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With the growing complexity of large-scale software systems, it is challenging to accurately identify all the needed modifications to
implement a specific change. Co-changed methods in software engineering refer to methods that frequently change together over
time. They are often considered to be closely related, as changes made to one method may also impact the other one. Identifying the
co-change relationships between methods can help development teams better understand and maintain their systems (e.g., accurately
identifying all the needed modifications to implement a specific change). Prior work faces several limitations in identifying co-changed
methods, e.g., generating large result sets with high false positive rates. Focusing on the pull-request level, rather than individual
commits, offers a more comprehensive view of related changes that may span multiple commits, capturing essential co-change
relationships. To address the limitations of existing methods, we propose a learning-to-rank (LtR) approach that combines source code
characteristics with code change history to predict and rank likely co-changes at the pull-request level.

Our extensive experiments, conducted on 150 open-source Java projects totaling 41.5 million lines of code and 634,216 pull
requests, show that the Random Forest model outperforms other LtR models by 2.5%–12.8% in NDCG@5. It also surpasses baseline
methods—including support ranking, file proximity, code clone detection, FCP2Vec, and the StarCoder 2 model—by 4.7%–537.5% in
NDCG@5. Models trained on longer historical data (90–180 days) deliver more consistent performance, while prediction accuracy
begins to decline after 60 days, suggesting a need for bi-monthly retraining. This approach offers a practical tool for software teams to
prioritize co-changed methods, enhancing their ability to manage complex dependencies and maintain software quality.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Software systems undergo continuous changes, such as adding new features, fixing defects, and optimizing the code
for better performance and quality improvement. During software system evolution, some artifacts in the same
software may frequently change together. For example, defect-fixing may require changes to multiple methods in
different modules related to the same functionality. The relationship between software artifacts frequently changed
simultaneously is known as the “co-change relationship” or “evolutionary coupling” [21]. The co-change relationship
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can occur to artifacts belonging to multiple modules (e.g., classes or packages) even though the modules do not have
explicit dependencies. For example, as shown in Figure 1, in project Apache/Shenyu1, two methods (i.e., the method
execute in Class CustomShenyuPlugins and the method doFilter in class FallbackFilter) have been both edited together for
three times (i.e., through three pull requests) during the project evolution. The two classes containing the two methods
are not from the same package and do not share any superclass or interface (i.e., there are no explicit dependencies
between the two methods). Therefore, their co-change relationship cannot be detected using code dependencies. Such
co-change relationships could remain in developers’ experience and are often not recorded in documentation or the
source code [12].

It is critical to detect co-change relationships as it helps developers localize the needed changes without missing
any dependencies [44]. Since co-changed methods are likely to be impacted by the same changes, they may need to be
tested together to ensure they continue to work correctly. In the literature, identifying co-change relationships has been
applied for locating faults, software architecture recovery, and impact analysis [26, 27, 32] using various approaches,
such as detecting co-changed clones [20, 23, 24, 31], applying association rules [24, 26, 44], and locating the co-changes
in the same commits [12]. However, the existing approaches suffer from the following limitations:

1) Detecting co-change relationships among clones overlooks the co-change relationships between non-cloned code,
leading to an incomplete understanding of the evolutionary dynamics within the software systems.

2) Detecting a large set of co-change relationships using association rules often produces a set of unordered co-
changed software artifacts. The result set is often excessively large, leading to a high incidence of false positives [21].
This inefficiency necessitates further prioritization of the result set to provide actionable insights to developers.

3) Detecting co-changes at a fine-grained commit level may miss the co-changed methods that might be changed
in different commits and then pushed together or merged into the target branch. Moreover, different artifacts can be
changed in the same commit coincidentally rather than due to a co-change relationship. Therefore, ranking co-changed
artifacts at the pull-request level is more judicious.

To address the aforementioned limitations, we propose an approach that analyzes information extracted from the
source code and the version control systems to detect the implicit co-change relationship. Learning to rank (LtR)
approach is useful for ranking items by considering several ranking criteria to assess their relevance to a query. To
allow developers focus on the most important co-changed methods, our approach LtR models to rank the probability of
co-changes on the pull-request level. We conduct experiments on 150 open-source Java projects obtained from GitHub
with 41.5 million LOC and 634,216 pull requests. Our work aims to address the following research questions (RQs):

RQ1. What is the performance of our approach to rank co-changed methods?We aim to evaluate the LtR
models in retrieving co-change relationships. We compare the performance of different LtR models and want to select the
best-performing LtR model on the co-change ranking task. The result indicates that Random Forest (RF) has surpassed
the other LtR models by a margin of 2.5%–12.8% in terms of Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG@5),
achieving statistical significance with a p-value less than 0.05 in the Wilcoxon signed-rank test [37].

RQ2. Can our LtR-based approach perform better than baselines?We compare our approach with five baselines
(i.e. support ranking, file proximity ranking, clone similarity ranking, FCP2Vec, and StarCoder 2, an open-source Large
Language Model). The results show that the random forest LtR ranking schema of our approach outperforms the
existing baselines by a margin of 4.7%–537.5% in terms of NDCG@5.

1https://github.com/apache/shenyu
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RQ3. What are the important features in building the LtR models?We collect ten different features to build
the random forest LtR model, but not all of the features contribute to its prediction power. Understanding the most
critical features enables the streamlining of data collection processes by allowing for the elimination of less pertinent
features. We analyze the importance of the collected features and find that the occurrence of the co-change history, the
similarity of the file path, and the similarity of the authors of the methods play the most important roles in predicting
the co-change relationships.

RQ4. How soon can the model reach a consistent and accurate performance in identifying co-change
relationships?We aim to find the shortest period for which the data is sufficient to train the model and produce a
good performance. The shorter historical data is needed, the more likely such an approach can have fewer obstacles to
be applied in practice. We find that the RF model with 90 days of history to label the training data can reach decent
prediction power (i.e., the highest measured NDCG@5 being 0.88), and there is no significant difference in its prediction
power compared to the RF model with 180 days of history to label the training data. We also noticed that the model
with 30 days of history to label the training data shows significantly lower performance than the models with 180 days
of training data by a margin of 20.7% when tested on predicting co-changed methods for a 270-day period.

