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ABSTRACT

Recent advancements in Retrieval-Augmented Generation have significantly enhanced code com-
pletion at the repository level. Various RAG-based code completion systems are proposed based
on different design choices. For instance, gaining more effectiveness at the cost of repeating the
retrieval-generation process multiple times. However, the indiscriminate use of retrieval in current
methods reveals issues pertaining to both efficiency and effectiveness, as a considerable portion of
retrievals are unnecessary and may introduce unhelpful or even harmful suggestions to code lan-
guage models.
To address these challenges, we introduce CARD, a lightweight critique method designed to provide
insights into the necessity of retrievals and select the optimal answer from multiple predictions.
CARD can seamlessly integrate into any RAG-based code completion system. Our evaluation shows
that CARD saves 21% to 46% times of retrieval for Line completion, 14% to 40% times of retrieval
for API completion, and 6% to 46.5% times of retrieval for function completion respectively, while
improving the accuracy. CARD reduces latency ranging from 16% to 83%. CARD is generalizable
to different LMs, retrievers, and programming languages. It is lightweight with training in few
seconds and inference in few milliseconds.

1 Introduction

Language models (LMs) for code trained on massive source code have established a new state-of-the-art in code com-
pletion Rozière et al. [2024], Lozhkov et al. [2024], Guo et al. [2024]. However, LMs often suffer from "hallucination",
which leads to the fabrication of what can be referred to in a repository. The technique Retrieval-Augmented Gener-
ation (RAG) alleviates the “hallucination". It provides dynamic access to the latest external data and transparency in
response generation without time-consuming and computation-extensive fine-tuning. In practice, various RAG-based
code completion systems are proposed based on different design choices Lu et al. [2022], Clement et al. [2021], Liang
et al. [2024], Cheng et al. [2024], Eghbali and Pradel [2024], Tan et al. [2024], Zhang et al. [2023], Shao et al. [2023]:
what to retrieve, how to assemble, how many iterations (iterative RAG), and etc.

Despite the different design sensibilities in a RAG-based system, a crucial problem is: Is the retrieval and augmenta-
tion beneficial? To understand the limits and opportunities of adopting RAG, we perform a study on the line dataset
of RepoEval Zhang et al. [2023] using CodeLlama 7B Rozière et al. [2024]. As the Figure 1 shows, we find that (a)
33.9% of the predictions directly generated by LM is correct. This number goes much larger for a more powerful
LM. The retrieval should be avoided under such good circumstances. (b) about 10% of generations will degenerate
through RG (denoted as the degenerated cases problem), where the deteriorated generation should be rejected. It re-
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(a) The distribution of Edit Similarity (ES). Each bucket represents the ratio of ES values
falling in a range of 0.1.

(b) The cumulative distribution of ES improvement.

Figure 1: The distribution of ES (top) and improvement of ES (bottom) on the line dataset of RepoEval Zhang et al.
[2023] considering zero-shot setup (left) and iterative RAG (right) respectively. RGi stands for the i-th Retrieval-
Generation.
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Figure 2: CARD: Suppose that a RAG-based code completion system uses the function R for retrieval and uses the
function G for generation. Whenever a code prediction is generated with or without retrieved information, the function
isRetrieve can be queried to determine whether retrieval is necessary. When multiple predictions are generated from
different iterations, the function select can be queried to determine which prediction is the best. These two functions
introduce little overhead and can be used independently.
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veals that invariant retrieval (always retrieve) can introduce irrelevant or harmful information to code LMs, impacting
both efficiency and effectiveness.

To address these challenges, we provide a lightweight method CARD, based on a machine learning model estimating
the uncertainty of LMs, to conduct adaptive and selective RAG for code as shown in Figure 2. It exposes two functions
tackling the above two problems respectively: (1) the function isRetrieve decides whether a retrieval is required,
avoiding unnecessary cost. (2) the function Select returns the best generation among all candidate predictions.

The design of CARD reflects three core strengths:

1. Easy to deploy. A lightweight plugin design can be seamlessly integrated into any RAG system. It does not
require any training or changes for the generator or retriever.

2. Reduce non-beneficial retrievals. With uncertainty estimation, the isRetrieve function will stop iterating
when the current generation is “good" enough.

