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SE Factual Knowledge in Frozen Giant Code
Model: A Study on FQN and its Retrieval

Qing Huang, Dianshu Liao, Zhenchang Xing, Zhiqiang Yuan, Qinghua Lu, Xiwei Xu, Jiaxing Lu

Abstract—Pre-trained giant code models (PCMs) start coming into the developers’ daily practices. Understanding what types of and
how much software knowledge is packed into PCMs is the foundation for incorporating PCMs into software engineering (SE) tasks and
fully releasing their potential. In this work, we conduct the first systematic study on the SE factual knowledge in the state-of-the-art
PCM CoPilot, focusing on APIs’ Fully Qualified Names (FQNs), the fundamental knowledge for effective code analysis, search and
reuse. Driven by FQNs’ data distribution properties, we design a novel lightweight in-context learning on Copilot for FQN inference,
which does not require code compilation as traditional methods or gradient update by recent FQN prompt-tuning. We systematically
experiment with five in-context-learning design factors to identify the best in-context learning configuration that developers can adopt in
practice. With this best configuration, we investigate the effects of amount of example prompts and FQN data properties on Copilot’s
FQN inference capability. Our results confirm that Copilot stores diverse FQN knowledge and can be applied for the FQN inference due
to its high inference accuracy and non-reliance on code analysis. Based on our experience interacting with Copilot, we discuss various
opportunities to improve human-CoPilot interaction in the FQN inference task.

Index Terms—In-context Learning, Frozen Giant Code Model, FQN Inference, GitHub CoPilot, Prompt Design.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Software engineering (SE) is knowledge-intensive. The
knowledge includes, but not limited to: 1) factual knowl-
edge, such as the API’s fully-qualified name (FQN), user
credentials, text resources. 2) structural knowledge, such as
Abstract Syntax Tree (AST) and control flow graph (CFG),
reflecting the code’s syntax and execution flow. 3) semantic
knowledge, such as code patterns, code semantics and API
constraints, usually lead to bugs or vulnerabilities if they are
overlooked.

In the Natural Language Processing (NLP) community,
many studies [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6] show that the pre-
trained language models (PLMs) have powerful capabilities
for capturing linguistic and semantic knowledge in text.
These capabilities enable PLMs to significantly improve
the state-of-the-art in NLP tasks. In the SE community,
code naturalness shows that code can be understood and
manipulated in the same way as natural language text [7],
[8]. This spawn a series of pre-trained code models (PCMs),
e.g., CodeBERT [9], CodeT5 [10], CoPilot [11], modeling
code simply as text. Studies have shown that syntactic or
semantic knowledge packed in the PCMs can be transferred
to the downstream SE tasks and benefit these tasks [12], [13],
[14], [15], [16], [17], [18], [19]. Giant PCMs (e.g., CoPilot [11])
start coming into the everyday software development prac-
tices.
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However, there has been no work on probing and using
SE factual knowledge in the PCMs. In this work, we study a
particular type of SE factual knowledge, i.e., API’s FQNs.
An API FQN identifies which class, function or field a
simple name refers to in a code context. It is a fundamental
knowledge for program analysis [20], [21], [22], [23], [24],
[25] and code search [26], [27]. However, the FQNs of simple
names in partial code (see Fig. 1) usually cannot be resolved
which hinders the partial code reuse and analysis [28], [29],
[30]. Existing work [31], [32], [33] for FQN inference in
partial code depends on a symbolic knowledge base of APIs
and their usage and partial program analysis [34]. However,
building such symbolic knowledge bases requires project
compilation, and suffers from out-of-vocabulary (OOV) is-
sues [35]. Our previous work [35] proposed to treat code
as text and infer FQNs as a text fill-in-blank task based
on an FQN-prompt-tuned CodeBERT (see an illustration in
Fig. 1), showing the promise of PCMs for modeling FQN
knowledge in code.

Supervised fine-tuning [12], [35], [36] updates the model
weights. Although the fine-tuned PLMs perform well in the
downstream tasks, it does not mean that the vanilla PLMs
without fine-tuning effectively store relevant knowledge.
In fact, our study (see RQ4 in Section 4.4) shows that
CodeBERT (125M parameters) [9] (the backbone PCM fine-
tuned in [35]) performs poorly on FQN inference without
fine-tuning. A recent study by Google [37] shows that model
size matters and emergent abilities will not appear until a
critical threshold of scale is reached. Recent NLP studies [6],
[38], [39] demonstrate that giant PLMs (e.g., GPT3 with
175B parameters) have strong ability to store factual and
commonsense knowledge as neural knowledge base and
the stored knowledge can be accurately recalled through
in-context learning (see Fig. 1 for the illustration of in-
context learning). In these studies, giant PLMs are frozen
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(i.e., without updating model parameters) such that people
can understand to what extent certain factual knowledge is
present in the intact models.

A recent study [40] identifies three data distribution
properties (temporally bursty, Zipfian distribution, and dy-
namic meaning) empowers the in-context learning ability
of frozen giant PLMs. FQN data manifests these three
properties. First, the temporally bursty is reflected in API
evolution [41], [42], [43], [44], during which new APIs are
introduced and existing APIs are removed, changed or
deprecated. Furthermore, new libraries emerge and existing
ones become obsolete [41]. Second, the Zipfian (i.e. power
law) distribution is reflected in the FQN lengths and usage.
In our experimental dataset of six libraries (Android SDK,
JDK, Hibernate, GWT, Xstream, Joda Time), about 12% (or
27%) FQNs have been used more than 10k (or 1k) times
respectively, followed by a long tail of infrequently used
FQNs (see Table 3). Third, the dynamic meaning is reflected
in the 1:N and N:1 cardinalities between simple names and
FQNs (i.e., polysemy and synonymy ambiguity in NLP).
For example, all variables reader, br and buffRead can be of
the type java.io.BufferedReader. The simple name Date can be
java.util.Date, java.sql.Date or sun.util.calendar.Gregorian.Date.

We hypothesize that frozen giant PCMs (e.g., CoPilot [11]
extended from GPT3) can serve as a neural knowledge base
of SE factual knowledge (e.g., FQNs) because they are pre-
trained on a giant corpus of source code. To validate this
hypothesis, we conduct a series of experiments, focusing
on two questions: 1) how much FQN knowledge is packed
in a frozen giant PCM (CoPilot in this study)? 2) how can
we effectively retrieve the FQN knowledge in the frozen
CoPilot? Inspired by the alignment of FQN data distribution
properties with the findings in [40], we set up in-context
learning tasks on CoPilot for inferring FQNs for cannot-be-
resolved simple names in partial code snippets (see Fig. 1).
We experiment a wide range of learning configurations:
zero/one/few-shot learning and in-context learning design
factors (code context, task description, prompt template,
example prompt order and identifier format). We analyze
the CoPilot’s capability in inferring FQNs with diverse data
distribution properties (FQN lengths, FQN usage times,
simplename-FQN and FQN-simplename cardinalities).

As CoPilot can only be manually invoked, we sample
a set of 1,440 representative and diverse methods from
the Github dataset of six libraries in [35]. These meth-
ods use 4,697 distinct APIs from 850 packages. Different
from supervised FQN-prompt tuning [35], our FQN in-
ference stands on the shoulder of frozen giant CoPilot.
With the lightweight in-context learning, CoPilot can be
quickly adapted to the FQN inference task with zero or
a few examples of simplename-FQN mappings. On the
Stack Overflow dataset (496 code snippets using 791 distinct
APIs from 66 packages), our method achieves very close or
better inference accuracy than supervised prompt tuning of
CodeBERT with 11,776 library source files in [35]. Our study
also unveils several interesting interactions with CoPilot,
including micro-level sensitivity, human-CoPilot colearn-
ing and priori knowledge for in-context learning. These
interaction experiences call for further studies on human-
PCM collaboration design to effectively integrate human
intelligence and AI in software engineering tasks.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• Conceptually, we conduct the first systematic study
on a fundamental SE factual knowledge (FQN) in the
state-of-the-art giant PCM (CoPilot). Our methodol-
ogy can be extended to other SE factual knowledge
in giant PCMs (e.g., privacy and proprietary infor-
mation in code).