Our work is characterized by the following key contributions:
1) We propose a machine learning approach leveraging historical data to identify the co-change relationship between

method pairs.
2) We evaluate our approach on a large-scale dataset of 150 real projects and make the replication package available2.
3) Our approach can effectively predict the co-change methods and outperform the baselines by a margin of 4.7%–

537.5% in terms of NDCG@5.
4) Our work provides insights into the deployment of our approach (e.g., the needed re-training and testing periods

to keep the prediction accurate for current data) in a practical environment.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the background of LtR algorithms. Section 3

describes our approach and the experiment setup. Section 4 presents the results of our research questions. Section
5 explores the implications of our approach. Section 6 discusses the threats to the validity of our study. Section 7
summarizes the prior studies and related work in the co-change detection domain. Section 8 concludes our work and
discuss the possible future work.

2 LEARNING TO RANK (LTR) ALGORITHMS

LtR is a Machine Learning (ML) approach designed to train models for ranking items according to their relevance to a
query. Unlike traditional classification or regression techniques, which predict independent labels or values, LtR focuses
on arranging items, aiming to present the most relevant results to users by taking account of multiple features to derive
a ranking schema. LtR is prominent in search-based applications, such as search engines and recommendation systems.
LtR helps us recommend only the most relevant items, reducing the likelihood of overwhelming developers with an
extensive list of candidates. This approach minimizes distractions and false positives, ensuring developers focus on the
most pertinent suggestions. In our study, we employ the LtR algorithms to identify software methods that are most
likely to undergo co-changes with a given query method.

The ranking model is trained on a dataset of query-candidate pairs, with the label of the relevance of each candidate
to the corresponding query. The model can then make predictions on new query-candidate pairs and rank the candidates

2https://anonymous.4open.science/r/co-change-replication-F583/README.md
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Fig. 1. An example of the co-change relationship between the method ‘execute’ in class ‘CustomShenyuPlugins’ and the method
‘doFilter’ in class ‘FallbackFilter’ in the ‘Shenyu’ project.

based on their predicted relevance. Different models have different mechanisms to rank the candidates. However, they
can be generally categorized into the following three categories:
1) Point-wise ranking: These models predict the relevance of a specific query-candidate pair and rank the candidates
according to the relevance score. They typically use a supervised learning approach and can be trained using a variety
of algorithms, such as logistic regression or neural networks.
2) Pair-wise ranking: These models compare the relevance of two candidates for a given query. They usually use
a binary classification model to select a better one from a pair of candidates. When ranking multiple candidates, the
model compares all the combination of candidate pairs and rank the candidates by the number of times a candidate is
considered better.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Table 1. The adopted models in our research.

type model

Point-wise Linear Regression (LR) [13]
Point-wise Multiple Additive Regression Trees (MART) [11]
Point-wise Random Forest (RF) [5]
Pair-wise RankNet [6]
Pair-wise LambdaMART [38]
List-wise Coordinate Ascent [19]
List-wise AdaRank [40]
List-wise ListNet [7]

150 Selected
Repositories

Extract Features

Split Training and
Testing Data

Ranking Schema

Labelled Data
with 10
Features

Testing Dataset

Training
Dataset

Train Learning to
Rank Models

Rank the Co-
changed Methods

Ranked Co-changed
Methods

Analyze the Ranking
ResultsGitHub

Repositories

Select the Projects

RQ Analysis and
Results

Build LtR Models

Fig. 2. An overview of the proposed approach.

3) List-wise ranking: These models rank a list of candidates for a given query. They typically use a probabilistic
approach, such as the ListNet [7] or ListMLE [39] algorithm, to model the entire list of candidates at once. The models
take the entire candidate list as input and output all the scores in a list.

In our research, we investigate eight models that are popularly used in Software Engineering work [34, 42]. The
models are listed in Table 1, which consists of three point-wise models, two pair-wise models, and three list-wise models.
In our experiment, AdaRank struggles with convergence particularly when optimizing for non-linear measures like
NDCG [4, 33, 40]. We decide to omit AdaRank from our analysis.

3 EXPERIMENT SETUP

Figure 2 gives an overview of our approach. We select 150 open-source Java projects from GitHub following established
project selection criteria to ensure the generality of our approach. We build a golden dataset for co-change methods
based on the number of co-changes between method pairs in history. The golden dataset is subsequently split into
training and testing sets for training LtR models. Once trained, these models establish a ranking schema that orders the
co-changed methods based on the predicted likelihood of co-changing. The efficacy of the ranking schema is assessed
through the analysis of the ranking results to answer the RQs.

3.1 Project selection

We apply the following criteria to select our projects:
1) Open-source Java projects:We examine all open-source Java projects hosted onGitHub. Targeting one programming
language and one platform can facilitate our data collection process and make the evaluation result more consistent.
Since Java is one of the most popular programming languages in software development [25] and there are various tools

Manuscript submitted to ACM



6 Yiping Jia, Safwat Hassan, and Ying Zou

Table 2. Average and 5-number summary of different characteristics of the selected projects.

Avg. Min. 1st Qu. Median 3rd Qu. Max.

# LOC 276k 3.6K 57.7K 145K 317K 1.9M
# contributors 175 3 81 152 267 4,985
# Pull Requests 4,228 208 1,091 2,299 5,248 30,420
Lifespan (years) 7.2 2.2 5.4 7.2 9.2 13.7

to support the data collection process, we use Java projects as our primary selection. Although we study mainly Java
projects, we believe that our approach can be applied to other programming languages.
2) Active repositories: For our analysis, we rely on a substantial period of historical data to accurately label and
assess the co-change behaviour. Therefore, we prioritize projects that offer an extensive archive of historical data, and
select those that have been active for over two years and updated in the last six months. This criterion helps us identify
projects with a depth of information that potentially meets our research requirements.
3) Repositories with merged pull requests: The repository has at least 200 merged pull requests to its default
branch. The presence of at least 200 merged pull requests in a repository serves as an indicator that there is sufficient
information for our analysis at the pull-request level.
4) Real software systems: The repository represents the development and maintenance of real software systems.
GitHub repositories may include personal, toy, and tutorial repositories. We conduct a manual inspection of repositories,
including reviewing the README.md file, evaluating the number of contributors, and examining the file organization
to ensure they are maintained for software development.