3. Reduce degeneration. The selective mechanism mitigates the problem of degenerated cases in constant
time.

In summary, the main contributions of this paper are:

• We present a novel lightweight approach CARD, which enhances the effectiveness and efficiency of any RAG
system for code completion.

• We present a multi-language benchmark RepoEval-M containing a total of 4k samples from 8 popular repos-
itories, to evaluate the repository-level line completion task. The programming languages include C, Python,
Java, and JavaScript. RepoEval-M is available at https://github.com/xxx (anonymous for review).

• We evaluate CARD on RepoEval Zhang et al. [2023] and RepoEval-M. The result shows that CARD saves
21% to 46% times of RG for Line completion, 14% to 40% times of RG for API completion, and 6% to
46.5% times of RG for function completion respectively, while improving the accuracy. In the meanwhile,
CARD reduces latency ranging from 16% to 83%. CARD is generalizable to different LMs, retrievers, and
programming languages. It is lightweight with training in few seconds and inference in few milliseconds.

2 Methodology

As Figure 2 shows, the RAG-based system CARD targets at contains the following main functions:

• R retrieves relevant information which is included in the prompt for later generation.

• G utilizes a LM Mθ to generate code with the input prompt X , and returns a pair (ŷ, ˆlogits) containing
predicted token sequence ŷ and its corresponding logits ˆlogits. For multiple generation instances of one
code completion task, we use the superscript to differentiate them, i.e., Xi, ŷi, and ˆlogits

i
.

Our method CARD provides two critique functions for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the RAG-based
system.

• isRetrieve that follows the G action and uses the generated pair (ŷi, ˆlogits
i
) to evaluate if retrieval is neces-

sary.

• Select that aims to choose the best prediction among ŷ0 ∼ ŷi when no more retrieval is needed (Section 2.3).

Our isRetrieve and Select use an uncertainty estimation model denoted as Estimator for evaluating the quality of
a generated prediction, and further make the above suggestions. We introduce them respectively in the following
sections.

2.1 Uncertainty estimation

Estimator aims at scoring the predictions of an LM, i.e., pair of (ŷ, ˆlogits). We leverage the idea of uncertainty
estimation introduced by Liu et al. [2024]. We formulate a supervised regression task that fits a model to the dataset
D = {(z, s)}. z is a hand-crafted statistical feature vector of ˆlogits and s is the target score of the prediction regard
to the LM. We introduce how to construct the dataset D and train the model as follows.
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Table 1: Operators to construct features. All operators are applied on a list of values x, whose length is N .

Operation Feature (x = {pt(yt)} or x = {Ht})
Max maxx∈x(x)
Min minx∈x(x)
Avg

∑
x∈x(x)/N

Standard Deviation
√∑

x∈x(x−Avg(x))2/N
Product

∏
x∈x(x)

Geometric Avg Product(x)
1
N

Len N

Dataset construction. z is a feature vector summarizing information of entropy and probability for the predictions,
where probability estimates token-level uncertainty Gupta et al. [2024] and entropy measures the degree of chaos of
the predictions Xia et al. [2023]. Formally, for any candidate token v at the time step t, the probability of v is denoted
as pt(v) and obtained by

pt(v) = p(v|X, ŷ1, ŷ2, · · · , ŷt−1) =
exp( ˆlogitst(v))∑

v′∈V exp( ˆlogitst(v
′))

where ŷt and ˆlogitst(v) is the output token and output logits of token v at time step t respectively, and V is the
complete vocabulary ofMθ. Considering the probability distribution of each token, the information entropy at time
step t is denoted as Ht and obtained following

Ht = H(p(·|X, ŷ1, ŷ2, · · · , ŷt−1)) = −
∑
v∈V

pt(v) log(pt(v))

To obtain z, we apply seven commonly used statistical operators on {pt(ŷt)} and {Ht}, t = 1, 2, · · · , N (listed in
Table 1). They form a feature vector with the length of 13. The Len operator returns the same values for entropy and
probability.

To obtain s, we apply the function edit similarity (ES) for each ŷ as follows.

ES(y, ŷ) = 1− Lev(y, ŷ)
max(|y|, |ŷ|)

where Lev is the Levenshtein distance Levenshtein [1965].

Training within seconds We fit a decision tree-based model LightGBM Ke et al. [2017] to dataset D, and denote the
trained model as Estimator. LightGBM is designed especially for high training and inference speed (training in few
seconds and inference in few milliseconds in our experiment) and low memory consumption. In practice, Estimator
can be substituted by other machine-learning regression models.