• Technically, we design the first lightweight in-context
learning-based method for FQN inference, standing
on the shoulder of frozen giant PCM. Our method
removes the reliance on code compilation and spe-
cial model tuning and deployment. Developers can
easily adopt our method when reusing and parsing
partial code by writing a few lines of code comments
demonstrating the FQN inference task to CoPilot and
then requesting the CoPilot’s completion.

• Empirically, we systematically experiment a wide
range of in-context learning configurations. Our re-
sults reveal the extent and characteristics of FQN
knowledge stored in CoPilot and confirm the prac-
ticality of using CoPilot for FQN inference in partial
code. We also identify effective in-context learning
configurations for different priori FQN knowledge
and data properties. Our data package can be found
here 1. Code will be released upon paper acceptance.

2 IN-CONTEXT LEARNING FOR FQN INFERENCE

We design a lightweight, easy-to-deploy in-context learning
method for FQN inference in partial code. This method
allows us to probe the FQN knowledge in the frozen giant
PCMs.

2.1 Supervised Fine-Tuning vs. In-Context Learning

2.1.1 Supervised Fine-Tuning

PCMs have been adopted in many downstream SE tasks
through supervised fine-tuning [9], [45], [46]. Fine tun-
ing adapts task-agnostic PLMs to downstream tasks by
gradient-updating the weights of a PLM on a supervised
dataset specific to the downstream task. Downstream tasks
are generally heterogeneous from the PLM pretraining. To
alleviate this heterogeneity, prompt tuning has been pro-
posed [47], [6], [48]. Prompts are templates that convert
downstream tasks into the form of pre-training tasks which
makes pre-training and prompt tuning share homogeneous
learning objective. “Pre-training, prompt-tuning and predic-
tion” has become a new NLP paradigm and has demon-
strated strong capability in zero-, one- or few-shot scenar-
ios in code summarization [49], fault prediction [50], code
translation [51] and requirement classification [17]. Recently,
we. [35] applied FQN-prompt-tuning to CodeBERT for FQN
inference. However, as fine-tuning updates model weights,
we cannot know how much FQN knowledge a frozen PLM
captures.

1. https://github.com/SE-qinghuang/SE-Factual-Knowledge-in-
Frozen-Giant-Code-Model
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List<String> results = new ArrayList<String>();
File[] files = new File("").listFiles(); 
for (int j=0; j<files.length; j++){ 
      File path = files[j]; 
      String s = ""; 
      while (br.ready()) { 
            s += br.readLine().toLowerCase()+"\n"; }}

Fine-tuning Generative Language Model 
The model is trained via repeated gradient updates using a large corpus of
example tasks

Code Context 

The code context is a code snippet. The task is to infer the FQN for
each "cannot be resolved" simple name in this code snippet. 

The factors we explore for in-context learning (no gradient update) for FQN inference
Supervised fine-tuning

//parse simple name to fully qualified name 
//the fully qualified name of "List<>" is "java.util.List<>" 
//the fully qualified name of "File[]" is "java.io.File[]" 
//the fully qualified name of "String" is "java.lang.String" 
//the fully qualified name of "br" is  

//parse simple name to fully qualified name 
//the fully qualified name of "br" is  

//parse simple name to fully qualified name 
//the fully qualified name of "List<>" is "java.util.List<>" 
//the fully qualified name of "br" is  

//parse simple name to fully qualified name 
//the fully qualified name of "Object" is "java.lang.Object" 
//the fully qualified name of "br" is   

//parse simple name to fully qualified name 
//the fully qualified name of "File[]" is "java.io.File[]" 
//the fully qualified name of "ArrayList<>" is "java.util.ArrayList<>" 
//the fully qualified name of "List<>" is "java.util.List<>" 
//the fully qualified name of "String" is "java.lang.String" 
//the fully qualified name of "File" is "java.io.File" 
//the fully qualified name of "br" is  

Zero-Shot 
The model predicts the FQN given only a natural language
description of the task. 

One-Shot-ENIC (Example Not in Code) 

In addtion to the task description, the model sees a single example of
the task.  But the simple name and corresponding FQN in this
example does not appear in the code context.

One-Shot 

In addtion to the task description, the model sees a single example of the task. The simple name and
corrseponding FQN in this example appear in the code context

Few-shot-REP (Random Example Prompts) 

In addtion to the task description, the model sees a few examples of the task. The simple names and
corresponding FQNs are randomly selected from the code context. 

Few-shot-LOO (Leave One Out) 

In addtion to the task description, the model sees all simple names and their corresponding FQNs
except for one simple name.

to-be-complete prompt

task description example prompt

task description 

example prompt

example prompts 
(random order) 

example prompts 
(random order)

           

                                 

                      

Code Context
Amount of Example Prompts

Task DescriptionIdentifier Format (with/without "")
Prompt Template (the full qualifod name of *** is ***) Example Prompt

task description

to be complete prompt

to-be-complete prompt

task description

to be complete prompt

to be complete prompt

task description

Code Context 
//task description 
//the fully qualified name of File[] is java.io.File[] 
//the fully qualified name of ArrayList<> is java.util.ArrayList<> 
//the fully qualified name of List<> is java.util.List
//the fully qualified name of String is java.lang.String 
//the fully qualified name of File is java.io.File 

Fine Tuning (with gradient update)

Fine-tuned
Copilot//the fully qualified name of br is 

Fine Tuning (with gradient update)

Fine-tuned CodeBERT 

Fine-tuning for Masked Language Model
The model is trained via repeated gradient updates using a large corpus of
example tasks. The example refers to [35].

java.io.BufferedRead

java . io . BufferedRead 
java . io . BufferedRead 

java.util.List<String> results = new java.util.ArrayList<String>(); 
java.io.File[] files = new java.io.File("").listFiles(); 
for (int j=0; j<java.io.File[].length; j++){ 
         java.io.File path = files[j]; 
         java.lang.String s = ""; 
         while (<mask><mask><mask><mask><mask>.ready()) { 
               s += <mask><mask><mask><mask><mask>.readLine().toLowerCase()+"\n";
}}

Fig. 1. In-Context Learning for FQN Inference. The bold text is the explanation, not part of task input. The model’s task input parts are highlighted,
such as the code context in purple block and the prompts in gray block. A task input concatenates a purple block and a gray block.

2.1.2 In-context Learning
In-context learning is a form of prompt learning without
gradient update of PLMs so that we can learn to what extent
a frozen PLM captures certain knowledge. In-context learn-
ing uses the text input to a PLM to specify the downstream
task: the PLM is conditioned on a task description and/or
a few task demonstrations (i.e., example prompts) and is
then asked to complete further instances of the task (i.e., to-
be-complete prompt) by generating what comes next. Fig. 1
presents our task input for FQN inference. Although a PCM
may have seen many simple names and FQNs during pre-
training, this form of the FQN inference task has never been
seen during pre-training. By analyzing the capability of a
PCM in generating the FQN for the given simple name in a
code context in the in-context learning setting, we probe the
FQN knowledge that this PCM captures.

2.2 Our In-Context Learning Design
To develop a comprehensive understanding of the FQN
knowledge in a frozen, giant PCM, we consider two main
perspectives in designing in-context learning tasks.