Among the 36k repositories that meet the first three criteria we design, we randomly select 150 subject repositories
for the experiments, which is more than the related work [2, 20–24, 31, 43]. We then manually examine the 150 projects
to ensure the repositories meet the fourth criterion (i.e., represent actual software systems). Any project found not
meeting this criterion is replaced with another randomly selected project, which then undergo the same examination.
Descriptive statistics of the selected projects are listed in Table 2, illustrating a wide range of diversity regarding the
size and lifespan of the repositories.

3.2 Feature collection

Given a query method𝑀𝑞 and a group of candidate methods𝑀𝐶 = {𝑀𝑐1, 𝑀𝑐2, ..., 𝑀𝑐𝑛}, the LtR models use predictor
features of all the query-candidate pairs {{𝑀𝑞, 𝑀𝑐1}, {𝑀𝑞, 𝑀𝑐2}, ..., {𝑀𝑞, 𝑀𝑐𝑛}} to predict the relevance between the
query method𝑀𝑞 and the candidates𝑀𝐶 . In this paper, the query and the candidates are all non-test methods that are
co-changed by at least one pull request in software projects.

As we study the co-change relationship between a method pair, we suppose that one method in a project is edited
and can be passed as a query to the system to identify the co-changed methods. We compare all the other methods in
the project and select the top-ranked methods that are most likely to be edited together with the query. The top-ranked
methods are predicted to have co-change relationships with the query method.

As shown in Figure 2, we collect the predictive features from two different sources: 1) the source code of the project
and 2) the edit history from the version control system. The collected features are used as indicators to show the
relationship between each method pair and serve as input predictor features for building the model. We have designed
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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ten features to represent the relationships of a query-candidate pair. The description of the ten features is presented in
Table 3. The features are also described as follows:

1) Historical features: We use FinerGit [14] to collect the edit history of all the methods in the project by mining
the version control system. FinerGit takes a Git repository as input and generates another repository where every
method in the original repository is transformed into a separate file. The generated repository supports all the Git
commands so that we can collect the edit history with the Git-log command. The Git-log command enables us to collect
the commit ID, the author, and the commit time. We then collect the pull requests associated with each commit using
the official GitHub API3, so we can identify all methods modified by the same pull request.

Given a candidate method𝑀𝑐 and a query method𝑀𝑞 , the historical features are defined as follows:
Number of co-changes: is the total number of pull requests where the candidate method𝑀𝑐 is co-changed with the

query method𝑀𝑞 .
Authors similarity: Let 𝐴𝑐 and 𝐴𝑞 represent the sets of authors contribute (i.e., created or modified) to the methods

𝑀𝑐 and𝑀𝑞 respectively. The authors similarity is the Jaccard similarity between the two sets of authors 𝐴𝑐 and 𝐴𝑞 .
2) Static features:We apply static analysis of the latest source code of a project and compute the static relevance

features as follows:
Semantic similarity: This feature represents the similarity between the semantic meaning of the two methods.

First, we transform the source code of a method, written in the programming language, into a high-dimensional vector
with CodeBERT [10]. CodeBERT is a Transformer-based deep learning model. It takes a sequence of lexical tokens, e.g.,
a piece of code or a short paragraph of natural language, and transforms it into a vector that contains 764 scalar values
representing the lexical and semantic meaning of the input. We compute the semantic similarity as the cosine similarity
of both vectors transformed from the query method𝑀𝑞 and candidate method𝑀𝑐 .

Path similarity: This feature represents the similarity between the query and candidate methods’ file paths. We
first split the file paths with the separator “/” and obtain a sequence of tokens. We then compute the similarity between
the two paths 𝑃1 and 𝑃2 as follows:

𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑦 (𝑃1, 𝑃2 ) =
𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜 𝑓 𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑜𝑛 𝑡𝑜𝑘𝑒𝑛𝑠 (𝑃1, 𝑃2 )

𝑚𝑎𝑥 (𝑙𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑜 𝑓 𝑝𝑎𝑡ℎ𝑠 (𝑃1, 𝑃2 ) )

For example, given the query method with file path “a/b/c” and the candidate with file path “a/d”, the similarity between
the two file paths is 1/3 because the two paths have one common token, and the maximum length of the paths is three.

Code dependency: This feature represents the calling relationships between the query and candidate methods. We
mine the dependency with a tool named Scitool Understand4. The value of the feature is the sum of the number of
times that the query method and the candidate method call each other.

Hierarchy similarity: This feature is a boolean value, and it is true when the methods𝑀𝑞 and𝑀𝑐 share a common
super-class; otherwise, the value is false.

Code clone: We use Nicad [9] to extract the cloned method pairs in the software repository. Nicad is a clone detector
that provides reliable and accurate clone detection [31]. Nicad can detect similar code fragments in the source code and
gives a similarity score between 0 and 100. We use the default setting for near-miss function clone detection, where the
dissimilar threshold is set to 0.3. We use the score directly as the value of the clone feature.

3https://docs.github.com/en/rest
4https://www.scitools.com/
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Table 3. Features representing the relationships between a query method𝑀𝑞 and a candidate method𝑀𝑐 .

Feature DT* Description

Number of co-changes N Number of times the two methods are changed together at the pull-request
level.

Authors similarity N Fraction of common developers who have contributed to both methods.
Semantic similarity N The semantic similarity between the two methods.
Path similarity N The directory and file name similarity between the two methods.
Code dependency N Presence of dependencies, such as method calls, between the two methods.
Hierarchy similarity C Whether the methods share the same superclass.
Code clone N Whether the two methods are code clones.
Package similarity N The similarity between the packages of the classes.
Argument type similarity N The similarity between the types of the arguments.
Argument name similarity N The similarity between the names of the arguments.
* Data Type (DT): (C) Categorical – (N) Numeric

Package similarity: Similar to the file path similarity, we extract the package of the method from the source code
with a regular expression and compute the similarity feature based on the query and the package of the candidate
method.