2.2 Adaptive retrieval

We expose the function isRetrieve to give suggestions about whether retrieval is needed according to the score ŝ of
the current generated code prediction estimated by Estimator. We decide to conduct or continue RAG only when the
predicted ŝ is less than the given threshold TRAG ∈ [0, 1]. Formally, the function deciding whether to retrieve based
on the current logits ˆlogits is denoted as isRetrieve( ˆlogits, TRAG), following:

isRetrieve( ˆlogits, TRAG) =

{
true, ŝ < TRAG

false, ŝ ≥ TRAG

, where ŝ = Estimator( ˆlogits). The higher TRAG is, the more retrieval will be conducted.

2.3 Selective accept

Facing the problem of degenerated cases caused by ineffective retrieval, we expose the function Select to determine
the best one among multiple code predictions.
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Figure 3: Improvement of RAG on two datasets (Left: line, Right: API) of RepoEval Zhang et al. [2023] with
CodeLlama 7b as code LM. The x-axis represents the ES of zero-shot generation (top) and RG1 generation (bottom),
and the y-axis represents the improvement of ES via RAG.

Intuitively, the generation with a higher predicted score ŝ should be preserved. Formally, for the a predicted pair
(ŷi, ˆlogits

i
) and another predicted pair (ŷj, ˆlogits

j
) (supposing j > i), the Select function is:

Select( ˆlogits
i
, ˆlogits

j
, TACC) =

{
ture , ŝj

ŝi+ϵ < TACC

false , ŝj

ŝi+ϵ ≥ TACC

where TACC is a given threshold and could be changed in different iterations, and ϵ is a small value to prevent the
denominator from 0. When the Select function returns true, the generation ŷi is kept, and vice versa. The threshold
TACC can be adjusted by the users, where the higher TACC is, the more preference is attached to the generation ŷi.

2.4 Applications in RAG-based code completion.

CARD can be flexibly integrated into any RAG-based code completion system with any prompt setup, retriever, or
generator. isRetrieve follows a G process, and Select can be used when there are multiple predictions. They are
independent and can be used separately.

For instance, we describe how CARD gains benefits in two common RAG designs (shown in Figure 2). In the following
text, we specify (ŷi, ˆlogits

i
) as the generation after i iterations of RG, and zero-shot generation is regarded as the 0-th

iteration.

Single RAG. In this scenario, G is triggered first with the prediction result ŷ0 and ˆlogits
0
. Then isRetrieve is queried

to determine whether needs to retrieve. If the decision is not, the ŷ0 is sent to Select for deciding the final answer.
Otherwise, a retrieval is performed and a new prediction ŷ1 is generated. These two predictions are sent to Select to
decide the best prediction.

Iterative RAG. Iterative RAG begins with an retrieval and generate process. isRetrieve is used to determine if
another iteration is needed. The iteration will stop if the decision is not. Select is used to choose the best prediction
among all iterations. In this case, different iterations bring varying performance gains, implying that the need for
retrieval and our preference for the outputs change across iterations. Thus, the TRAG and TACC can be adjusted
separately for different iterations.
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We determine the setups for these two thresholds based on prior knowledge and preference according to statistical
distributions of ES values among different iterations. For instance, as iteration goes on, the need for retrieval drops
because the remaining wrong predictions are less likely to correct, and TRAG should decrease. In addition, the perfor-
mance gain declines as more RGs are conducted, and TACC can be set larger for later iterations to accept more former
generations.

TACC is recommended to be close to 1 (equal to directly comparing two ŝ), and the TRAG can be flexibly adjusted to
balance the latency and precision.

The whole process of CARD is summarized in Algorithm 1, where Line 4∼12 shows the process of isRetrieve and
Line 13∼21 shows the process of Select.

Algorithm 1 The complete process of CARD
Input: the trained Estimator, a code LMMθ, code to be completed X , the maximum number of iterations MAX-

ITER, T i
RAG, T

i
ACC , i = 1, · · · ,MAX-ITER

1: Score← [] ▷To save the predicted score ŝi in each iteration i.
2: BestY← [] ▷To save the generation result ŷi in each iteration i.
3: X0← X ▷Initialize X0 with original X

Adaptive retrieval:
4: for i := 0 to MAX-ITER do
5: Generate ŷi and ˆlogits

i
usingMθ for Xi.

