anal-
ysis helps us identify the bottleneck components and
understand the changes in computational complexity with
respect to the input sequence length.

• Using these insights, we design an effective pruning
method that makes language models computationally
efficient. Its plug-and-play characteristic makes it easy to
integrate and use with virtually any Transformer-based
model with minimal overhead.

• We illustrate how ALPINE can maintain a considerable
amount of the original accuracy exhibited by the none-
pruned models with substantially less computation and
carbon emission.

ALPINE’s ability to reduce computational requirements
while maintaining accuracy has two significant implications.
First, it contributes to more sustainable software development
practices by reducing the required computation and carbon
footprint associated with such models. Second, it lowers the
barriers to entry for developers and researchers, facilitating
the adoption of language models for code, especially when
constrained by consumer-grade GPUs. As a result, it offers a
more accessible and environmentally friendly solution for the
software engineering community.
Replication package: Our replication package including
source code and data is available online [23].

II. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATION

A. Transformer Architecture

The Transformer architecture, introduced by Vaswani et
al. [1] for natural language processing (NLP), is a sequence-
to-sequence model composed of two components: an encoder
and a decoder. The focus of this work is on the encoder-only
variant, one of the most used variants in SE-related tasks [24].
For the rest of the paper, we refer to a Transformer encoder
layer by a Transformer layer for convenience.
Input Representation: The input fed into the Transformer
layer consists of the tokenized sequence T and an attention
mask M . T includes a special [CLS] token, whose represen-
tation is used for classification or ranking tasks, and a [SEP]

to indicate the end of the sequence, followed by padding
tokens [PAD], if necessary1.

T = [tcls, t1, t2, . . . , tn, tsep, tpad1 , . . . , tpadm ]

The attention mask is used to indicate which tokens should be
attended to and which ones should be ignored,

M [i] =

{
0 if ti = PAD,

1 otherwise.

The input representation is then passed through an embedding
layer to obtain dense vector representations for each token,
which serve as the input to the encoder layer.
Main blocks: The main blocks of this layer are the Multi-
head Self-Attention (MHA) which is composed of h attention
heads, and the Position-wise Feed-forward network (FFNN):

MHA(x) =
h∑

i=1

Attni(x), z = LayerNorm(x+MHA(x)) (1)

Where Attn(.) is the scaled dot attention function intro-
duced by Vaswani et al. [1], and x is the input sequence. The
derivation of Equation 1 is taken from the work of Kobayashi
et al. [25] and Saad and Sharma [26]. Next, the encoder
layer applies the FFNN to each position of the sequence
independently. It is a subnetwork composed of two linear
layers with the application of ReLU in between.

FFNN(x) = Linear2(ReLU(Linear1(z))
y = LayerNorm(z + FFNN(z))

(2)

Note that, as shown above in the two equations, the Trans-
former layer employs residual connections followed by a
layer normalization after each block to facilitate the flow of
information and stabilize the training process.

B. Pruning

Pruning [27] is a method to enhance the efficiency of deep
learning models. Pruning can be further classified into weight
pruning and token pruning [28]. Weight pruning involves
removing certain weights from the model, while token pruning
eliminates unimportant tokens from the input.

C. Motivation

1) Impact on Energy Consumption: Language models for
code require a significant amount of computational power to
train and run. The number of parameters in these models has
increased from millions to billions [29], [30], necessitating the
use of high-performance computing systems and specialized
hardware, such as graphics processing units (GPUs) and tensor
processing units (TPUs). The training of such models involves
processing large amounts of data, often in the order of ter-
abytes. This requires not only powerful processors but also
high-bandwidth memory and storage systems. As a result, the
energy consumed during the training phase is substantial, as
it involves running the models for extended periods that can
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TABLE I: Training time of different language models for code.

Model # Parameters Training Time

UniXCoder [31] 125M 8 days
CodeT5BASE [32] 220M 12 days
InCoder [33] 6.7B 24 days

reach the magnitude of days. Table I illustrates the training
time of different models of various sizes.

The energy consumption of language models is directly pro-
portional to their computational requirements. As the models
become more complex and the amount of data they process
increases, the energy needed to power the computing systems
also rises. This results in a higher carbon footprint of these
models. Wang et al. [19] have shown that the carbon footprint
of pre-training the BERT model [34] on a machine with one
NVIDIA Quadro RTX8000 GPU is 199 kg CO2. This is
equivalent to the same amount emitted by driving a vehicle
for a distance of 820 kilometers2 [19]. Moreover, we are
witnessing a notable trend of models increasing in size leading
to even higher environmental impact. For instance, recently,
Lozhkov et al. [35] released StarCoder 2, a family of language
models for code with 3B to 15B parameters. They reported that
the smallest model has resulted in 15K kg of CO2 emission
during training, excluding the fine-tuning stage.

2) Computational Cost of the Transformer Layer: The
pointwise feed-forward network represents a significant
memory bottleneck, especially in comparison to the multi-
head attention layer. This section explores the computational
complexity and memory requirements of both the MHA and
FFNN layers, highlighting how the latter’s larger dimension
contributes to such a bottleneck.