Argument type similarity: This feature represents the similarity between the types of arguments of the query
and candidate methods. The value of the feature is the Jaccard similarity [15] between the sets of types defined as the
method’s input.

Argument name similarity: Similar to the computing of the argument type similarity, we compute with the Jaccard
similarity [15] of the argument names.

3.3 Correlation and redundant analysis

The existence of highly correlated features can prevent us from further analyzing the contribution of each feature to
the predictive power of the model. Therefore, we conduct a correlation analysis among all the collected features and
eliminate redundant ones.

We use the Spearman rank correlation coefficient [30] to conduct correlation analysis because of its robustness
against non-normally distributed data. We compute the Spearman rank correlation coefficient between each pair of
features and set 0.7 as a threshold. If there is any pair of features with a correlation coefficient greater than 0.7, we
consider them to be redundant and we select only one of them. The correlation analysis shows a high correlation
between “package similarity” and “path similarity”. We decide to eliminate the “package similarity” because it is available
only in some programming languages, such as Java. Therefore, keeping the “path similarity” would not prevent us
from generalizing our approach to other programming languages. The other predictor features do not have a highly
correlated relationship.

We also perform redundant analysis using the redun()5 function in R. The redundant analysis finds no additional
redundant features beyond those identified through correlation analysis in the dataset.

5https://www.rdocumentation.org/packages/Hmisc/versions/5.1-1/topics/redun

Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Fig. 3. Overview of the data creation pipeline for co-change prediction. This figure illustrates the pipeline for dataset creation
as described in Algorithm 1. The pipeline consists of two main periods: the feature collection period (from 𝑡𝑠 to 𝑡𝑑 ) and the labelling
period (from 𝑡𝑑 to 𝑡𝑒 ). During the feature collection period, historical process and static features are extracted for all method pairs in
the repository up to 𝑡𝑑 . In the labelling period, co-change occurrences between method pairs are calculated as labels.

3.4 Data labelling

In our study, we employ supervised LtR models, which require predefined correct answers (i.e., “labels” ) to fulfill the
training process. These labels indicate the desired order of documents (i.e., candidate co-changed methods) based on
their relevance to the query (i.e., the query method). We determine relevance as the frequency of co-changes between
methods in software development history, as outlined in Algorithm 1. Specifically, we label our data based on how often
a query method𝑀𝑞 and a candidate method 𝑀𝑐 are co-changed in the subsequent six months following the collection
of features that describe them. For example, if the query method𝑀𝑞 co-changed five times with method a, ten times
with method b, and three times with method c, we label the method pairs {𝑀𝑞, 𝑎}, {𝑀𝑞, 𝑏}, and {𝑀𝑞, 𝑐} as 5, 10 and
3 respectively. The labeling process is done automatically without human involvement by extracting the historical
pull-request information.

3.5 Training and testing data

In real-world scenarios, models are trained with past information and are applied to predict the future behaviour
according to the present characteristics. As shown in Figure 3, we construct our predictive features of the training data
based on the edit history from the creation of the repository to the point that is 12 months prior to the final recorded
commit. This step aligns with the feature extraction described in Algorithm 1. We choose 12 months before the last
commit to ensure that we have sufficient data for training and testing purposes. Then the training dataset is labelled
based on the number of co-changes during the next six months (i.e., 180 days).

After the model has been trained, it is tested on a separate set where the predictive features are derived from the
historical data from the creation of the repository to 6 months (i.e., 180 days) prior to the final recorded commit. The

Manuscript submitted to ACM
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model tries to predict the candidate methods that are the most likely to be co-changed, and the prediction is compared
with the labels based on the co-changes that happened in the last 6 months (i.e., 180 days).

The timeline shown in Figure 3 indicates that the training and testing datasets are not overlapping and are distinct
sets of time-sequential data. This approach is common in time-series forecasting or when dealing with data where
temporal dynamics are important [8], ensuring that the model is evaluated on data it has not seen during training and
providing a measure of how well it can generalize to new, unseen data.

Algorithm 1 Dataset Creation for Method Co-change Identification
1: Input:
2: 𝑡𝑠 (repository creation time),
3: 𝑡𝑑 (end of feature collection period and the start of labelling period),
4: 𝑡𝑒 (end of labelling period)
5: Output: Dataset for co-change prediction
6: 𝑀 ← all methods in the repository at time 𝑡𝑑 ⊲ 𝑀 : set of all methods
7: Collect edit history for each method𝑚 ∈ 𝑀 from 𝑡𝑠 to 𝑡𝑒
8: 𝑀valid ← 𝑀\ {test methods, methods with no edit history} ⊲ 𝑀valid: valid methods with edit history
9: Initialize dataset 𝐷 ← ∅ ⊲ 𝐷 : co-change identification dataset
10: for each method𝑚𝑞 ∈ 𝑀valid do ⊲𝑚𝑞 : query method
11: Create a ranking list for𝑚𝑞

12: 𝑀candidate ← 𝑀valid \ {𝑚𝑞} ⊲ 𝑀candidate: candidate methods
13: for each method𝑚𝑐 ∈ 𝑀candidate do ⊲𝑚𝑐 : a single candidate method
14: Add the pair (𝑚𝑞,𝑚𝑐 ) to the ranking list
15: Calculate historical process features for the pair (𝑚𝑞,𝑚𝑐 ) from 𝑡𝑠 to 𝑡𝑑
16: Calculate code features for the pair (𝑚𝑞,𝑚𝑐 ) at time 𝑡𝑑
17: Label the pair (𝑚𝑞,𝑚𝑐 ) with co-change occurrence between 𝑡𝑑 and 𝑡𝑒
18: end for
19: Add the ranking list for𝑚𝑞 to the dataset 𝐷
20: end for
21: Exclude ranking lists where all labels (i.e., co-change occurrence) are 0

⊲ Results will be 0/0 and thus not meaningful

4 RESULTS

4.1 RQ1: What is the performance of our approach to rank co-changed methods?

4.1.1 Motivation. Identifying the co-change relationships between methods can help the development teams better
understand and maintain their systems. However, existing work identifying the co-changed methods has different
limitations (e.g., overlooking the co-change relationships between non-cloned code and identifying co-changes that
occurred only in the same commits). To address the aforementioned limitations, we propose applying LtR models to
identify a small set of methods with the highest probability of being co-changed on the pull-request level. In RQ1, we
aim to understand the performance of our approach in identifying the co-changed methods.