6: Extract the feature vector zi from ˆlogits
i

as described in Section 2.1.
7: Calculate the score: ŝi ← Estimator(z), and append ŝi to Score
8: if not isRetrieve(ŝi, T i

RAG) then
9: goto Selective accept

10: end if
11: Retrieve and update the prompt Xi+1 with newly retrieved code snippets and X
12: end for

Selective accept:
13: for i := 0 to |Score| do
14: Append ŷi to BestY
15: for j := i− 1 to 0 do
16: if Select(Score[j],Score[i], T j

ACC) then
17: BestY[i]← BestY[j]
18: break
19: end if
20: end for
21: end for
Output: BestY[-1] ▷Return the last value of BestY

3 Experimental Setup

3.1 Evaluation Datasets

To evaluate performance on various code complication tasks, we use the benchmark RepoEval Zhang et al. [2023].
It is a benchmark consisting of line, API, and function completion tasks from 14 repositories in Python. The line
and API datasets contain 1,000 samples respectively, and the function dataset contains 373 samples. To investigate
the generalization to other programming languages, we additionally construct a line completion benchmark named
RepoEval-M. As Table 2 shows, we select 8 repositories from GitHub for Python, Java, JavaScript, and C, and 2
repositories are selected for each language. For each repository, we create 500 samples, thus 4,000 samples in total
are included in RepoEval-M.
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Table 2: The repositories selected to construct RepoEval-M. # represents number. The repositories are selected
following two criteria: 1) created after July 1, 2023, and 2) with more than 500 stars.

Name License Created time # of files
Language: C

raddebugger1 MIT License 2024-01-10 140
valkey2 BSD-3 Clause 2024-03-22 429

Language: Java
conductor3 Apache V2.0 2023-12-08 675

bindiff4 Apache V2.0 2023-09-20 1,045
Language: JavaScript

puter5 AGPL-3.0 2024-03-03 672
AD_Miner6 GPL-3.0 2023-09-26 15

Language: Python
SWIFT-AI7 Apache V2.0 2023-07-11 1,201

IDM-VTON8 CC BY-NC-SA 4.0 2024-03-20 559

3.2 Evaluation Metrics

For line and API completion tasks, we evaluate the generated code with two metrics: Exact Match (EM) and Edit
Similarity (ES). For the function completion task, we evaluate the generated function with unit test pass rate (UT) and
ES. Each sample is regarded as passed when all unit tests succeed (scored 1) otherwise failed (scored 0).

3.3 Target RAG-based code completion system

We follow the RAG framework proposed by RepoCoder Zhang et al. [2023].

Retriever. Repocoder uses sliding windows to cut the code files into code snippets. We set the window sizes to 50
lines for function completion and 20 for others (RepoEval-M and line, API completion for RepoEval). The sliding
stride is set to 10. The returned code snippets are appended to the prompt following Zhang et al. [2023] until the
number of tokens exceeds 4k.

Generators. We use two popular open-sourced code LMs for our evaluation: CodeLlama-7B Rozière et al. [2024]
and DeepSeek-Coder-7B Guo et al. [2024]. We set the number of tokens of X to 1.2k for zero-shot generation, and 4k
for RG as mentioned before. The maximum number of generated tokens is set to 50 for line / API completion and 300
for function completion. We operate post-processing for the generated code. For line and API completion, we truncate
the prediction to the same number of lines as in ground truth. For function completion, we extract the function body
by matching the number of left and right brackets.

3.4 CARD

Training Estimator. To train our Estimator (Section 2.1), we need to provide a collection of data pairs containing
predictions and its corresponding logits generated by the code LM. We first construct a dataset for code completion
using the Stack Kocetkov et al. [2022] dataset. In detail, we sample 11k Python repositories which have more than
50 and less equal to 100 files from the Stack. For each repository, we select the files with at least 3 local imports and
more than 20 non-empty lines of code as candidates. We sample (X, y) pairs and employ the K-Means MacQueen
[1967] to remove similar pairs following Wu et al. [2024]. The number of lines of y follows Poisson distribution
(P (X = k) = e−λλk

k! ), where λ is set to 2. The number of lines of X is set to 50. In the end, we construct a total
of 250k pieces of data collection. Then, we use CodeLlama-7B Rozière et al. [2024] and DeepSeek-Coder-7B Guo