The computational cost of a neural layer can be measured
in terms of the number of floating-point operations (FLOPs)
required for each layer. We calculate the theoretical operations
count, i.e., the upper bound where we have a sequence with
the maximum number of tokens. The FLOPs counting rules
introduced by Hunger [36] for matrix multiplications are used
in our work. Specifically, the rule stating that the number
of FLOPs of a matrix AM×N multiplied with another matrix
BN×L is 2MNL−ML.
FLOPs of the MHA: Let n be the maximum number of tokens,
dMHA the hidden dimension, and h the number of heads. The
first step includes three linear projections of the input Xn×dMHA

with the WQ

dMHA× dMHA
h

, WK
dMHA× dMHA

h

, and WV
dMHA× dMHA

h

weight
matrices at each attention head. These operations involve
matrix multiplication and addition (for the bias term). The total
number of operations at this stage is calculated as follows.

FMatMul = 2× n× dMHA ×
(
dMHA

h

)
− n×

(
dMHA

h

)
(3)

1Appending two sequences is also another format that can be used as input:
I= [tcls, t1, t2, . . . , tsep, u1, u2, . . . , tpadm ]

2Wang et al. [19] report the distance in miles

FLinearProj = h× 3× FMatMul

= 6× n× d2MHA − 3× n× dMHA

(4)

The scaled dot-product attention is calculated by multiply-
ing the resulting query matrix Qn× dMHA

h
with the transpose key

matrix KT
dMHA

h ×n
coupled with the application of the scaled

softmax function.

FQK = 2× n×
(
dMHA

h

)
× n− n2 (5)

FSoftmaxScaling = 2× n2 (6)

FScaledDotAttn = FQK + FSoftmaxScaling

= 2× n2 × d+ h× n2 (7)

The next operation in the MHA layer involves the multipli-
cation of the attention probability matrices of each head An×n

obtained in Equation 7 with the value matrix Vn× dMHA
h

that was
calculated from one of the linear projections performed earlier.

FAttn = h×
(
2× n× n×

(
dMHA

h

)
− n×

(
dMHA

h

))
= 2× n2 × dMHA − n× dMHA

(8)

Finally, the outputs of all attention heads are concatenated
and projected through a linear layer. The concatenation oper-
ation requires 0 operations, hence, the only FLOPs performed
here stem the matrix multiplication of the concatenated matrix
Zn×dMHA

with WO
dMHA×dMHA

.

FFinalProj = 2× n× d2MHA − n× dMHA (9)

Summing the Equations 3-9, we get the following formula
to determine the FLOPs count of the attention layer.

FMHA = 8×n×d2MHA+4×n2×dMHA−4×n×dMHA+h×n2 (10)

FLOPs of the FFNN: The FFNN takes the output of the MHA’s
layer as input, scales it to a higher dimension than the MHA’s,
applies a GELU transformation [37], and finally scales back to
the original hidden dimension3.

Following the same notation, let n be the number of tokens
in a sequence and dFFNN the dimension of the FFNN layer. The
FLOPs count for the first linear layer includes a multiplication
between the output matrix of the MHA Mn×dMHA

with the
weight matrix of this layer WL

dMHA×dFFNN
proceeded by the

application of the GELU function.
FFirstLinProj = 2× n× dMHA × dFFNN − n× dFFNN

FGELU = n× dFFNN

FFirstLayer = FFirstLinProj + FGELU

= 2× n× dMHA × dFFNN

(11)

The final operation projects the output to the original hidden
dimension.

3While the Transformer layer was stated earlier to use ReLU activation,
the models used in this work replace it with the GELU function.
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FSecondLayer = 2× n× dFFNN × dFFNN − n× dFFNN (12)

The FFNN’s dimension is usually set to be higher than the
MHA’s. For instance, in the models that we have chosen for
our experiments, dFFNN = 4dMHA. Using this fact, and the
Equations 11 and 12 the total number of FLOPs is,

FFFNN = 16× n× d2MHA − n× dMHA (13)

Although Equations 10 and 13 show the computational
cost of MHA increases quadratically, it uses fewer FLOPs
when the sequence length is small compared to the FFNN.
Figure 1 illustrates the growth of the number of FLOPs of both
layers when sequences’ lengths range between 100 and 1024
using the above formulae4. Such range is the maximal range
for many language models used to solve SE tasks. This is
further demonstrated empirically when measuring the number
of FLOPs performed by both of these layers in CODEBERT [38]
using the test set of the DEVIGN [39] dataset. Thus, a potential
way to reduce such complexity is to reduce the length of the
sequence before feeding it to the FFNN layer.
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Fig. 1: Comparison between the floating points operations
measured in GFLOPS (109 FLOPs) performed by the MHA and
FFNN layers during one forward pass. Left: Theoretical FLOPs
count for each layer in one Transformer layer with respect
to the sequence length using Equations 10 and 13. Right:
Empirical FLOPs count across all 12 layers of CODEBERT on
the test set of the Devign dataset.

III. APPROACH

Next, we present the pruning procedure adopted in this study
in each Transformer layer and elaborate on the design choices.