2.2.1 Amount of Example Prompts
Example prompts are the most important part for in-context
learning. As shown in Fig. 1, example prompts follow
the task description and appear before the to-be-complete
prompt. They not only inform the model priori-known
FQNs but also “teach” the model how it should complete
the task unseen during pre-training. Given a code snippet,
the developer may know the FQNs of some simple names.
Priori-known FQNs would help to infer other unknown
FQNs. To simulate different levels of priori-known FQNs
in the FQN inference task, we design five different shot
settings (zero-shot, two one-shot and two few-shot).

The zero-shot provides no example prompts. This sim-
ulates the situation when the developer does not know any
FQN (no matter for the simple names in the code context or
any other FQNs). As shown in Zero-Shot in Fig. 1, the model

predicts the FQN of the simple name given only the task
description. Given this minimum task input, the model may
not clearly know what task to solve and thus generate some
irrelevant results (e.g., generating a piece of code instead of
an FQN, generating the value of a variable instead of its
FQN).

The one-shot-ENIC (example not in code context)
provides one example prompt, but the simple name and
corresponding FQN does not appear in the code context.
This setting assumes that even if the developer does not
know the FQNs of any simple names in the code context, he
or she may still know some general FQNs. As shown in One-
Shot-ENIC (Example Not in code context) in Fig. 1, the example
prompt shows the simple name Object and its corresponding
FQN java.lang.Object, even though Object does not appear in
the code context. Although this example prompt does not
provide any priori-known FQNs relevant to the code con-
text, it still demonstrates the task completion format, which
may reduce the chance of generating the text irrelevant to
FQN. However, this not-in-code-context simplename-FQN
example may cause the model to misunderstand the scope
of FQN inference and generate an FQN irrelevant to the
code context.

The one-shot provides one example prompt for a simple
name (selected randomly or by FQN usage times) appearing
in the code context. As shown in One-Shot in Fig. 1, the
prompt shows the simple name List<> and its correspond-
ing FQN java.util.List<>, and the simple name List<>
appears in the code context. This setting is the lower bound
of priori-known FQN in the code context and demonstrates
the task completion format. However, providing only one
example may not be sufficient to adapt the model to the
FQN inference task.

The few-shot-REP (random example prompts) provides
the example prompts for 2 to n−2 randomly selected simple
names in the code context. n is the number of all unique
cannot-be-resolved simple names. In the example of Few-
Shot-REP (Random Example Prompts) in Fig. 1, there are three
example prompts, each for one simple name in the code
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context. This simulates the situations when the developer
knows the FQNs for some simple names but not others. The
more example prompts the model sees, the more likely it
can adapt to specific code contexts and infer relevant FQNs
in the correct format.

The few-shot-LOO (leave one out) provides the example
prompts for all n− 1 simple names in the code context, ex-
cept for one simple name left out for inference, as illustrated
in the example of Few-shot-LOO (Leave One Out) in Fig. 1.
This setting is the upper bound of priori-known FQNs,
which would maximize the model’s capability in inferring
the FQN for the left-out simple name. This upper bound
allows us to estimate the extent of FQN knowledge in a
giant PCM.

2.2.2 Prompt Engineering
In addition to task demonstrations by example prompts, our
in-context learning considers the following five factors when
preparing the task input.

Code Context. The code context is a code snippet (the
purple block in Fig. 1). We put the code context at the
beginning of the task input, which specifies the context
where the FQN inference occurs. If the code context is
not given, we essentially probe the preferred FQN that the
model memorizes for a simple name from pre-training.

Task Description. The task description (the green block
in Fig. 1) follows the code context and appears before the
example prompts. It tells the model what the task is about.
We consider three types of task description: no description,
concise (i.e., “type inference”), or verbose (i.e., “parse simple
name to fully qualified name”).

Prompt Template. All example prompts and to-be-
complete prompt use the same prompt template so that the
model can learn from the example prompts how to complete
the to-be-complete prompt. We experiment two types of
prompt templates: description or symbol. The description
template is “the fully qualified name of simplename is FQN”,
as shown in Fig. 1. The symbol template uses a symbol (→
in our experiments) to indicate mapping a simple name to
an FQN (e.g., File→ java.io.File).

Order of Example Prompts. To understand if the order
of example prompts affects the model’s learning, we design
three orders: random, frequent first, and infrequent first.
We count the FQN usage times in all the methods in our
dataset. Frequent-first order means the example prompts
of the more frequently used FQNs appear before the less
frequently used FQNs. Infrequent-first order is the opposite
to Frequent-first order. Random order means randomly
ordering example prompts without considering the FQN
usage times.

Identifier Format. Annotating a word in a sentence
can help the model distinguish it from other words. We
experiment the identifier format with and without special
annotations. Without annotations means the words in the
prompts are treated equally. With annotations, we add “” to
simple names and FQNs in the prompts, for example, the
fully qualified name of “File” is “java.io.File” in Fig. 1.

2.3 FQN Inference by In-Context Learning on CoPilot
In this study, we probe the FQN knowledge in CoPilot with
175B parameters. We choose CoPilot as it has commercial

product quality and provides the IDE plugin to invoke
the model. We use giant PCM rather than small models
like CodeBERT [9] as the study [37] shows giant models
exhibit emergent abilities that small/medium models do
not have. To apply in-context learning on CoPilot for FQN
inference, developers can write a task input comprising one
code snippet as text (if provided), followed by one task
description, example prompts (if any) (one per line) and
one to-be-complete prompt at the end, as shown in Fig. 1.
Each part starts on a new line. Task description and prompts
starts with // as code comments. The entire task input is
plain text, and CoPilot can be invoked on the to-be-complete
prompt line to complete it.

A to-be-complete prompt is to infer the FQN for a
cannot-be-resolved simple name in the code context. As
in [35], we consider three types of cannot-be-resolved simple
names: 1) data type of variable declaration (e.g., “File” in
Fig. 1); 2) type name of class instantiation and array creation
(e.g., “List<String>”); 3) the object or the type on which
a method is invoked or a field is accessed (e.g., “br”).
In addition, we consider the method/field name of this
method invocation or field access (e.g., readLine()) to test
the CoPilot’s inference capability for methods and fields.
However, we do not consider the chained method calls
or field accesses (e.g., “br.readLine().toLowerCase()”). Once
“br” or “readLine()” is resolved to an FQN, the receiving
type of “toLowerCase()” can be obtained from the return
type of “br.readLine()”.

As shown in Fig. 1, each prompt (example or to-be-
complete) contains only one simplename-FQN mapping.
For example, for “List<String>”, there will be two separate
prompts, one for “List<>” and the other for “String”.
Furthermore, we treat simple names with same base but dif-
ferent forms (e.g., “List”, “List<>”, “List[]”, and “List()”) as
different simple names, because we want to probe the CoPi-
lot’s capability in understanding different program syntax
(i.e., general type, generic type, array type, constructor).

3 EXPERIMENTS SETUP

Our experiments have two-fold objectives: 1) investigate
how much FQN knowledge is packed in a frozen giant PCM
like CoPilot; and 2) identify the effective ways to retrieve
the FQN knowledge in CoPilot by in-context learning. To
achieve these objectives, we conduct a series of experiments
to investigate the four research questions:

• RQ1 - How sensitive is the FQN inference on CoPilot
to five prompt engineering factors?

• RQ2 - How do amount of example prompts
(zero/one/few-shot) affect the FQN inference on
CoPilot?

• RQ3 - How do FQN data distribution properties
affect the FQN inference on CoPilot?

• RQ4 - How well does the FQN inference on CoPilot
perform on real-world partial code, compared with
the state-of-the-art prompt-tuning based FQN infer-
ence method [35]?