1https://github.com/EpicGamesExt/raddebugger
2https://github.com/valkey-io/valkey
3https://github.com/conductor-oss/conductor
4https://github.com/google/bindiff
5https://github.com/HeyPuter/puter
6https://github.com/Mazars-Tech/AD_Miner
7https://github.com/liwenxi/SWIFT-AI
8https://github.com/yisol/IDM-VTON
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et al. [2024] to complete the collection in a zero-shot way. We truncate X to 1.2k tokens, and the maximum number
of generated tokens is set to 50. LightGBM is built via the Python library lightgbm with the default parameters, and
trained on the constructed D.

CARD-RGi. CARD-RGi is the result of adapting our CARD to one-iteration of RAG (CARD-RG1) and more iterations
of RAG (CARD-RG2∼4). To obtain CARD-RG1, zero-shot generation is the input to Estimator, and CARD helps
adaptive retrieval and selectively choose the results between RG1 and zero-shot results. For i > 2, CARD-RGi is
conducted as a continuation of CARD-RGi−1. In other words, the samples decided not to be retrieved in the early
stage will not be judged in the later stage. However, CARD-RG2 is based on RG1 rather than CARD-RG1, as RG1 is
the first iteration instead of the zero-shot stage for iterative RAG.

Thresholds. The thresholds TRAG and TACC are different for each iteration. For all line-level completion tasks
(line and API for RepoEval and all datasets for RepoEval-M), TRAG is set to 0.9, 0.8, 0.7, 0.6 for CARD-RGi,
i = 1, 2, 3, 4 respectively, and TACC are set to 0.8, 0.9, 0.95 and 0.99. For function completion, TRAG are set to
[0.65, 0.45, 0.3, 0.25] and TACC are set to [0.9, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99].

4 Results

In this section, we show the experimental results on RepoEval and RepoEval-M, analyze why CARD works, and
illustrate the experimental findings.

4.1 Is CARD beneficial to RAG-based code completion task?

4.1.1 Performance

Table 3: Results on RepoEval. RGi represents the i-th iteration of RAG, and CARDi represents the i-th iteration of
CARD. The accumulative Average Retrieval Times (aART) reported, and the values in the brackets are the reduced
ratio of aART compared with invariable retrieval. ART equals to total times of retrieval divided by the number of
samples.

Dataset Metric Zero-shot RG1 CARD-RG1 RG2 CARD-RG2 RG3 CARD-RG3 RG4 CARD-RG4

CodeLlama-7B

Line
EM 33.94% 52.31% 52.56% 53.19% 53.81% 53.75% 54.25% 54.06% 54.25%
ES 59.42% 71.83% 72.26% 72.47% 73.03% 73.03% 73.35% 73.26% 73.37%

aART 0 1 0.79(-21.0%) 2 1.53(-23.5%) 3 1.92(-36.0%) 4 2.21(-44.8%)

API
EM 25.31% 40.50% 40.38% 41.44% 42.56% 42.19% 42.94% 41.94% 43.19%
ES 54.82% 66.90% 67.01% 67.43% 68.23% 67.89% 68.56% 67.71% 68.58%

aART 0 1 0.82(-19.0%) 2 1.60(-20.0%) 3 2.08(-30.7%) 4 2.45(-38.8%)

Function
UT 28.42% 34.32% 35.12% 35.39% 36.46% 36.46% 37.00% 35.39% 37.00%
ES 38.62% 48.79% 48.82% 50.23% 50.40% 50.62% 50.68% 50.49% 50.72%

aART 0 1 0.94(-6.0%) 2 1.75(-12.5%) 3 2.11(-29.7%) 4 2.21(-44.8%)
DeepSeek-Coder-7B

Line
EM 36.25% 54.56% 54.87% 55.75% 56.63% 56.56% 57.06% 56.13% 57.13%
ES 60.98% 73.23% 73.59% 74.30% 74.97% 74.73% 75.21% 74.44% 75.24%

aART 0 1 0.77(-23.0%) 2 1.51(-24.5%) 3 1.89(-37.0%) 4 2.16(-46.0%)