4.1.2 Approach. We collect the features from the subject projects as described in Section 3. We train and evaluate the
seven models listed in Table 1 using the LtR framework RankLib6. To evaluate the predictive power of the ranking

6https://sourceforge.net/p/lemur/wiki/RankLib/
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Table 4. The performance of the studied LtR models using the NDCG@k metric with k equals to 1, 3, 5, and 10.

type Model k=1 k=3 k=5 k=10
mean median mean median mean median mean median

Point-wise Linear Regression (LR) 0.7848 0.8304 0.8192 0.8695 0.8350 0.8880 0.8578 0.9043
Point-wise MART 0.6794 0.7868 0.7446 0.8111 0.7751 0.8668 0.8024 0.8750
Point-wise Random Forest (RF) 0.7889 0.8850 0.8324 0.8989 0.8394 0.9106 0.8681 0.9308
Pair-wise RankNet 0.5969 0.7667 0.6937 0.8252 0.7075 0.8074 0.7314 0.8464
Pair-wise LambdaMART 0.7013 0.7961 0.7724 0.8395 0.7949 0.8595 0.8182 0.8758
List-wise Coordinate Ascent 0.7236 0.8424 0.7530 0.8652 0.7329 0.8495 0.7414 0.8826
List-wise ListNet 0.6529 0.7727 0.6750 0.8063 0.7062 0.8143 0.7459 0.8471

models, we use the Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain at position k (NDCG@k) metric [16]. NDCG is a well-
adapted evaluation metric to measure the overall ranking quality of a model [36]. The calculation of NDCG is based on
the premise that highly relevant items appearing lower in a search result list should be penalized. NDCG is calculated
as follows:

𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 =
𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘

𝐼𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘

where k specifies the number of top positions to consider; DCG@k (Discounted Cumulative Gain) measures the
usefulness of the document based on its position in the result list (lower positions are penalized); and IDCG@k is the
best possible (ideal) DCG given the query. The calculation of DCG@k is given by the following formula:

𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝑘 = Σ𝑘𝑖=1
2𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖 − 1
log2 (𝑖 + 1)

where 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖 is the relevance score of the 𝑖𝑡ℎ item in the ranked list and 𝑘 is the number of items in the list.
NDCG@k ranges from 0 to 1, where a score of 1 indicates that the predicted ranking perfectly aligns with the

relevance scores, and a score of 0 indicates that no relevant items are present in the top-k results. NDCG@k is widely
used in the evaluation of ranking systems because it accounts for both the relevance of items and their position in the
ranking [36]. We chose NDCG for our relevance scores because it effectively handles scalar labels, accommodating
varying levels of relevance that other metrics treat as binary. Furthermore, NDCG rewards rankings that place highly
relevant items at the top, making it more sensitive to ranking quality than metrics like Top-k accuracy, Recall, or MRR
[16][35]. NDCG@k can also be adjusted to different values of k, enabling comparison across varying ranking lengths to
determine the most effective configuration. In our analysis, we evaluate the model’s performance using k values of 1, 3,
5, and 10.

To comprehensively assess our models’ performance, we perform evaluations on each subject project individually by
calculating the mean NDCG@k for all query methods. After determining the performance metrics for each project, we
compute the mean and median scores over all the projects.

Furthermore, we want to explore the relationship between the performance and three key metrics of the projects:
the number of lines of code (LOC), the number of contributors, and the project’s lifespan. For each feature, we divide
the projects into 3 groups: 1) the lowest 25%, 2) median 50%, and 3) the highest 25%. Then, we compare the performance
of the model in different groups.

4.1.3 Results. The Random Forests (RF) model achieves the highest performance of 0.91 NDCG@5 and
outperforms other LtR models by a margin of 2.5%–12.8% in terms of NDCG@5. Based on the data presented in
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Fig. 4. The performance of the RF model grouped by different characteristics of the studied projects.

Table 4, it is evident that the Random Forests (RF) model outperforms other LtR models across different values of k (i.e.,
1, 3, 5, and 10). The RF performance indicates its effectiveness in ranking tasks compared to alternatives like LR, MART,
RankNet, LambdaMART, AdaRank (which notably failed to converge in most projects), Coordinate Ascent, and ListNet.
Furthermore, we apply the Wilcoxon signed-rank test [37], a non-parametric test used to compare paired samples to
determine whether their population mean ranks differ. This test is particularly suited to our experiment as it does not
assume normality. The result confirms the statistical significance of these results, with a p-value less than 0.05. The
statistical analysis underscores the robustness of RF in providing more accurate and reliable rankings in comparison to
other models evaluated in our study. Hence, we use RF as the selected model in the next RQs.

TheRFmodel achieves the highest performance of 0.8885NDCG@5 in identifying the co-changedmethods
in medium-size and short-term projects. Figure 4 shows the performance of the RF model with respect to different
characteristics of the studied projects. We observe performance improvements in RF models as the value of k increases
from 1 to 10. We also find that the RF model achieves higher performance in identifying the co-changed methods in
the medium-size projects compared to small-size and large-size projects. The RF performance decreases as the project
lifetime increases. We conduct the Wilcoxon signed-rank test to compare the RF model performance across different
project characteristics. The results indicate that, overall, there is no significant difference in model performance among
the groups, with the exception that long-term projects exhibit a significantly lower performance compared to young
projects. This might be attributed to using the entire project history to generate code features, where older historical
data could lower the performance of the model.

The RF model outperforms the other LtR models with an average NDCG@5 score of 0.84 on the
studied projects. The RF model achieves the highest performance in identifying the co-changed
methods in medium-size and short-term projects.