Next, we describe our datasets, prompt-engineering con-
figurations, preparation of task inputs for large-scale exper-
iments, our experiment environment and process.
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3.1 Datasets

To obtain accurate and practical answers to our research
questions, we construct two datasets: one Github code
dataset from the six libraries (Android SDK, JDK, GWT,
Hibernate, Joda Time and Xstream) and one SO dataset from
Stack Overflow posts discussing the API usage of these six
libraries.

3.1.1 Github Dataset From Six Libraries

We download the source code of the six libraries from the
replication package provided by [35]. The original dataset
was downloaded from the library’s Github repository and
was used to evaluate the prompt-tuned FQN inference
method in [35].

We extract all methods (not just public methods) from
each source file, because all methods can be used as the FQN
usage context no matter their visibility. The body of each
method is considered as a code snippet in our experiments.
As the source code of these libraries is compilable, we col-
lect unique <simplename, FQN> pairs used in the library
methods using the Spoon [52] tool. These <simplename,
FQN> pairs provide the ground-truth for the large-scale
experiments of the CoPilot’s FQN inference capability in
RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3. A long method generally includes many
<simplename, FQN> pairs, which will generate too many
experiment instances through the combination of different
in-context learning factors. Through a pilot study of manual
effort, we decide to keep only the methods with less than
30 lines of code (LOC), which account for 93.42% of all the
methods in the six libraries.

Because CoPilot can only be invoked manually in the
IDE editor, we cannot perform automatic experiments as
in [35] due to the prohibitive manual effort required. There-
fore, we sample a subset of diverse and representative meth-
ods from the original dataset. First, we randomly sample a
package and randomly sample a method in this package and
add the method to the sample dataset. Then, we randomly
sample the methods in the other not-yet-sampled packages
one at a time as follows. We randomly sample a not-yet-
sampled package and collect as candidates all methods in
the package whose similarity is less than 0.9 with any of
the methods in the sample dataset. The method similarity
is measured by the code embedding method [53]. We add
the least-similar candidate method with more than three
<simplename, FQN> pairs to the sample dataset, as those
with too few <simplename, FQN> pairs are not sufficient
for certain learning configurations (e.g., few-shot (random
example prompts). This sampling process continues until
all the library packages are iterated.

We obtain 1,440 methods as our Github dataset, which
have 8,258 <simplename, FQN> pairs (including 3,871
unique simple names and 4,697 unique FQNs from 850
packages). We confirm that the sampled methods are rep-
resentative in terms of code LOCs, FQN lengths, usage
times and simplename-FQN cardinalities, and also diverse
in terms of low pair-wise code similarities and FQN-set
Jaccard coefficients. Details are reported in the Section I-A
and Section I-B in the supplementary document.

TABLE 1
Two Configurations of Prompt Engineering

Prompt Factor Basic Best
Code Context Provided Provided

Task Description Verbose Concise
Prompt Template Description Description

Example Prompt Order Random Order Infrequent First
Identifier Format With Quote With Quote

3.1.2 Dataset From Stack Overflow Posts
In RQ4, we would like to evaluate CoPilot’s FQN inference
capability in real-world partial code developers write. To
that end, we use the two partial code datasets (Stat-Type-
SO and Short-SO) collected from the Stack Overflow posts
discussing the API usage of the six libraries. In our previous
work [35], we manually labelled the ground-truth FQNs for
the simple names in the code snippets. We double-check
and confirm the label correctness. The dataset Stat-Type-SO
has been used in several FQN inference studies [54], [32],
[55], [35]. It contains 381 code snippets (LOCs from 3 to
30) which use 685 distinct APIs of the library APIs from
35 distinct packages. The Short-SO was created by [35]. It
contains 115 short partial code snippets (LOC ≤ 10) which
use 205 distinct APIs from 35 distinct packages. In total,
the two SO datasets have 2,320 <simplename, FQN> pairs
(including 684 unique simple names, 791 unique FQNs in
496 code snippets.).

3.2 Configurations of Prompt Engineering
Before our experiments, we design a basic configuration (the
Basic column in Table 1) based on our intuition of which
options would be most effective for FQN inference. The
basic configuration provides the code context, uses verbose
task description (i.e., “parse simple name to fully qualified
name”), provides example prompts in random order, and
adopts description-style prompt template and annotates
simple names and FQNs with quotes (i.e., the fully qualified
name of “simplename” is “FQN”). To study the impact of
one prompt design factor on the FQN inference, we vary
the concerned factor with different variants but leave other
factors the same as the basic configuration. We validate our
intuition and identify the best configuration in RQ1 4.1 (the
Best column in Table 1). The best configuration is consis-
tent with the basic configuration except for using concise
task description (i.e., “type inference”) and providing the
infrequent FQN examples first. This best configuration is
used in RQ2/3/4. In all experiments, we apply a prompt-
engineering configuration in the five different shot settings.

3.3 Composing Task Inputs for Large-Scale Experi-
ments
To conduct large-scale experiments, it is impractical to ask
developers to manually write the task inputs in the IDE.
Therefore, given a code snippet in our datasets, we auto-
matically compose the task inputs according to a learning
configuration. The composed task inputs are saved in .java
files and stored in a folder structure corresponding to the
factor options. In this work, we assume the same simple
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name appearing at different places in the code context refers
to the same FQN. That is, there is no variable shadowing or
name masking. For each unique <simplename, FQN> pair
in the code context, we produce a to-be-complete prompt for
the simplename with the FQN as the ground truth. Then, we
prepare the example prompts with the rest <simplename,
FQN> pairs for five different shot settings. The composed
example prompts will be ordered according to the example
prompt order configuration. The Github dataset has 8,258
<simplename, FQN> pairs, so we compose 41,290 (5*8258)
task inputs for a learning configuration. RQ1, RQ2 and RQ3
involve 9 configurations so we compose in total 371,610
task inputs. The SO dataset has 2,320 <simplename, FQN>
pairs, and we compose 11,600 task inputs for the best
configuration in RQ4.

3.4 Experiment Environment and Process
We prepare nine computers for crowd workers to manually
request the completion of CoPilot. We install JetBrain’s
IDEA IDE version 2022.2 on each computer and install the
CoPilot plugin version 1.1.28.1744 in the IDEA environment.
As CoPilot treats source code as text, there is no need for
compiling the task inputs. We recruit nine undergraduate
students from our school to complete the tasks. We divide
the task inputs roughly evenly across the nine workers.
The workers are offered a small financial incentive for their
work.

The workers open our stored task input files, obtain
the predicted FQN by pressing tab on the to-be-complete
prompt line, and save the file. We write a program to auto-
matically extract the text after the to-be-complete prompt
in the input files. If the content is empty, the input files
are missed by the workers, as CoPilot will output “No
completions were found” if its generation fails. We remind
the workers to complete the missed inputs. The process
of completing all task inputs took 1,512 man-hours (on
average 14.2 seconds per input). Then, we extract the pre-
dicted FQNs for all model inputs. If the content shows “No
completions were found”, the predicted FQN is marked as
“...” which does not match any ground-truth FQNs. If the
predicted FQN contains brackets (e.g., (), [], <>), we keep
the brackets but remove the contents inside the brackets.
If the delimiter between two tokens is a special symbol
(e.g., #, $) but not the dot (.), we replace the symbols with
the dot. As CoPilot is interactively used by developers, we
believe developers can easily recognize and fix these trivial
errors. After the post-processing, we consider a predicted
FQN correct only if it is identical to the ground-truth FQN.

4 EXPERIMENT RESULTS

4.1 Sensitivity to Prompt Engineering (RQ1)
4.1.1 Motivation
In-context learning prompts CoPilot how to complete new
tasks with examples. The model’s task completion capability
can be sensitive to the design of prompts (so-called prompt
engineering) [47], [56], [57]. Our in-context learning involves
five prompt-engineering factors (see Section 2.2.2), and each
factor has some variants. This RQ aims to investigate the
CoPilot’s sensitivity to prompt engineering and validate our
intuition of basic configuration.