API
EM 26.38% 42.38% 42.44% 44.25% 45.06% 44.75% 45.25% 44.75% 45.50%
ES 56.79% 68.72% 68.93% 70.02% 70.55% 70.69% 71.02% 70.33% 71.22%

aART 0 1 0.86(-14.0%) 2 1.59(-20.5%) 3 2.04(-32.0%) 4 2.40(-40.0%)

Function
UT 28.42% 36.46% 37.80% 35.93% 36.46% 37.27% 38.00% 37.27% 38.00%
ES 39.04% 49.54% 49.54% 50.67% 51.06% 50.76% 51.21% 50.92% 51.27%

aART 0 1 0.93(-7.0%) 2 1.72(-14.0%) 3 2.08(-30.7%) 4 2.14(-46.5%)

We show the evaluation results of CodeLlama-7B and DeepSeek-Coder-7B on RepoEval in Table 3. From Table 3, we
see that CARD saves 6% to 46.5% times of RG, while improving ES on all setups. We list some interesting results as
follows.

Regards to tasks, CARD saves 21% to 46% times of RG for Line completion, 14% to 40% times of RG for API
completion, and 6% to 46.5% times of RG for function completion respectively, while improving the ES on all setup.

Regards to iterations, CARD saves 6%∼23% for the first iteration, 12.5%∼24.5% for the second iteration,
29.7%∼37.0% for the third iteration, and 38.8%∼46.5% for the fourth iteration. The CARD-RG4 performs the best for
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all settings in terms of all metrics. The CARD-RG2 performs better than all RG1 to RG4 for line and API tasks, with
only 1.50 ∼ 1.60 times of RG. As expected, CARD maintains a non-declining trend as more iterations are applied
due to our selective acceptance policy, while the original iterative solution may decline on ES (RG3 to RG4) due to
degenerated cases problem. Notably, the CARD-RG4 introduces only less than 0.1 additional times of RG while still
improving ES for function completion.

Considering the scenario with similar time costs, the CARD-RG3 applies similar times of RG compared to RG2, but
achieves more than 1% improvement on EM for line and API completion, and up to 2.1% improvement on UT for
function completion.

In total, through the whole process of CARD, the ES is improved by 12.23%∼14.43% and 1.54%∼2.50% compared
to zero-shot and RG1 generation.

4.1.2 Latency

Table 4: The reduced latency (RL) for each repository for RepoEval-M and the average RL.

Repository Tr
CARD-RG1 CARD-RG2

ART RL ART RL

raddebugger 728 74.6% 13.1% 43.2% 56.8%
valkey 1664 73.4% 10.1% 58.2% 41.8%

conductor 623 59.6% 16.8% 22.8% 77.2%
bindiff 613 62.8% 14.3% 30.4% 69.6%
puter 845 57.8% 23.1% 30.6% 69.4%

AD_Miner 843 64.4% 19.5% 48.2% 51.8%
SWIFT-AI 837 73.0% 14.8% 44.0% 56.0%

IDM-VTON 774 71.0% 16.5% 26.0% 74.0%

Average 866 67.1% 16.0% 37.9% 62.1%

We analyze the concrete latency reduced by our adaptive retrieval in CARD in the realistic scenario. For each retrieval-
generation-decision process, we consider three latency terms: (1) Td, the time required for decision-making by CARD,
(2) Tr, the retrieval latency, and (3) Tgi, the latency for the i-th generation (i starts from 0).

The total latency Ti for a sample for CARD-RGi is formulated as:

Ti =

{
Td ,without retrieval
Td + Tr + Tgi ,with retrieval

For single RAG introduced in Section 2.4, the generation and retrieval can be conducted in parallel. Thus, Tr is
reduced for samples with retrieval, and max(Tg0, Tr) is added for all samples.

We benchmark the average latency of Tr, Tg0 and Tgi, i > 0 for CodeLlama-7B with the vLLM library Kwon et al.
[2023] on a single Nvidia A100 GPU (40G). Td is negligible compared with other items, which is about 1 millisecond.
Tg0 and Tgi, i > 0 are 755 and 1,025 milliseconds respectively. Tr and the calculated reduced latency for CARD-RG1

and CARD-RG2 following the equations above are listed in Table 4. The results show that CARD could reduce 16%
latency for RG1, and 62%, 72%, and 83% for RG2∼4 in the realistic scenario.