As shown in Figure 2 and Algorithm 2, the pruning layer
is inserted between the MHA and FFNN layers. As highlighted
in Figure 1, the feed-forward layer represents a bottleneck in
terms of computational costs and memory consumption [40]
caused by the projection of the attention layer’s output to
a higher dimension in the FFNN. Hence, performing pruning
before this layer would reduce the effect of such a bottleneck.

Algorithm 1 presents the steps to perform the pruning. The
first step is to assign a score to each token to determine its
importance within the sequence. In this work, we use attention
based scoring [28], which quantifies this importance using the
attention probabilities output by the MHA layer. Specifically,
in L4-11 we take the mean across the attention matrices of
the attention heads of the MHA layer and then perform a

4We also provide an analytical proof in the replication package.

column-wise mean to get a distribution of importance scores as
illustrated by Equation 14, where h is the number of attention
heads, A is the attention matrix of an attention head and n is
the list of tokens excluding the special tokens [CLS], [SEP],
and [PAD].

s(ti) =
1

h · n

h∑
j=1

n∑
k=1

Ajki (14)

Algorithm 1 Perform pruning by updating the tokens mask
Require:
1: A: Attention probabilities of each attention head.
2: M : Initial mask of a sequence L.
3: α: Width of the bounds used for pruning tokens.

Ensure: MU : Updated update mask for prunable tokens.
4: A← mean(A) ▷ Take the mean across all attention heads
5: scores← mean(A) ▷ Take the mean across the columns
6: sep idx← sum(M)− 1 ▷ Get the index of the SEP token
7: scores[0]← NaN ▷ Set CLS to NaN
8: scores[sep idx]← NaN ▷ Set SEP to NaN
9: seq len← length(M)

10: pad idx← sep idx+ 1

11: scores[pad idx : seq len− 1]← NaN ▷ Set PAD to NaN
12: µ← meannan(scores) ▷ Calculates the mean ignoring NaNs
13: σ ← stdnan(scores) ▷ Calculates the SD ignoring NaNs
14: max← µ+ α · σ
15: min← µ− α · σ
16: keep tokens ← (scores ≥ min) ∧ (scores ≤ max) ∧

(¬isnan(scores))
17: MU ← zeros(shape(M)) ▷ Initalize the updated mask with zeros
18: MU [keep tokens]← 1

19: MU [0]← 1 ▷ Set CLS to 1
20: MU [sep idx]← 1 ▷ Set SEP to 1
21: return MU

The reason we exclude the [CLS] and [SEP] tokens from
pruning is two-fold. First, the [CLS] token representation
is extracted from the output of the final transformer encoder
layer and fed into a linear classification layer as done previ-
ously [20], [41] Hence, such a token should be kept throughout
the encoder pipeline. Second, it has been shown that these two
tokens usually receive the highest attention scores [25], [26],
[42] in natural and programming languages, which would skew
the importance scores distribution. As for the padding token,
its attention score is 0, which again would affect the score
distribution, especially for shorter sequences.

Once we obtain the importance scores distribution, we keep
the tokens that are within a specific range. We set the range
to be R = [µ − α · σ , µ + α · σ], where µ and σ are
the mean and standard deviation of the importance scores
distribution, and α is a hyperparameter that defines the width
of the lower and upper bounds as shown in L12-16. The
smaller α gets, the tighter the window, the less tokens are kept.
This hyperparameter controls the aggressiveness of pruning.

Given the importance scores and the range R, we create a
new mask MU that indicates the tokens that should be pruned
and those that should be kept (L17-20),

MU [i] =

{
0 if ti = [PAD] or s(ti) /∈ R,

1 otherwise.

4



Fig. 2: Overview of a Transformer encoder-based model using ALPINE. Tokens that are highlighted in yellow represent special
tokens such as [CLS] and [SEP]. Whenever applicable, we include the tensors dimensions for better clarity. In the figure,
B refers to the batch size, S is the sequence length, and dim is the hidden dimension of the model. The number of tokens
that are pruned is k which would differ from one layer to another.

Algorithm 2 Modified Transformer Encoder Layer
Require:
1: Input: Input from the previous layer.
2: M : Input mask.
3: α: Width of the bounds used for pruning tokens.
4: merge: A boolean indicating whether pruned tokens should be merged.

Ensure: outputFFNN: Output of the FFNN layer to the subsequent layer.
Ensure: MU : Input mask for the subsequent layer.
5: outputMHA, A ← MHA(Input, M )
6: outputMHA ← LayerNorm(Input + outputMHA)
7: MU ← Prune(A, M , α)
8: outputMHA, MU ← RepackTensor(outputMHA, MU , merge)
9: outputFFNN ← FFNN(outputMHA)

10: outputFFNN ← LayerNorm(outputFFNN + outputMHA)
11: return outputFFNN, MU

Algorithm 2 shows the modified implementation of the Trans-
former layer. The highlighted lines L7 and L8 represent the
modification that we have introduced. This also demonstrates
the ease of integrating ALPINE with minimal effort.

Using the updated mask from the previous step, we remove
the rows from the MHA output matrix that correspond to
the tokens to be pruned as shown in L8. In an alternative
experiment setting, we merge the rows identified for pruning
into one row rather than completely removing them. Our
reason is to minimize the information loss incurred by pruning.
Next, the matrix’s dimensions are reduced. We also calculate
the final mask since this operation is performed on a batch of
sequences to guarantee that all sequences are of equal length.