4.2 RQ2: Can our LtR-based approach perform better than baselines?

4.2.1 Motivation. Prior work uses code-clone and association rules techniques to rank the co-changed methods on the
commit level. To our knowledge, our study is the first attempt to apply ML technique (i.e., LtR techniques) for ordering
co-change methods on a pull-request level. This situation leads us to face a lack of existing benchmarks for comparison.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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In this RQ, we compare our method with five baselines. By comparing the results of the proposed approach to existing
baselines, we aim to determine whether our approach is a significant improvement over the existing methods.

4.2.2 Approach. Given a changed method𝑀𝑞 and a group of candidate methods𝑀𝐶 , the five baselines are defined as
follows:
1) Support ranking: orders the co-change candidates 𝑀𝐶 of a query method 𝑀𝑞 based on the number of times
that the candidate co-change in the past with the query method𝑀𝑞 . The baseline is based on association rules from
HistoRank [21].
2) File proximity ranking: ranks the candidates𝑀𝐶 by their file path proximity to the query method𝑀𝑞 . The file
path proximity is the distance between the file entities in the file system tree. Files with the same file proximity are
ranked by their support ranking. The baseline is based on association rules from HistoRank [21].
3) Using a code clone tool: This approach use NiCad clone-detector [9] as a co-change detector used by Mondal et
al. [20, 23]. It ranks the candidate methods𝑀𝐶 by the code similarity score given by the NiCad clone detector [9].
4) FCP2Vec: This approach uses Word2Vec to encode file paths into vectors and applies k-NN to retrieve the top k
nearest candidates with the highest probability of co-changes[1]. To adapt it for method-level prediction used in our
work, we append the method name to the file name.
5) StarCoder 2: We implement a point-wise LtR model that utilizes the open-source LLM, StarCoder 2, with 16B
parameters and 16-bit precision[18]. StarCoder2 is particularly well-suited for this task as it has been pre-trained on a
wide range of programming languages, enabling it to understand both the syntax and deeper structural patterns in
code[18]. The model takes the source code of the query method𝑀𝑞 and candidate method𝑀𝑐 as input and predicts a
float between 0 and 1, representing the probability of co-change. An example prompt and the corresponding predictions
are listed in Fig. 5. Candidates are then ranked based on their predicted probabilities. Due to limitations in computing
resources, we applied this baseline to 45 randomly selected projects from our dataset, comprising over 2.4 million
method pairs in total.

In the baselines, the co-change methods are identified at the commit and file levels, whereas our work is based on
pull-request levels. We adopt the baselines and re-implement them at the pull-request level.

4.2.3 Results. Our approach shows a significant improvement in predicting the co-changed methods over
five established baselines by a margin of 4.7%–573.5% in terms of NDCG@5. The comparison between the
baselines is shown in Table 5. We find that our approach outperforms the baseline approaches, with a 10.2% difference in
NDCG@1, a 7.9% difference in NDCG@3, a 4.7% difference in NDCG@5, and a 4.3% difference in NDCG@10 compared
to the best-performing baseline, support ranking. We also conduct the Wilcoxon signed-rank test to determine the
significance of the differences between our approach and the baseline approaches in performance. The results show
that our approach is significantly better than the baselines.

We observe that the differences between our approach and the baseline approaches increase as the value of k
decreases. This result indicates that our approach is more powerful than baselines in making precise predictions for the
small number of the selected candidate methods k.

The support ranking approach achieves the best performance in the baseline approaches. The support
ranking reaches a relatively good performance as the support ranking has the same definition as the labels (i.e., the
support ranking and the labels measure the number of co-changes between the query method𝑀𝑞 and the candidate
method𝑀𝑐 in the training and testing periods respectively). File proximity ranking and clone ranking have a limited
ability to detect co-changes, achieving NDCG@5 scores of 0.64 and 0.12, respectively.
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Fig. 5. Example Prompt and Prediction for StarCoder2

The clone detector can hardly predict accurate co-changes because the number of detected clone pairs is very small
compared to the number of all candidate entities. Additionally, we run the experiment on 45 projects containing over 2.4
million pairs of methods, with each pair taking around 2.5 seconds to process on an NVIDIA A100 graphics card with
80GB of Graphics RAM. The significant time required for the LLM-based approach further highlights its limitations,
making it a less efficient choice for large-scale evaluations.
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Our approach shows a significant improvement in performance over five established baselines by a
margin of 4.7%—573.5% in terms of NDCG@5, particularly when the number of recommendations
(i.e., k) is smaller.

Table 5. Comparison of our approach with baselines.

k RF Model Baseline Mean Difference Significance

1 0.7898

Support 0.7166 10.2% *
File Proximity 0.5487 43.9% **
Code Clone 0.0014 57528.6% **
FCP2Vec 0.4025 96.2% **
StarCoder 2 0.5294 49.2% **

3 0.8330

Support 0.7720 7.9% *
File Proximity 0.6073 37.2% **
Code Clone 0.0847 883.8% **
FCP2Vec 0.4483 85.8% **
StarCoder 2 0.5630 48.0% **

5 0.8399

Support 0.8023 4.7% *
File Proximity 0.6364 32.0% **
Code Clone 0.1247 573.5% **
FCP2Vec 0.4620 81.8% **
StarCoder 2 0.5951 41.1% **

10 0.8684

Support 0.8328 4.3% *
File Proximity 0.6729 29.1% **
Code Clone 0.1958 343.6% **
FCP2Vec 0.5264 65.0% **
StarCoder 2 0.6004 44.6% **

*p<0.05 **p<0.005

4.3 RQ3: What are the important features in building the LtR models?

4.3.1 Motivation. It is important to understand the features (e.g., path similarity and author similarity) that would
influence the predictive ranking the most. Such insights improve the interpretability of our model, which helps
development teams better understand and rely on our predictions. In addition, understanding the most important
features can assist practitioners in better prioritizing their efforts by focusing on collecting and analyzing such features.
Hence, in this RQ, we analyze the importance of the studied features in building the LtR models.

4.3.2 Approach. Permutation importance is a technique used to evaluate the importance of each feature in a machine-
learning model. The basic idea behind permutation importance is to randomly shuffle the values of a feature, and then
observe the decrease in the performance of the model. The larger the decrease in performance, the more important the
feature is considered to be [5].