From the above results, CARD is empirically proved to effectively alleviate the degenerated cases, and reduce the
redundant RG processes. By measuring the latency in the realistic scenario, CARD shows 16%∼83% time-saving for
each iteration.

4.2 How about the generalizability of CARD?

In this section, we conduct experiments to evaluate CARD’s generalization ability in 4 different dimensions.

4.2.1 Different Retrievers

Intuitively, our Estimator only accepts the output of LMs, thus would not be impacted by the retrieval setups (e.g. dif-
ferent retrievers). To experimentally prove it, apart from the Jaccard similarity as the retriever, we introduce two dense
retrievers, UniXCoder Guo et al. [2022] and CodeSage Zhang* et al. [2024] to evaluate CARD with different retrieval
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Figure 4: Performance under different retrievers when the code LM is DeepSeek-Coder-7B.

Table 5: CARD on different code LMs. Only ES is reported in the table. CL, DS, SC represents CodeLlama,
DeepSeekCoder, and StarCoder2 respectively. The values in the bracket are the aARTs.

Series Zeroshot RG1 CARD-RG1 RG2 CARD-RG2

CL-13B 60.30% 72.13% 72.45%(0.79) 73.03% 73.65%(1.51)

DS-1.3B 56.85% 70.71% 70.71%(0.84) 71.53% 72.00%(1.56)

SC-3B 58.79% 72.25% 72.27%(0.97) 72.47% 72.89%(1.87)

SC-7B 59.86% 73.30% 73.29%(0.97) 73.67% 74.14% (1.87)

SC-15B 61.31% 74.24% 74.24%(0.96) 74.51% 74.95% (1.86)

setups. We replace Jaccard with these two retrievers and utilize DeepSeek-Coder-7B as the code LM. The results are
summarized in Figure 4. The solid and dashed lines represent the ES value and average RG times respectively.

Though different retrievers show different ES values, the non-declined trend of ES remains observed for all retrievers
except CARD-RG4 for CodeSage, and CARD-RG2 shows steady improvement compared with RG2. The average RG
times also show consistency among retrievers, indicating that our CARD is retriever-insensitive and well applicable
for different retrieval setups.

4.2.2 Different generators

To evaluate our trained Estimator on different code LMs, we select 5 different LMs apart from CodeLlama7B and
DeepSeek-Coder-7B, listed as follows:

Intra-family: Code LMs that are in the same family as CodeLlama7B and DeepSeek-Coder-7B, including
CodeLlama-13B and DeepSeek-Coder-1.3B.

Inter-family: A new family of Code LMs called StarCoder2 Lozhkov et al. [2024], including StarCoder2-Base-3B,
StarCoder2-Base-7B and StarCoder2-15B.

The results on the line dataset of RepoEval are listed in Table 5. From Table 5, intra-family code LMs also exhibit
performance improvement and the average RG times are similar to results in 3.

However, a large shift occurs when the code LM belongs to the family of StarCoder2. Although the ES values
of CARD-RG2 surpass that of RG2, CARD-RG1 shows no obvious improvement. In addition, the retrieval ratio
significantly increases to more than 0.95% for CARD-RG1 and 1.85% for CARD-RG2. We show the relationship
between ES and predicted score ŝ in Figure 5, where the x-axis is the range of predicted score ŝ and the y-axis is the
average ES value of samples falling in each range of ŝ. We can see for CodeLlama-7B, ŝ is closer to ES in statistical
meaning (the top of the bar is closer to the dashed line y = x), while the right figure shows more under-confident ŝ.
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Figure 5: The ground truth ES versus the predicted ES. Each bar represents the average ES of the predicted values
within the range on the x-axis.

The results demonstrate that our method is also applicable when faced with an unseen code LM, but it is advised to
refit Estimator on the new LM.

4.2.3 Multi languages

From Table 6, we see that Estimator generalizes well on three other languages, though trained only with Python.
The main findings in Table 3 still hold: CARD-RG improves the performance and speed of RG and alleviates the
problem of degenerated cases. For all languages, CARD-RG2 averagely retrieves less than 1.5 times, achieving an
EM even 1.5% higher than RG4 which retrieves 4 times. For CARD-RG4, the reduced ART ratio is up to 62% for
Java, implying that the ART for CARD-RG4 is even less than RG2, while improving 1% EM compared with RG2.
For CARD-RG1, 22%∼40% of retrieval is rejected. Especially for JavaScript, up to 40% of samples are decided not
to RAG for CodeLlama-7B.