We also experiment with three variants of pruning. The
first one involves performing pruning across all layers of the
encoder. In the second setting, it is performed only for even-
indexed layers (i.e., 0, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10). Whereas the final one
involves pruning at odd-indexed layers (i.e., 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11).

IV. EXPERIMENTS

The goal of this study is to investigate the effect of ALPINE
on language models of code when applied to SE tasks.

The research aims to assess the balance between efficiency,
from computational and environmental points of view, and
model accuracy. Toward this goal, we formulate the following
research questions. The rest of the section elaborates on the
experiments designed to answer the research questions.

RQ1. To what extent does pruning on language models for code
save computational resources?
Intuitively, the less data a model processes, the more com-
putation is saved. With this question, we wish to confirm
and quantify these computational savings compared to the
baseline, non-pruned model.

RQ2. What is the impact of the pruning technique on the
performance of language models for code on various SE
tasks?
Naturally, pruning tokens would result in some infor-
mation loss. Through this research question, we aim to
measure the extent of performance drop, in terms of
accuracy, for example, that might occur, if any.

RQ3. What is the effect of merging prunable tokens as opposed
to completely dropping them?
The proposed approach allows to choose whether tokens
that are pruned to be partially kept by merging their repre-
sentation into a single row or to be entirely removed from
the sequence. In this research question, we investigate the
impact of such a design choice.

RQ4. What is the impact of the computing environment on the
efficiency of the pruning method?
Finally, an important reason behind model simplifica-
tion is to allow computationally demanding models to
run on relatively lesser-capable GPUs (e.g., consumer-
grade GPUs) compared to those used in high-performance
computing clusters (e.g., NVIDIA V100 or A100). This
exploration would ensure wider accessibility and would
make the usage of these models more practical.
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A. Model selection

The key selection criterion for the models is that they should
be encoder-only Transformer-based language models for code
that is publicly available. Based on the criteria, we identify
the following models for our experiments.
CodeBERT [38]: It is a pre-trained language model that has
the same architecture and a similar pretraining strategy as
ROBERTA [43]. It comprises twelve Transformer layers, each
containing a 12-headed MHA layer and has a hidden dimension
of 768. It was trained on bimodal data consisting of pairs
of natural language and programming language across six
programming languages from the CodeSearchNet dataset [44].
GraphCodeBERT [45]: GRAPHCODEBERT extends CODE-
BERT by including the data flow information within the source
code input. It also includes an additional pre-training task
where the objective is to predict whether a data flow edge
exists between two nodes.
UniXCoder [31]: UNIXCODER leverages a multi-modal input
consisting of natural language, source code, and the flattened
sequence of the abstract syntax tree of the code snippet. It is
similar to the two other models that share the same internal
architecture. The difference here (aside from the pre-training
objectives and input representation during pre-training) is
that UNIXCODER allows for a larger context length, 1024
compared to 512 for (Graph)CodeBERT.

B. Software Engineering Tasks

In this study, we choose two substantially different tasks
from the CODEXGLUE benchmark [41] for our experiments.
Code clone detection: This task is taken from the filtered
version of the BigCloneBenchmark dataset [46] released by
Wang et al. [47]. This binary classification problem aims
to predict whether two Java code snippets are clones. The
dataset is composed of 901K training pairs and 415K pairs
for testing. We randomly take a subsample of 90K pairs
for training and 4K for evaluation; such random sampling
is quite common in this domain [20], [48]. We use the same
subsamples for all experiments during training and evaluation.
Defect prediction: Zhou et al. [39] proposed this dataset
from a set of four large-scale open-source C repositories. The
authors manually annotated the code snippets and covered
multiple types of defects such as resource leaks and use-after-
free vulnerabilities. We use the default pre-split sets of 21, 854
samples for training and 2, 732 for validation and testing.

We use the same model architecture in both tasks. Specifi-
cally, we add a classifier in the form of a dense layer on top of
each encoder. It takes as input the last hidden representation
of the [CLS] token.

C. Evaluation Metrics

To assess the predictive performance of the models on the
aforementioned tasks, we use the same evaluation metrics
that were reported by Lu et al. [41] in the CodeXGLUE
benchmark. Specifically, we calculate the accuracy for the
Devign dataset and F1-score for the BigCloneBenchmark. As

for the computational efficiency, we report the number of
floating points operations (FLOPs) and Throughput. As stated
in Section II-C the number FLOPs quantifies the computational
complexity. A model with a higher FLOP count requires more
computing resources. Our goal here is to reduce such a count
while maintaining the predictive performance as much as
possible. The throughput refers to the number of input samples
a model can process in a second. This metric is especially
relevant during inference and model deployment.

D. Experimental Setting

We ran the experiments on two machines. The first machine
has an AMD Milan 7413 CPU, 64GB of RAM and an NVIDIA
A100 with 40GB of vRAM. The second machine has an Intel
i7−8700 CPU, 32GB of RAM, and an NVIDIA RTX2080 GPU
with 8GB of vRAM. We use the same hyperparameters set in
the CODEXGLUE benchmark for each task.