We calculate the permutation importance of each of the collected features and compare their importance. The
permutation importance is calculated by training a model on the original dataset. Then, shuffling the values of a specific
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Table 6. The permutation importance of the studied features.

Feature Importance

Number of co-changes 0.3844
Path similarity 0.0539
Authors similarity 0.0392
Code dependency 0.0082
Hierarchy similarity 0.0043
Clone similarity 0.0010
Argument type similarity 0.0010
Semantic similarity 0.0008
Argument name similarity -0.0007

feature and re-evaluating the performance of the model on the shuffled data. The difference in performance between
the model trained on the original data and the model trained on the shuffled data is the permutation importance of
that feature. For simplicity, we limit our evaluation of feature importance to the setting where k = 5. We choose k=5 as
it provides a balanced choice among the experimented K values (i.e., 1,3,5 and 10) with a reasonable number for the
recommendation of co-changes.

4.3.3 Results. The number of co-changes is the most important feature, with feature importance 0.38. Path
similarity and author similarity also positively influence the model’s performance, with feature importance
of 0.05 and 0.04, respectively. Table 6 shows the importance of the studied features. We find that the number of
co-changes feature is the dominant one among all the studied features. The model trained on the dataset where the
number of co-changes is shuffled reached only 0.4692 NDCG@5, showing that the feature has 0.3844 permutation
importance. The rest of the features are not as important as the number of co-changes. However, we observe that the
studied features still contribute positively to the prediction power of the model. We also notice that path similarity and
authors similarity features are also important to the model. We notice that the argument name similarity feature has a
negative impact on the prediction power of the model.

Code similarity features (i.e., code clone and semantic similarity) have low importance in predicting the
co-changed methods.We find that the importance of clone similarity is 0.001 which is lower than our expectation.
Although clone detection is found to be a good indicator of co-change relationships as in prior work[20, 24], the number
of positively detected clones is too small compared to the total amount of methods in our subject systems. Hence, the
clone similarity does not play an important role in detecting the co-change relationships. The impact of the semantic
similarity of the method is also low (i.e., 0.0008). It is possible that the CodeBERT model requires fine-tuning to be
adapted to our method. Another possibility is that measuring the cosine similarity between the vector embeddings of
the query method𝑀𝑞 and the candidate method𝑀𝑐 does not accurately identify the semantic similarity of the methods.

The number of co-changes emerges as the most important feature, with path similarity and authors
similarity also positively influencing the model’s predictive ability. Other features have limited
impact, with the argument name similarity feature negatively affecting predictions.
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days of testing data

NDCG@5

Fig. 6. The performance of the RF model with different periods for creating the training and testing labels.

4.4 RQ4: How soon can the model reach a consistent and accurate performance?

4.4.1 Motivation. In the previous RQs, we used 180 days (i.e., 6 months) of edit history to create the training labels and
180 days to create the testing labels, as shown in Figure 3. However, the selection of 180 days may not be the best choice
for all projects. The choice of the periods to label the data can be influenced by the projects’ updating pace and lifespan.
More specifically, if the training data is extracted from a long period of history, the model might be trained on obsolete
data, leading to inaccurate predictions. On the other hand, training the LtR models with a short period of history may
not provide enough characteristics about the nature of the co-changed methods which leads to inaccurate predictions.
In this RQ, we aim to understand how the recency of the training data and period of the training and testing data affect
the performance of the model. Therefore, we want to suggest to the practitioners the most suitable period for using the
model before it comes necessary to retrain the model with more up-to-date data to maintain the high performance of
the model.

4.4.2 Approach. In our experiment for this RQ, we alter the periods to label the training and testing data to test the
performance of the RF model with different setups of periods. Given our time constraints, we focus on a random sample
of 30 projects for our analysis in this RQ. For each project, we try different combinations of periods as follows, resulting
in a total of 30 different setups:

• Period to label the training data: 30, 90, 180 days
• Period to label the testing data: 5, 10, 20, 30, 60, 90, 120, 150, 180, 270
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We use the Wilcoxon signed-rank test with a significance level of 0.05 to determine whether the performance of the
model in different settings differs significantly.

4.4.3 Results. The performance of the RF model begins to decline after 60 days, suggesting a need to retrain
models bi-monthly (i.e., 60 days) for optimal results. Figure 6 shows the performance of the RF model with
different periods for creating the training and testing labels. We find that the performance of the model on five days of
testing data is unstable because there is not enough data in the testing dataset to provide an accurate evaluation of the
performance. The models with different training periods reach a relatively high performance after there are enough
testing data, and the high performance of the models starts to drop after the testing period reaches 60 days. After 60
days, the models lose their prediction power gradually.

Models trained over longer periods (90 and 180 days) exhibit higher andmore stable performance compared
to the models trained with a 30-day training period. We find that the models with 90-day and 180-day training
periods perform better than the model with a 30-day training period, with no statistically significant difference in
predictive power between the 90-day and 180-day models. When evaluated with 270 days of testing data, the model
with 180-day training data outperforms the model with 30-day training data by a margin of 20.7%, and this difference is
statistically significant with a p-value less than 0.05. Moreover, the model with a 30-day training period is less stable, as
it fails to generate any training data in some projects, resulting in a performance of zero. This instability makes the
model with a 30-day training period unreliable, as it cannot be used on certain projects. In our experiments, this issue
primarily occurred with the model using a 30-day training period.

Models trained over longer periods (90 and 180 days) exhibit higher, more stable performance
compared to a 30-day training period. The performance of the model begins to decline after 60 days
of the testing period, suggesting a need to retrain models bi-monthly for optimal results.

5 IMPLICATIONS

5.1 Implications for developers

Developers can use the proposed approach to avoid bugs and errors during development. Our approach can
increase the developers’ awareness of co-changed methods and recommend the methods for developers to inspect. If
two methods tend to change together frequently, changing one method without considering the impact on the other
method could introduce bugs and errors.