4.1.2 Methodology

We use the Github dataset in this RQ. We create variant
configurations by varying one of the five factors (code
context, task description, prompt template, example prompt
order or identifier format) and keeping the other four factors
the same as the basic configuration. In addition to the basic
configuration, we obtain 7 more configurations by factor ab-
lation, and identify the best configuration of factor settings.
We experiment each configuration with five different shot
settings which produce the final 45 variant configurations,
with the total 371,610 model inputs to complete.

4.1.3 Result Analysis

The results of with/without code context confirms our intu-
ition. Code context is critical for making context-sensitive
inference. Without code context, CoPilot essentially gen-
erates FQNs based on its memory of the correlations be-
tween simple names and FQNs [58], and suffers the largest
accuracy drop. However, the inference accuracy without
code context is still acceptable (the upper bound 72.52% at
Few-Shot-LOO). This does indicate that CoPilot memorizes
many FQNs. On the other hand, simply relying on model
memorization may bias the FQN inference by the data
distribution for model pre-training. For example, without
code context, CoPilot always generates java.util.Date for
Date, while given the SQL processing code, it will generate
java.sql.Date. As java.util.Date is more frequently used than
java.sql.Date, CoPilot prefers the former over the latter when
no code context is provided.

The results of task description variants do not follow
our intuition. Verbose task description is only better than
no task description at Zero-Shot (i.e., no example prompt
provided). For all other cases, verbose task description is
worse (around 1%) than concise and no task description.
The default example prompt template (“the fully qualified
name of ... is ...”) carries similar information as verbose task
description, which may reduce the importance of verbose
task description.

The results of two prompt templates are somewhat sur-
prising. The description template (“the fully qualified name
of ... is ...”) is better (around 2%) than the symbol template
(“simplename → FQN”), except for Few-Shot-LOO where
the symbol template is 4.5% better than the description tem-
plate. This suggests that unless there are sufficient example
prompts, natural language examples are more beneficial
for conditioning the model on the task. However, when
example prompts are sufficient, the model can derive the
meaning of the symbol in the task context and complete the
task more correctly.

The results of example prompt order are very interesting.
Frequent-first (i.e., more-frequently-used FQNs appear at
the beginning) is always the worst, random-order is in
the middle, and infrequent-first (less-frequently-used FQNs
appear at the beginning) is always the best. The accuracy
(77.05%) of infrequent-first at Few-Shot-REP is even better
than the accuracy (75.99%) of frequent-first at Few-Shot-
LOO. That is, letting the model see more challenging (even
relatively) examples first is beneficial for the model to learn
better and faster. The variants of example prompt order is
not applicable to Zero-Shot (no example prompt) and One-
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TABLE 2
Results of Sensitivity to Prompt Engineering (+/-value Against the Basic Configuration)

PE Factor Variant Zero-Shot One-Shot-ENIC One-Shot Few-Shot-REP Few-Shot-LOO
Basic Configuration 49.00% 49.72% 61.18% 74.10% 77.55%
Best Configuration +1.07% +0.54% +4.54% +2.30% +1.79%

Code Context Not Provided -9.00% -4.87% -4.33% -5.24% -5.03%

Task Description Concise +1.07% +0.54% +0.94% +1.38% +1.10%
No -1.90% +1.44% +1.34% +0.47% +0.93%

Prompt Template Symbol -1.93% -0.19% -2.25% -1.47% +4.47%
Example Prompt

Order
Frequent First - - -7.18% -3.65% -1.56%

Infrequent First - - +7.69% +2.95% +0.06%
Identifier Format Without Quote -6.89% -2.81% -2.06% -1.06% -0.50%

Shot-ENIC (the same <simplename, FQN> not in the code
context).

The results of identifier format confirm our intuition.
Using a special symbol (“” in this work) to annotate sim-
ple names and FQNs results in better inference accuracy,
especially for Zero-Shot, One-Shot-ENIC and One-Shot. The
effect of special symbol diminishes as the example prompts
increases. These results suggest that special symbol let the
model attend to the key information (simple name and
FQN) when there is limited information. However, when
there are several example prompts, the model can distin-
guish the key information (different across examples) from
other repeating information even the key information is not
specially annotated.

Based on the prompt engineering results, we define
the “best” configuration: with code context, concise task
description, description-style prompt template, infrequent-
first example prompt order, identifier with quote. We carry
out the experiments with the best configuration. The best
configuration is always better than the basic configuration
across the five shot settings. It is 1.07%, 0.54%, 4.54%,
2.30%, 1.79% more accurate in zero-shot, one-shot-EXIC,
one-shot, few-shot-REP, and few-shot-LOO, respectively.
The best configuration is also generally better than the
basic configuration with only one factor variant, except for
four configuration variants (no task description at One-Shot-
ENIC, infrequent-first at One-Shot, infrequent-first at Few-
Shot-REP, and symbol prompt template at Few-Shot-LOO).
This suggests that prompt factors have complex interactions
which may cancel the effects of others.
Although studies [47], [56], [57] show PLMs are
sensitive to prompt engineering, CoPilot remains
overall stable in inferring FQN knowledge in face of
variant prompt-engineering factors. Our intuition of
the effectiveness of factor variants largely holds, except
for task description and example prompt order. This
indicates the necessity to combine intuition and empirical
evidences in prompt engineering. Combining the best
individual variants results in an overall-balanced best
configuration.

4.2 Impact of Amount of Example Prompts (RQ2)

4.2.1 Motivation
In-context learning relies on example prompts to adapt the
model to the new tasks unseen during pre-training. From

the practical point of view, example prompts correspond to
priori FQN knowledge developers have which may help
the model complete the FQN inference. This RQ aims to
investigate the CoPilot’s FQN inference capability when the
developer can provide different amount of priori-known
FQNs. The results help us evaluate the practicality of CoPi-
lot for FQN inference, and estimate the extent of FQN
knowledge stored in CoPilot.

4.2.2 Methodology
We use the Github dataset in this RQ. We use the best config-
uration of prompt factors (see Section 4.1) and experiment
five different amount of example prompts (see Section 2.2.1).
For each <simplename, FQN> pair in a code snippet, we
generate five model inputs, corresponding to the five shot
settings respectively. We obtain 41,290 model inputs (8,258
for each shot setting) for this RQ.

4.2.3 Result Analysis
The Best Configuration in Table 3 shows our results. At
Zero-Shot, the inference performs poorly (50.07% accu-
racy). A common mistake CoPilot makes at zero-shot is
to generate some FQN-irrelevant text. For example, it
generates a path name “Data.Exported Datas.BasicConfig-
zero-shot.prompt files.Ticket” for the simple name “Ticket”,
which is the file that stores the task input. The poor zero-
shot accuracy suggests that only a task description is in-
sufficient for the model to determine what task it needs to
solve.

One-shot-ENIC (example not in code) shows the model
one example prompt. Although this example is not for the
simple name in the code context, it helps to reduce the cases
where the model generates FQN-irrelevant text. However,
the overall accuracy (50.26%) of One-Shot-ENIC does not
improve much over that of Zero-Shot, because the model
often generates some FQNs irrelevant to the code context at
One-Shot-ENIC, which could be misled by the non-in-the-
code example.