V. RESULTS

A. RQ1: Computational Efficiency
Impact on FLOPs Count: Table II highlights the computa-
tional speedup offered by ALPINE across the three models
on the SE tasks. Performing pruning across all layers allows
for the most computational savings. On average5, it reduces
the FLOPs count by ×2.01 on the DEVIGN dataset and ×1.9
and BIGCLONEBENCHMARK compared the baseline mod-
els (i.e., without any pruning). Specifically, CODEBERT and
GRAPHCODEBERT exhibit roughly the same gain, where these
models consume roughly half FLOPs. UNIXCODER also show
significant gain, though slightly smaller (×1.67 and ×1.75),
in terms of FLOPs.

Interestingly, performing pruning at even indexed layers
seems to yield lower operations compared to pruning at odd
indexed layers. A possible explanation for this behavior is that
there is a considerable drop in the number of tokens at the 0th

layer which would have an earlier cascading effect if we were
to perform this at a later layer.

In Figure 3, we plot the average sequence length across all
the twelve layers during inference. When pruning across all
layers on the DEVIGN dataset, the sequence length plot ex-
hibits an exponential-like decay on CODEBERT and GRAPH-
CODEBERT. On the other hand, this reduction follows roughly
a linear trend on BIGCLONEBENCHMARK across all models.
What is interesting is that at the final layer, the sequences
are quite compressed. Specifically, the highest average se-
quence length at the last layer (162) is obtained when using
GRAPHCODEBERT on the defect prediction task which is
∼ ×3 less than the none pruned average length of 512. In
addition, aligned with the results of Table II, we can see
that pruning at even-indexed layers yields shorter sequences
than odd-indexed ones. Across all task-model combinations
and all layers (except for 2-4 layer), ALPINE produces more
compressed sequences when applied at these layers compared
to their odd-indexed counterpart.

5Given the values are ratios, we report the geometric mean.
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TABLE II: Comparison of the pruning method for two SE tasks using three language models. The highest accuracy or F1-score
is underlined and bolded. The pruning method with the highest accuracy is highlighted with a ⋆. In the FLOPs column,
the values between parenthesis indicate the speedup ratio achieved by the pruning setting compared to the non-pruned model.
The unit of throughput (TP) is samples per second and the reported values were measured on an NVIDIA RTX2080.

CODEBERT GRAPHCODEBERT UNIXCODER

Pruning Method Accuracy FLOPs (×109) TP Accuracy FLOPs (×109) TP Accuracy FLOPs (×109) TP

No Pruning 64.02% 48.29 69.34 64.7% 48.29 69.19 66.54% 48.29 69.37

All Layers 62.3% 20.97 (×2.3) 98.03 61.49% 23.84 (×2.02) 91.29 65.44% 27.45 (×1.75) 81.61
Even Indexed
L = 0, 2, . . . 10

64.09% 33.25 (×1.44) 81.75 64.02%⋆ 34.51 (×1.39) 80.07 65.62%⋆ 37.003 (×1.3) 74.73

Odd Indexed
L = 1, 3, . . . 11

64.68%⋆ 36.59 (×1.31) 74.22 63.79% 36.66 (×1.31) 74.93 65.59% 39.01 (×1.23) 72.03

(a) Defect Prediction (DEVIGN)

CODEBERT GRAPHCODEBERT UNIXCODER

Pruning Method F1 FLOPS (×109) TP F1 FLOPS (×109) TP F1 FLOPS (×109) TP

No Pruning 93.09% 96.6 34.12 91.98% 96.5 33.85 95.07% 96.5 34.22

All Layers 90.57% 48.2 (×2) 51.71 90.74% 47.5 (×2.03) 51.54 94.7% 57.7 (×1.67) 47.21
Even Indexed
L = 0, 2, . . . 10

90.39% 65.7 (×1.47) 44.88 92.13%⋆ 68.5 (×1.40) 43.10 94.5% 80.4 (×1.2) 36.32

Odd Indexed
L = 1, 3, . . . 11

92.17%⋆ 68.5 (×1.41) 42.23 91.46% 73.9 (×1.30) 39.05 95.47%⋆ 81.5 (×1.18) 35.87

(b) Code Clone Detection (BIGCLONEBENCHMARK)
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(a) Defect Prediction (DEVIGN)
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(b) Code Clone Detection (BIGCLONEBENCHMARK)
Fig. 3: The progressive average reduction in sequences’ lengths as the input traverses through the layers of each model. The
plots are the result of a forward pass across the whole test set of each dataset with a batch size of 8.

Impact on Throughput: Pruning across all layers consistently
yields the highest throughput improvement for all models
and tasks. For instance, CODEBERT’s throughput increases
from 69.34 to 98.03 (41.4% improvement) for the defect
prediction task and from 34.12 to 51.71 (51.6% improvement)
for code clone detection. Moreover, applying pruning in even-
indexed layers generally results in better throughput compared
to pruning odd-indexed layers. This trend is evident across all
models and tasks, with even-indexed layer pruning providing

an average throughput improvement of 16.7% compared to no
pruning, while odd-indexed layer pruning offers an average
improvement of 9.3%.