Developers can use the proposed approach to improve the quality of code. If developers identify co-changed
methods that are tightly coupled, they may consider refactoring the code to reduce the coupling and improve the main-
tainability of the code. By understanding co-changed methods, developers can design more modular and maintainable
code that could put the frequently co-changed methods in the same file or packages, making the code less prone to
bugs and errors. For example, they may be able to identify methods that have a high degree of coupling and decouple
them to improve the overall quality of the code.

The proposed approach enhances developers’ understanding of code relationships. By identifying co-changed
methods at PR, our approach enhances the understanding of code relationships, helps developers to better plan and
implement changes (e.g., assign the co-changed methods to the same developers), reducing the risk of overlooking
necessary modifications that might lead to defects or unstable code at the commit-level.
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5.2 Implications for code reviewers and testers

Code reviewers can use the proposed approach as a tool to identify potential side-effects or dependencies
between methods. If two methods are frequently co-changed, it may indicate that they have a high degree of coupling,
and changes to one method may have unintended consequences on the other method.

Testers can use the proposed approach to prioritize or select the tests. If one method is changed, it is more
likely that the methods that have a co-change relationship with the changed method can be impacted. Testers can select
tests that cover all the impacted methods and their interactions.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY

In evaluating our approach across 150 open-source projects, we recognize several potential threats to the validity of our
findings. These threats are categorized into two main types: external validity threats and internal validity threats.

External Threats: Although 150 projects are generally more than the existing studies, it still can be insufficient
to generalize our experiment results to all the Java software projects. However, we tried to counter this threat by
selecting a relatively large number of projects and ensuring the diversity of the selected projects on size, lifespan,
and number of contributors. In our experiment, we only applied our experiment on the software projects that are
written in Java and we did not consider projects on other Version Control Systems than GitHub. Java is one of the most
popular programming languages, and GitHub is one of the most popular code-hosting platforms. This popularity means
there are many open-source projects available for study, making the results relevant to a wide range of developers and
organizations. Moreover, focusing on only one programming language can help us have a consistent feature extraction
procedure that reduces the variant of the result.

Internal Threats: The approach of employing CodeBERT to transform methods into vectors for the subsequent
calculation of cosine similarity may oversimplify the complex nature of semantic similarity among methods. This
simplification could potentially compromise the accuracy of our semantic similarity assessments. In RQ4, we try to find
the ideal length of periods to label the dataset. The set-ups of using how much data to label the dataset we explored are
not continuous and are selected by our experience. Although the results of the experiment give us many insights on the
selection of labelling time period for training and testing models, it is relatively coarse-grained. Moreover, assigning
relevance based on historical changes could bias the results towards frequently modified methods, regardless of their
actual relevance, representing a threat to validity.

7 RELATEDWORK

In this section, we review the studies related to the usage of co-change relationships in software engineering and the
studies on detecting co-change relationships in software projects.

7.1 Exploiting Co-Change Relationships in Software Engineering

Accurately detecting the co-change relationships in software projects becomes a crucial endeavour. Previous research
has investigated the application of co-change relationships to enhance fault localization techniques using co-change
relationships [28, 29, 41]. The co-change relationships allow developers to figure out what might need to be checked
or fixed when making changes to the software [26]. The relationships help in predicting future changes, improving
change impact analysis, enhancing code quality and maintenance, and reducing the risk of bugs [44].
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7.2 Identifying Co-Change Relationships

Many related works aim to detect the co-change relations in software systems [2, 3, 17, 20, 21, 24, 31]. The evolutionary
couplings are explored among the code clones [20, 23, 24, 31]. For example, Svajlenko et al. [31] examine the efficacy of
clone detectors in detecting evolutionary couplings in their work and concluded that these detectors are capable of
uncovering some evolutionary couplings in software projects. Mondal et al. introduce a ranking schema specifically for
evolutionary couplings in micro-clones. Different from the aforementioned work, our work aims to identify co-change
methods regardless of clones.

Association rules are used to detect co-change relationships by predicting the evolutionary couplings [24, 26, 44].
However, the set of software artifacts obtained by association rules is unordered, relatively large and contains many
false positives [21]. It is essential to prioritize the detection results to provide more informative suggestions to the
developers.

Prior work [20, 24] consider two entities to have a co-change relationship if they are changed together in the same
commit. However, such a co-changed relationship definition can introduce noisy and false positive labels, especially
regarding a fine-grained commit level. For example, when two methods can be edited in the same commit only once in
many months, they are labelled as positive but do not essentially have a co-change relationship.

A recent study [21] ranks the co-changed candidates by dynamically selecting the best ranking mechanism. The
proposed approach evaluates the ranking mechanisms with the last revision of the code and ranks the current revision by
the selected mechanism. However, this dynamic approach does not combine different ranking mechanisms and cannot
select multiple features simultaneously. In our work, we want to propose an approach that applies machine learning
algorithms to use an optimal combination of the multiple features mined from the software to identify co-change
methods.

FCP2Vec [1] uses Word2Vec to vectorize file paths and k-nearest neighbours (k-NN) to identify the most relevant
co-changing files based on similarities between the vectors. This approach is fast and easy to adopt. However, it only
utilizes the file path and file name for vectorization, which limits the amount of information considered, resulting in
performance that is not highly optimized for more complex co-change relationships.

8 CONCLUSION

To help practitioners identify the co-changed methods in a software project, we propose an approach that combines
the static features of the source code and the edit history data using LtR models to recommend the most relevant
co-changed methods in the pull-request level.

To assess the proposed approach, we conduct a large-scale experiment on 150 open-source projects. We find that the
RF model is the best-performing model, reaching 0.8394 NDCG@5. The most important feature of identifying co-change
methods is the number of co-changes in history. Our approach significantly outperforms all five baselines by 4.7%, 32%,
573.5%, 81.8%, and 41.1%, respectively. Finally, we find that the model with long training periods (i.e., 90 and 180 days)
achieves better performance. The prediction power of the models starts to drop after 60 days of testing data. Therefore
it is recommended to retrain the models every two months.

In the future, we aim to generalize our approach to support languages other than Java. Furthermore, we aim to
integrate our approach to Version Control Systems by developing an Integrated Development Environment (IDE) plugin.
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