Providing an example prompt for the simple name and
FQN in the code context helps the model correct many
irrelevant-to-context FQN inference errors, which leads to
significant accuracy improvement (overall from 50.26% at
One-Shot-ENIC to 65.72% at One-Shot). Further increasing
example prompts can further boost the inference accuracy
(overall 76.40% Few-Shot-REP and 79.34% Few-Shot-LOO).
At Few-Shot-LOO, the model gives the upper bound of
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TABLE 3
The FQN Inference Accuracy For FQNs with Different Data Distribution Properties (the Closer to 1, the Brighter the Color)

Range FQN Percentage(%) Zero-Shot One-Shot-ENIC One-Shot Few-Shot-REP Few-Shot-LOO
Best Configuration all 100% 50.07% 50.26% 65.72% 76.40% 79.34%

FQN Length

2− 4 58.04% 76.59% 77.49% 78.40% 86.42% 88.29%
5− 7 28.00% 18.59% 18.19% 50.73% 64.25% 68.92%
8− 10 13.35% 3.08% 1.40% 43.19% 59.33% 63.25%
≥ 11 0.61% 0.00% 0.00% 40.82% 55.10% 59.18%

FQN Usage Time

≥ 10k 12.58% 99.42% 99.71% 99.52% 99.42% 99.62%
[1k, 10k) 14.99% 79.75% 85.98% 82.99% 89.71% 92.53%
[10, 1k) 42.20% 51.87% 50.56% 61.48% 75.56% 79.18%
[1, 10) 30.23% 11.51% 10.72% 48.49% 61.04% 64.27%

SN:FQN

1 : 1 74.80% 53.54% 54.45% 70.48% 79.64% 82.52%
1 : 2 9.53% 45.23% 47.19% 60.00% 74.64% 76.47%
1 : 3 3.88% 36.22% 34.29% 51.92% 68.27% 73.40%
1 :≥ 4 11.79% 36.53% 31.36% 44.67% 59.97% 63.46%

FQN:SN

1 : 1 70.36% 54.59% 55.39% 68.57% 76.27% 78.48%
1 : 2 12.95% 26.73% 25.38% 57.60% 75.87% 81.15%
1 : 3 3.91% 28.03% 25.16% 56.69% 77.07% 79.94%
1 :≥ 4 12.78% 55.56% 54.87% 61.01% 77.49% 82.07%

the model’s inference capability: it correctly inferences 3,224
distinct FQNs.

CoPilot stores rich FQN knowledge. Its FQN knowledge
can be reasonably recalled even when only one
simplename-FQN example in the code context is
provided. As the number of examples increases, more
and more FQN knowledge can be accurately recalled,
with the maximum accuracy at about 80%. Therefore, it is
practical to use CoPilot with in-context learning for FQN
inference.

4.3 Impact of FQN Data Distribution Properties (RQ3)

4.3.1 Motivation

FQN data exhibits Zipfian distribution and dynamic mean-
ings which have been reported to be influential in the in-
context learning ability of PLMs [40]. This RQ aims to reveal
the correlations between the FQN properties, different shot
settings and the CoPilot’s FQN inference ability. The results
help us understand the characteristics of FQN knowledge
stored in CoPilot, and the conditions to effectively retrieve
FQNs with different properties.

4.3.2 Methodology

We consider four FQN properties: lengths, usage times,
and simplename-FQN (SN:FQN) and FQN-simplename
(FQN:SN) cardinalities (i.e., polysemy and synonymy am-
biguity respectively). We obtain the statistics of these FQN
properties in the original Github dataset (see Appendix
Section I in our supplementary document). The experiment
setting is the same as RQ2. We calculate the accuracy for four
FQN length ranges (2-4, 5-7, 8-10 and ≥11), four FQN usage
time ranges [1,10), [10-1k), [1k-10k) and≥10k), four SN:FQN
cardinalities (1:1, 1:2, 1:3, 1:≥4), and four FQN:SN cardinal-
ities (1:1, 1:2, 1:3, 1:≥4). SN:FQN 1:1 can be different from
FQN:SN 1:1 as they are indexed by unique simple names
and unique FQNs respectively. FQN percentage column in
Table 3 shows the percentage of each range in our sample
dataset.

4.3.3 Results Analysis

Table 3 shows the results. Looking at the inference accuracy
at different FQN length ranges, it is unsurprising that the
accuracy degrades as the FQNs become longer. For short
FQNs (2-4 tokens), the model can make fairly accurate
inference even without any example prompts (76.59% at
Zero-Shot), and achieves the maximum accuracy 88.29% at
Few-Shot-LOO. As the FQNs become longer (5 or more
tokens), the inference accuracy drops over 58% to below
18.59% at Zero-Shot and below 18.19% at One-Shot-ENIC.
For FQNs with 8 or more tokens, the accuracy is close to 0%.
However, with only one example in the code context, the
accuracy dramatically jumps to 50.73% for FQN length 5-7
and over 40% for FQN length ≥8. Increasing the number of
examples can further boost the accuracy. At Few-Shot-REP
and Few-Shot-LOO, the accuracy for the most challenging
FQN length ≥11 is 55.10% and 59.18%, respectively.

For the most frequently-used FQNs (≥10k), CoPilot
achieves almost perfect accuracy (≥99%) even at Zero-Shot.
For the FQN usage times [1k, 10k), it also performs very well
(79.75% at Zero-Shot and 90% or above at Few-Shot). For
less frequently-used FQNs ([10, 1k), CoPilot still maintains
a reasonable inference accuracy (about 50%-60% at Zero-
Shot and One-Shot), unlike the close-to-0 accuracy for long
FQNs (≥8 tokens). For the FQNs in the ([10, 1k) range,
providing some FQN examples improves the accuracy to
75.56% at Few-Shot-REP and maximizes the accuracy to
79.18% at Few-Shot-LOO. For the lest frequently-used FQNs
(<10), CoPilot has to see some FQN examples to make
the inference with reasonable accuracy (above 61% at Few-
Shot).

The overall trend of accuracy changes for SN:FQN (1:N)
across the five shot settings is similar to that for FQN
lengths and usage times. One difference is that CoPilot
still has a certain level of inference capability for the
challenging SN:FQN (1:≥3) (31%-36% accuracy at Zero-
Shot and One-Shot-ENIC), rather than the catastrophic
failures for FQN length ≥8 and FQN usage times <10.
The other difference is that the accuracy gaps between
the easy and the more challenging SN:FQN cases are
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smaller than those between different FQN length ranges and
FQN usage-time ranges (visible from the color differences
across the ranges). An interesting result is that CoPilot
may make mistakes for SN:FQN (1:1). For example, the
simple name Cookies, CoPilot sometimes predicts the FQN
com.google.gwt.http.client.Cookies while the ground-truth is
com.google.gwt.user.client.Cookies. We attribute this to the
probabilistic nature of the neural network. Note that even
for the dictionary-lookup in a symbolic FQN knowledge
base [59], [54], [32], the accuracy at SN:FQN (1:1) is not 100%
either, because the symbolic knowledge base suffers from
the OOV issue limited by code compilation [35]. In contrast,
CoPilot does not require any code compilation or analysis
which is much more convenient to deploy in practice.

The trend of increasing accuracy from Zero-Shot to Few-
Shot-LOO for FQN:SN is the same as that for the other three
properties. However, at a particular shot setting (One-Shot,
Few-Shot-REP or Few-Shot-LOO), the accuracy at different
FQN:SN ranges has much smaller differences, compared
with the accuracy differences between different ranges of
the other three properties. That is, the number of different
variable names referring to the same FQN (i.e., synonymy
ambiguity) do not affect much the inference of this FQN
once one FQN example in the code context is provided. This
is because the variables are used to invoke the methods or
access the fields (e.g., br.readLine()) and the method/field
name provides good usage context for inferring the type of
the variable name. Another interesting difference from the
other three properties is that the middle FQN:SN ranges (1:2
and 1:3) are much worse than FQN:SN 1:1 and 1:≥4 at Zero-
Shot and One-Shot-ENIC, and the accuracy at FQN:SN 1:≥4
is in par with that at FQN 1:1 for all shot settings. FQN:SN
1:≥4 actually means more usage of an FQN although the
FQN is referred by many different variable names. The
benefit of the higher usage times outweighs the challenge
incurred by different variable names.