Another observation is that the extent of improvement varies
among the models. GRAPHCODEBERT exhibits the highest
average throughput improvement of 30.8% across all pruning
methods and tasks, followed by CODEBERT with 28.5% and
UNIXCODER with 20.1%. In general, the models achieved
higher throughput on the DEVIGN dataset, regardless of the
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TABLE III: The effect of token merging on models’ accuracy and F1-scores. w/ m refers to the setting where token merging
is enabled whereas w/o m indicates pruning without merging. As a reminder the performance metric for defect prediction is
accuracy and F1 for code clone detection.

Model

Task

Defect Prediction Code Clone Detection

All Even Odd All Even Odd

w/ m w/o m w/ m w/o m w/ m w/o m w/ m w/o m w/ m w/o m w/ m w/o m

CODEBERT 62.3% 61.8% 64.09% 63.7% 64.68% 64.09% 90.57% 89.63% 90.39% 90.30% 92.17% 91.06%

GRAPHCODEBERT 61.49% 61.05% 64.02% 62.2% 63.79% 62.66% 90.74% 90.71% 92.13% 91.63% 91.46% 91.06%

UNIXCODER 65.44% 64.20% 65.62% 64.49% 65.59% 65.52% 94.7% 93.64% 94.5% 93.62% 95.47% 94.4%

pruning method applied. The average throughput for this task
is 79.4 samples per second, while for the code clone detection
task, it is 41.5 samples per second.

The increase in throughput is attributed to ALPINE’s ability
to compress sequences. A smaller sequence length allows for
more efficient parallel processing and reduces the computa-
tional overhead associated with longer sequences, resulting in
higher throughput and faster processing times.
Impact on Memory Footprint: To further evaluate ALPINE’s
impact from a computational efficiency standpoint, we plot
the GPU memory consumption. Due to space constraints, we
only report the figures regarding pruning across all layers.
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Fig. 4: Comparison of the GPU memory footprint between the
pruned and non-pruned models across the tasks.

From the plot in Figure 4, we see that ALPINE significantly
reduces memory consumption across all models and tasks.
CODEBERT exhibits the highest percentage of memory reduc-
tion for the defect detection task (72%), while GRAPHCODE-
BERT and UNIXCODER show more consistent reductions
across both tasks (56.7% to 66.7%).

This reduction leads to improved cost efficiency, faster data
transfer, and power efficiency. By requiring less memory,
models can be deployed on more affordable GPUs with smaller
memory capacities, reducing hardware costs. Additionally, a
smaller memory footprint results in faster data transfer be-
tween the CPU and GPU; the additional speed, in turn, increases
throughput as demonstrated earlier. Moreover, minimizing
the model’s memory footprint contributes to reduced power
consumption, which is crucial in constrained environments.

Summary: ALPINE achieves a high compression rate of se-
quences under different modes. As a result, it allows language
models of code to be more computationally efficient. This is
demonstrated by the ×2 reduction in FLOPs count, up to 51.6%
increase in model throughput, and up to 58.1% decrease in
memory consumption.

B. RQ2: Impact on Performance
In Table II, we report the predictive performance of the

pruned models. On the DEVIGN dataset, performing pruning
at odd-indexed layers leads to a slight improvement when
using CODEBERT, with a 0.66% increase in accuracy com-
pared to that of the non-pruned version. On the other hand,
adding the pruning layer at even layers is more efficient for
GRAPHCODEBERT and UNIXCODER, where they were able
to maintain 98.94% and 98.61% of the original accuracy
scores, respectively.

In the clone detection task, pruning at even-indexed layers
achieves the highest F1-scores compared to other pruning
strategies. It even managed to improve the clone detection per-
formance by increasing the F1-scores of GRAPHCODEBERT
and UNIXCODER by 0.15% and 0.4%.

Applying ALPINE at all layers not only leads to ×2 less
computation but also results in a high level of predictive
performance for all three models. UNIXCODER exhibits the
highest performance both before and after pruning, retaining
98.3% of its original accuracy. CODEBERT and GRAPHCODE-
BERT also demonstrate strong performance retention, preserv-
ing 97.3% and 94.4% of their original accuracy, respectively.
A similar observation can also be made for the results of
code clone detection. All models maintain a high level of
performance after pruning, with UNIXCODER achieving the
highest F1-score retention at 99.6% of its original score.
GRAPHCODEBERT and CODEBERT also demonstrate strong
performance, retaining 98.7% and 97.3% of their original F1-
scores, respectively.

Among the three models, UNIXCODER shows the highest
resilience to pruning, keeping an average of 99% of its original
performance across both tasks and all pruning methods.
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Summary: ALPINE maintains a high percentage of the orig-
inal performance across all models and tasks, with some
instances even surpassing the performance of the non-pruned
models. On average, the pruned models retain 98.15% of the
performance of their non-pruned counterparts. The effective-
ness of the actual pruning strategy, depends on the model and
most importantly on the task. On DEVIGN, integrating ALPINE
in even-index layers has led to the highest performance reten-
tion, whereas on BIGCLONEBENCHMARK such an outcome
was achieved by odd-indexed layers.