The FQN knowledge in CoPilot is diverse in FQN
lengths, usage times, SN:FQN and FQN:SN cardinalities.
CoPilot can accurately infers short, frequently-used,
less ambiguous FQNs, without the need of many task
demonstrations. Providing more task demonstrations
helps CoPilot better infer longer, less frequently-used,
or more ambiguous FQNs. FQN usage time is the most
influential on inference accuracy, followed by FQN length,
and then name ambiguity. Synonymy (FQN:SN 1:≥2) is
the least influential as it indicates higher FQN usage
which is beneficial for FQN inference.

4.4 Inference for Real-World Partial Code (RQ4)

4.4.1 Motivation

RQ2 and RQ3 use the methods in library source code as
code snippets. As the library source code is compilable,
we can automatically collect the ground-truth FQNs for the
large-scale experiments in RQ2 and RQ3. Although CoPi-
lot performs well on library methods, we want to further
confirm its FQN inference capability for real-world partial
code. Furthermore, we want to compare CoPilot’s capability
with that of small-size PCMs and the capability of in-context
learning versus supervised prompt tuning.

4.4.2 Methodology

We use the two Stack Overflow datasets Stat-Type-SO and
Short-SO (see Section 3.1.2). We use the best configuration
identified in RQ1 (see Table 1). The two SO datasets contain
496 partial code snippets and 2,320 <simplename, FQN>
pairs, and we obtain 11,600 task inputs.

We consider two baselines: 1) pre-trained CodeBERT [9]
without fine-tuning (i.e., zero-shot); 2) pre-trained Code-
BERT with FQN prompt fine-tuning as [35]. We use the best
FQN-prompt-tuned CodeBERT model in [35] (tuned with
11,776 source code files of the six libraries). CodeBERT is
a MLM and has 125M parameters. We formulate the FQN
inference on CodeBERT as a text fill-in-blank task as in [35].

As illustrated in Fig. 1, CoPilot makes one inference for
each unique simple name in the code context. However,
CodeBERT-based methods make one inference for each indi-
vidual simple name in the code context. It may infer differ-
ent FQNs for the same simple name at different locations.
We consider three accuracy variants for CodeBERT-based
methods (individual instance, majority-win or any-correct).
Individual instance is the accuracy for all individual simple
names. Majority-win calculates the accuracy based on the
majority of inferred FQNs for each unique simple name.
If there is a tie, an FQN is randomly picked. Any-correct
means if any of the inferred FQNs for a unique simple
name is correct, we consider the model makes the correct
inference.

4.4.3 Result Analysis

CodeBERT without fine-tuning performs the worst, with an
accuracy of less than 19% at best. This suggests that small-
size PCMs do not capture much FQN knowledge as giant
CoPilot. In contrast, standing on the shoulder of giant CoPi-
lot which stores rich FQN knowledge, in-context learning
achieves above 76% accuracy at Zero-Shot on the two SO
datasets. Furthermore, the accuracy on the SO partial code
at Zero-Shot is much higher than that on library methods
at Zero-Shot (about 50%). This is because the FQNs in the
partial code on Stack Overflow are mostly frequently-used
APIs, which are easy to make accurate inference as shown
in RQ3.

The FQN prompt-tuning significantly boosts Code-
BERT’s inference accuracy to above 80%. We see small fluc-
tuations between the three accuracy variants (individual-
instance, majority-win and any-correct), which suggests that
CodeBERT with prompt tuning generally makes consistent
FQN inferences for the same simple name at different loca-
tions. Considering SO partial code uses many commonly
used APIs, it is reasonable to assume developers would
know some of the used APIs. Therefore, One-Shot and
Few-Shot-REP will reflect CoPilot’s capability in practice.
At these two shot settings, CoPilot achieves 8% and 12%
higher accuracy than Zero-Shot, and the accuracy is close to
or better than that of CodeBERT with prompt tuning. Max-
imizing priori-known FQNs at Few-Shot-LOO only slightly
improves the accuracy. We analyze the accuracy for the code
of six libraries individually, and find that in-context learning
is more stable than the prompt-tuning method. Due to the
space limitation, we put the result details in Section II in the
supplementary materials.
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TABLE 4
Comparison between PCM-based FQN Inferences

Method Test Strategy Stat-Type-SO Short-SO Overall

Pre-trained CodeBERT MLM
Individuals 18.86% 10.89% 18.16%

Majority Win 14.73% 10.75% 14.07%
Any-correct 18.20% 12.28% 17.22%

Prompt-tuned CodeBERT MLM
Individuals 88.25% 80.54% 87.56%

Majority Win 88.95% 82.90% 87.94%
Any-correct 89.76% 82.90% 88.61%

Copilot with In-Context Learning

Zero-Shot 76.09% 78.76% 76.98%
One-Shot-ENIC 73.82% 79.35% 75.73%

One-Shot 83.89% 88.79% 84.70%
Few-Shot-REP 88.66% 92.04% 88.88%
Few-Shot-LOO 89.01% 91.15% 89.31%

CoPilot exhibits emergent FQN inference ability which
does not exist in small PCMs. Reusing online code
snippets is a common practice [28], [29], [30]. CoPilot can
facilitate this code reuse by accurately infer FQNs for
cannot-be-resoled simple names in uncompilable partial
code. It achieves the accuracy with only a few examples
of the FQN inference task, in par with CodeBERT with
FQN-prompt tuning [35]

5 DISCUSSIONS

We now discuss our exploratory interaction experiences
with CoPilot, the differences between fine-tuning and in-
context learning, and potential threats to the validity of our
study.

5.1 Human-CoPilot Interaction

During our experiments, we perform some exploratory in-
teractions with CoPilot inspired by its outputs. The results
of such exploratory interactions are not counted in our
RQs, but they inspire ways to help CoPilot better serve
the SE tasks and call for further research in human-CoPilot
interaction.

5.1.1 Micro-Level Sensitivity

Although CoPilot remains stable in face of prompt vari-
ants (RQ1), it is sometimes sensitive to micro-level input
changes. For example, when CoPilot returns “no completion
were found”, we may trigger a successful completion by
slightly changing the to-be-complete prompt, for example,
delete the ending “is” , append a “:”, or append several
spaces. Furthermore, CoPilot sometimes generates an FQN
followed by a code snippet. We find that inserting an empty
line between code context and task description often forces
CoPilot to generate only FQNs. Such micro-level sensitiv-
ities of CoPilot seem inevitable, but knowing them will
enhance pragmatic use of CoPilot in the SE tasks.

5.1.2 Error Correction as Task Demonstration
In our experiments, we complete the inference tasks without
human intervention. However, We find that many of CoPi-
lot’s errors can be easily recognized and fixed by human.
For example, CoPilot generates only a partial FQN (e.g.,
org.apache.xalan.xsltc.compiler for the simple name ClassGen-
erator). When pressing tab once more to request a fur-
ther completion, CoPilot generates the full correct FQN.
As another example, CoPilot sometimes generates some
noisy characters in the FQNs, especially when the simple
name has symbols ([], <> or ()). For example, it generates
[Ljava.lang.String; for String[]. The outputs of CoPilot can
never be perfect, and we may not need it to be perfect [60].
But we may teach CoPilot to avoid common errors by
human feedback. For example, human may tell CoPilot the
generation is incomplete or remove the noise characters as
further task demonstrations.