C. RQ3: Effect of Merging Prunable Tokens on Model
Accuracy

During pruning, the representation of tokens marked to be
pruned can be entirely removed or merged into one vector. To
study the impact of token merging, we conduct experiments
to measure its impact on the two tasks and report the results
in Table III.

Across all models and datasets, merging tokens consis-
tently yields better performance compared to discarding them
completely. UNIXCODER benefits the most from this design
choice, with an average performance improvement of 1.14%
on DEVIGN and 1% on BIGCLONEBENCHMARK.

On the DEVIGN dataset, GRAPHCODEBERT shows the
highest performance gain when pruning even layers (1.82%),
while CODEBERT’s performance is enhanced the most when
pruning odd layers on the BCB dataset (1.11%). In contrast,
GRAPHCODEBERT exhibits the least improvement when prun-
ing all layers on the BIGCLONEBENCHMARK dataset (0.03%).

Summary: Merging prunable tokens into a single vector con-
sistently outperforms compared to completely discarding them
across all models and datasets, with an average performance
improvement of 0.77%. However, the extent of such gain
depends on the language model and the task.

D. RQ4: Impact of Computing Environment
In Figures 5 and 6, we plot the time taken to fine-

tune the language models on the selected tasks when using
different GPUs. First, examining the results for the A100
GPU, we observe that ALPINE leads to a reduction in fine-
tuning time for all three models on both the tasks. For defect
prediction, pruning results in a running time reduction of
around 25% for CODEBERT, 24% for GRAPHCODEBERT,
and 15% for UNIXCODER. Similarly, for the clone detection
task, pruning reduces the running time by approximately 18%
for CODEBERT, 11% for GRAPHCODEBERT, and 12% for
UNIXCODER. These findings demonstrate that pruning is
effective in improving the efficiency of the models on a high-
performance GPU.
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Fig. 5: Fine-tuning time before and after pruning on an
NVIDIA A100 GPU.

Next, comparing the results between the RTX2080 and
A100 GPUs, we notice that the running times on the A100
are generally shorter than those on the RTX2080, both with
and without pruning. This is expected due to the superior
computational capabilities of the A100. However, the relative
impact of pruning on efficiency differs between the two GPUs.
On the RTX2080, pruning leads to a more significant reduction
in running time, with improvements ranging from 39% to
54% across models and tasks. In contrast, on the A100, the
reduction in running time due to pruning is less pronounced,
ranging from 11% to 25%.
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Fig. 6: Fine-tuning time before and after pruning on an
NVIDIA RTX2080 GPU.

Building upon these results, we further investigate the impli-
cations of the reduced time from an environmental perspective.
In Table IV, we report the CO2 emission rates for both GPUs
with and without ALPINE. The measurements were taken using
the tool provided by Lacoste et al. [18].

TABLE IV: GPU emission statistics across two NVIDIA GPUs.

GPU
E(CO2 kg)

without ALPINE
E(CO2 kg)

with ALPINE
Emission

reduction rate

RTX2080 5.93 0.34 44.85%
A100 3.15 2.69 14.60%

The results show that ALPINE significantly reduces the CO2
emissions of both the RTX2080 and A100 GPUs. For the
RTX2080, the amount of CO2 emitted decreases from 5.93 kg
to 0.34 kg with ALPINE, resulting in a substantial emission
reduction rate of 44.85%. Similarly, for the A100, emissions
decrease from 3.15 kg to 2.69 kg, resulting in a reduction
rate of 14.60%. The reduction in emissions is particularly
significant for the RTX2080, which aligns with the previous
analysis showing that pruning leads to a more substantial
improvement in efficiency on consumer-grade GPUs compared
to high-performance GPUs like the A100.
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Summary: We observe significant improvements in the effi-
ciency of models due to pruning, especially on consumer-grade
GPUs such as the RTX2080 compared to high-performance
GPUs like the A100, highlighting the effectiveness of such
method in enabling the use of these models on less power-
ful hardware. Furthermore, the significant emission reduction
rate observed on the RTX2080 underscores the potential of
ALPINE to enable the sustainable adoption of language models
on a wider range of hardware, including consumer-grade GPUs.

VI. THREATS TO VALIDITY

Internal validity: Internal threats to validity are concerned
with the ability to draw conclusions from our experimental
results. The hyperparameters specified for a model influence
the time, resources required, and the results. To mitigate a
potential threat, we used the same hyperparameters across all
models, as reported in previous works [41], and utilized the
same data splits for fine-tuning and testing. This consistency
in the experimental setup strengthens the internal validity
of our findings, ensuring that the observed effects can be
attributed to the ALPINE pruning method rather than variations
in hyperparameters or data splits.
External validity: External threats to validity are concerned
with the ability to generalize our results. The language-
agnostic nature of the ALPINE pruning method allows it to be
applied to a wide range of programming languages without
the need for language-specific adaptations. We evaluate the
approach on three language models and tasks with different
programming languages (C and Java). Its compatibility with
all transformer-based encoder models makes it easily inte-
grable into various architectures, enhancing its generalization.
Finally, the two GPUs used in this study, NVIDIA A100 and
RTX2080, belong to Ampere and Turning architecture families.
These architectures encompass a larger set of other cards
which we expect to exhibit the similar reported trends.
Construct validity: Construct threats to validity are concerned
with the degree to which our analyses measure what we claim
to analyze. We employed well-established metrics for measur-
ing predictive performance (such as, accuracy and F1-score),
computational efficiency (FLOPs, throughput, running time and
memory footprint), and environmental impact through CO2
emissions rate. Relying on the traditional metrics for the
measured aspects mitigates the potential threats of construct
validity and ensures that the variables are accurately captured.