5.1.3 Various Forms of Priori Knowledge
In our experiments, a task input includes fixed priori-
known FQNs and only one simple name for inference. In
practice, developers can iteratively infer FQNs for multiple
simple names and provide feedback during the process,
for example by confirming the correctly-inferred FQNs or
correcting the wrongly-inferred FQNs, which may help
subsequent inferences. Other types of priori knowledge
could also be useful. For example, the developer may know
the partial package name of the APIs. Even providing just
some beginning words such as com.android, it not only
shortens the FQN generation, but also conditions CoPilot
on what to generate. Or the developer may forget some
parts of an FQN, she may specify the forgotten parts of the
FQN by masks (e.g., “ ”). For example, CoPilot generates
com.android.layoutlib.bridge.impl.binding.AdapterItem based
on the to-be-complete-prompt “complete the FQN
com.android. . . . .AdapterItem : ”.

5.2 In-context Learning vs. Supervised Fine-Tuning
The supervised fine-tuning method has some drawbacks
when compared to the lightweight and easily applicable in-
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context learning method.
First, fine-tuning typically necessitates the collection and

processing of datasets. Our previous work [35], for example,
collect the library’s source code, remove the noise in codes,
and then build the dataset for tuning the pre-trained Code-
BERT. In contrast, the in-context learning method only needs
a few task demonstrations to teach the frozen giant code
model, and does not need to go through the data process.

Second, fine-tuning necessitates gradient update, which
usually requires testing a variety of different hyper-
parameters, resulting in a significant amount of work. In
contrast, the in-context learning method directly activates
the frozen giant code model without a gradient update.

Third, the fine-tuned model is applicable to a domain-
specific task. Assume that developers discover a new and
distinct downstream task. In that case, they must repeat
the model tuning processes to obtain a new domain-specific
model. In contrast, if a new scenario arises, the in-context
learning method only requires reusing the prompt design to
construct the demonstrations for the new task.

So, instead of gathering new data and fine-tuning the
model, the SE task shifts to designing/reusing a prompt for
extracting knowledge from frozen pre-trained LMs, which
is an entirely new paradigm for leveraging the superpower
of giant models for previously unseen tasks.

5.3 Threats to Validity

Due to the prohibitive manual effort required, we sampled
the datasets from the six libraries of Java. It is impossible
to achieve the exact same distribution as the original code,
but we made our best effort to ensure the distributions of
sampled code are as close as possible to those of the original
code and share the same overall trend. To ensure the diver-
sity of the sampled dataset, we chose the 0.9 threshold for
removing clone codes. We experimented the threshold from
0.8-0.95 and found 0.9 produces the code samples with the
most diverse distributions (e.g., code LOCs, FQN lengths,
usage times and simplename-FQN cardinalities) which are
close to the original dataset.

Due to the prohibitive manual effort, we experiment
9 prompt configurations through factor ablation, among
which we identify a “best” configuration. We will exper-
iment more configurations (e.g., verbose task description
with symbol-style prompt) in the future. Our experiments
show the practicality of CoPilot for FQN inference, but this
study focuses on the large-scale evaluation, not human-
CoPilot interaction. Future work needs to explore the chal-
lenges and opportunities in human-CoPilot interaction dis-
cussed above. Our experiments require crowd workers to
manually request the CoPilot’s completion. To minimize
human errors, we train crowd workers and ensure they
can use CoPilot in the IDE successfully. Furthermore, we
automatically generate task inputs so crowd workers only
need to perform minimum action (only need to press tab to
request completion). We also have automatic check to detect
the missed task inputs.

Our prompt design and evaluation methodology is
generic. This study uses only Java code due to the dataset
availability and the high effort to execute over 383K
prompts. Our follow-up work is to apply and evaluate

the FQN prompts from this study on other libraries and
programming languages such as Python, C++, and C#. As
CoPilot is pre-trained with vast GitHub code in many pro-
gramming languages, our follow-up work does not involve
any gathering new code for model fine-tuning.

6 RELATED WORK

Many PLMs have been proposed in recent years, such as
Bert [61], T5 [62], GPT3 [6], to name a few popular ones.
Researchers have investigated when and why PLMs achieve
the superior performance in NLP tasks. Wei et al. [12]
show that model scaling is crucial for emergent abilities of
giant PLMs. Chen et al. [40] identify three data distribution
properties that drive emergent in-context learning capability
in PLMs. These findings inspire our adoption of in-context
learning on CoPilot for FQN inference.

PLMs have been extended to source code, following
software naturalness [7], [8], which produces pre-trained
code models (PCMs), such as CodeBERT [9], CodeT5 [10],
Codex [46] and CoPilot [11]. These PCMs have significantly
improve many SE tasks, such as code summarization [49],
fault prediction [50], vulnerability detection [63], code trans-
lation [51], FQN inference [35]. There are two ways to trans-
fer PLMs in the downstream tasks, supervised fine-tuning
versus in-context learning (see Section 2.1). All existing
work on using PCMs adopts supervised fine-tuning, while
our work is the first to adopt in-context learning in the SE
task.

Many NLP studies [64], [65], [66], [67] show PLMs can
serve as neural knowledge bases, as opposed to symbolic
knowledge bases. SE researchers also attempt to probe dif-
ferent knowledge captured in PCMs, for example, structural
knowledge like AST [68], [69], semantic knowledge like
code weakness [70], [71]. Some recent works investigate
CoPilot’s capability for code generation [72], [70] and code
translation [60], but they use only a small number of coding
tasks. Our study is the first to investigate the SE factual
knowledge in PCMs at large scale. In addition to FQNs,
there are other types of SE factual knowledge often embed-
ded in code, such as user credentials, text resources. Mem-
orizing these facts may lead to serious security issues [73],
[74], as attackers may probe user credentials or commercial
secrets in PLMs. Although this is a real concern in adopting
the models like CoPilot [75], no systematic study has been
done to probe security-related factual knowledge in CoPilot.
Our research methodology can be extended to this aspect.

Although PLMs demonstrate strong language capabil-
ities, they can never be perfect due to their probabilistic
nature [72], [70], [60]. Vaithilingam et al. [72] evaluate the
usability of CoPilot in 3 simple programming tasks. Our in-
teraction experience with CoPilot echoes their findings, but
we conduct large-scale experiments on a specific type of SE
factual knowledge. The imperfection of PLMs calls for inno-
vative human-AI collaboration. The tools like CoAuthor [76]
and WordCraft [77] support human-GPT collaborative writ-
ing. The quality of such collaborative writing is subjective.
However, human-CoPilot collaboration in SE tasks would
demand objective outcomes (e.g., FQN correctness in our
study), which demand innovative interaction designs for
human-AI co-learning [60], [76].
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A promising paradigm for human-AI interaction is PLM
recursion [78] and AI chain [72]. This paradigm adopts a
divide-and-conquer strategy, in which the same PLM can be
adapted to play different roles, and these roles and human
roles can be linked to perform complex tasks. Our FQN
inference on CoPilot plays a specific role in code reuse.
We encourage the community to design other roles on the
shoulder of PCMs and incorporate these roles to support
complex coding tasks.

7 CONCLUSION

This paper presents a lightweight in-context learning
method on CoPilot for FQN inference in partial code, and
designs a research methodology to evaluate the extent and
characteristics of FQN knowledge in CoPilot and identify
effective prompt designs and conditions to retrieve the FQN
knowledge. Our experiments confirm that CoPilot stores
a large amount of priori knowledge of FQNs which can
be accurately retrieved through zero or a few examples of
task demonstrations. Furthermore, in-context learning on
CoPilot for FQN inference has no technical barrier (except
for the CoPilot account cost) to deploy, as it does not require
any code parsing or model tuning. Our work demonstrates
the benefits and practicality of standing on the shoulder
of frozen giant PCMs and using the SE factual knowledge
these models store in the SE tasks. In the future, we will
extend our FQN inference approach to more programming
languages, and extend our research methodology to other
SE factual knowledge (e.g., privacy and proprietary infor-
mation in code). We will investigate novel human-CoPilot
interaction design to enhance human-AI collaboration in the
SE tasks.
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