VII. RELATED WORK

A. Pre-trained language models of code

Pre-trained code language models have demonstrated ben-
efits in various SE tasks, including code search, code and
documentation generation, and defect prediction [31], [32],
[41], [49]. Typically based on the transformer architecture [1],
these models can broadly be categorized into decoder-only,
encoder-only, and encoder-decoder language models [50].
Decoder-only architectures are typically pre-trained in an
autoregressive manner, i.e., predicting the subsequent token

based on preceding ones. In the realm of code, examples
include INCODER [33], STARCODER 2 [35], and CODEGEN
2 [51]. These architectures excel in code generation tasks.
Encoder-only architectures are primarily pre-trained on the
masked language modeling task i.e., these models are trained
to predict masked words given the remaining sequence as
context. Examples include CODEBERT [38] and GRAPH-
CODEBERT [45]. They are frequently used for classification
tasks or as a means of feature extraction.
Encoder-decoder architectures undergo pre-training through
conditional generation tasks i.e., generating text based on
provided input text, e.g., for code summarization or generating
code from natural language descriptions. Sample architectures
include CODET5 [32], CODET5+ [52], and PLBART [53].

While the experiments in the paper primarily focus on
encoder-only models (i.e., CODEBERT, GRAPHCODEBERT,
and UNIXCODER), the proposed pruning layer can be used
in both decoder-only and encoder-only architectures. Further
experimentation is needed to determine if such layer is also
effective in those architectures which is left as future work.

B. Optimized transformers

The techniques to enhance the effectiveness of a given
transformer model while maintaining its performance fall
into three categories—knowledge distillation, quantization,
and pruning [20], [28], [54].
Knowledge distillation. The main idea of this technique is
to train a smaller model (the student model) to imitate the
behavior of a larger model (the teacher model) [55]. In a SE
context, Shi et al. [20] introduced Compressor, a framework
that employs task-specific knowledge distillation to improve
the efficiency of the final transformer model. The authors
perform a neural architectural search via a genetic algorithm,
followed by training the selected model using knowledge
distillation. In their experiments, they use CODEBERT [38]
and GRAPHCODEBERT [45] as teacher models to tackle the
tasks of vulnerability prediction and code clone detection.
Compressor still requires the fine-tuning of the teacher model,
which incurs overhead throughout the process. ALPINE allows
to reduce the computational costs of fine-tuning these models,
which entails, that such overhead can be reduced.
Quantization. Quantization aims to reduce the memory
footprint of neural networks. The core idea is to convert
the model’s parameters from 32-bit floating-point numbers
(float32 data type) to lower-precision formats, such as 8-
bit integers (int8 data type) [56]. Depending on the com-
ponent of quantization, these techniques can be categorized
as quantization of weights only [57]–[59] and quantization of
both weights and activations [60]–[62]. Although quantization
reduces the memory footprint of these models, it may also
reduce the inference speed and accuracy [63].
Pruning. As mentioned previously, pruning techniques can
be divided into weight pruning and token pruning [28]. Liu
et al. [64] adopt weight pruning to prune unimportant heads
and channels from the MHA and FFNN respectively. Zang et
al. [22] offer DietCode—a token pruning approach. To build
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DietCode, Zang et al. carry out an empirical investigation
to determine the significance of statements and tokens for
CODEBERT. Subsequently, based on these findings, they em-
ploy a 0-1 Knapsack approach to prune the input sequence. In
contrast, our approach is performed adaptively at each layer.
Additionally, during the pruning step, we could aggregate the
pruned tokens into a single one to prevent excessive loss of
information. Finally, our method is language-agnostic, facili-
tating easy adaptation to diverse programming languages and
extending applicability to natural language inputs, particularly
beneficial in minimizing computational overhead in tasks like
code search or code generation from documentation.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This study addresses the challenges, specifically computa-
tional efficiency and environmental impact, associated with
language models of code. We propose ALPINE, a pruning
method that reduces the input sequence while maintaining
predictive performance. Our experiments on three language
models and datasets with different programming languages
demonstrate that it significantly improves computational effi-
ciency that, in turn, reduces CO2 emissions. The results show
that it is particularly effective on consumer-grade GPUs, en-
abling the usage of these models on more accessible hardware.
Furthermore, the programming language-agnostic nature of
ALPINE and its compatibility with Transformer-based models
enhance the generalizability of our findings. We envision to ex-
tend this work along two axes. First, we aim to assess ALPINE
on bigger models with parameter count > 1Bn, and across
different Transformers variants, i.e.,, the encoder-decoder, and
the decoder models. The second dimension relates to making
ALPINE even more adaptive and customizable by introducing
different importance scoring functions.
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