Comparing different languages, we see that C and JavaScript have relatively high ART with CARD. Generally, the
higher performance RG4 achieves, the more retrieval is rejected by CARD with the same TRAG. This phenomenon
can be explained through the definition of isRetrieve: lower ES needs lower TRAG to maintain the same reduced
retrieval ratio.

Notably, the thresholds TRAG and TACC are consistent with the setup for RepoEval, showing the robustness of our
thresholds. The performance on RepoEval-M can be boosted with more fine-grained tuning on the specific program-
ming language.

4.2.4 Different Estimator

Besides LightGBM, XGBoost Chen and Guestrin [2016] and Random Forest Breiman [2001] are also two widely used
decision tree-based machine learning models. We train these models following the procedure described in Section
2.1, and integrate them into our CARD to evaluate them. Those two models are implemented via Python library
XGBOOST and SCIKIT-LEARN with the default parameters. The thresholds TRAG and TACC follow the setups
in Section 3.4.
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Table 6: Results on RepoEval-M.
Dataset Metric Zero-shot RG1 CARD-RG1 RG2 CARD-RG2 RG3 CARD-RG3 RG4 CARD-RG4

CodeLlama-7B

Python
EM 47.00% 69.20% 69.50% 69.20% 70.10% 69.70% 70.20% 69.80% 70.20%
ES 68.21% 81.27% 81.71% 81.50% 81.74% 81.82% 82.05% 81.82% 82.07%

aART 0 1 0.72(-28.0%) 2 1.35(-32.5%) 3 1.58(-47.3%) 4 1.75(-56.3%)

C
EM 44.10% 55.40% 55.40% 55.00% 56.00% 55.10% 56.00% 55.50% 56.30%
ES 67.32% 74.48% 74.63% 74.44% 75.02% 74.83% 75.07% 74.75% 75.12%

aART 0 1 0.74(-26.0%) 2 1.51(-24.5%) 3 1.87(-37.7%) 4 2.11(-47.3%)

Java
EM 60.10% 76.10% 76.30% 77.30% 78.60% 77.20% 78.60% 77.10% 78.60%
ES 77.85% 86.28% 86.45% 87.04% 87.82% 87.00% 87.82% 86.90% 87.82%

aART 0 1 0.61(-39.0%) 2 1.27(-36.5%) 3 1.43(-52.3%) 4 1.52(-62.0%)

JavaScript
EM 52.20% 61.10% 61.20% 61.70% 62.30% 62.10% 62.60% 61.80% 62.70%
ES 71.75% 77.51% 77.67% 78.12% 78.39% 78.60% 78.69% 78.26% 78.71%

aART 0 1 0.60(-40.0%) 2 1.43(-28.5%) 3 1.76(-41.3%) 4 2.00(-50.0%)

DeepSeek-Coder-7B

Python
EM 46.50% 70.30% 70.30% 71.10% 71.60% 71.20% 71.80% 71.20% 71.80%
ES 68.22% 82.05% 82.32% 82.84% 83.14% 82.89% 83.16% 83.13% 83.21%

aART 0 1 0.75(-25.0%) 2 1.32(-34.0%) 3 1.55(-48.3%) 4 1.68(-58.0%)

C
EM 40.50% 52.60% 53.60% 53.50% 54.20% 53.60% 54.40% 53.80% 54.50%
ES 64.71% 72.84% 73.37% 72.67% 73.55% 72.92% 73.87% 72.74% 73.95%

aART 0 1 0.75(-25.0%) 2 1.53(-23.5%) 3 1.95(-35.0%) 4 2.24(-44.0%)

Java
EM 59.40% 76.30% 76.40% 77.10% 78.50% 77.10% 78.70% 77.20% 78.70%
ES 76.72% 86.54% 86.58% 87.02% 87.91% 86.97% 87.94% 87.04% 87.95%

aART 0 1 0.62(-38.0%) 2 1.28(-36.0%) 3 1.43(-52.3%) 4 1.52(-62.0%)

JavaScript
EM 37.70% 53.00% 53.10% 53.40% 54.20% 53.50% 54.50% 53.60% 54.70%
ES 62.89% 72.66% 72.85% 73.15% 73.52% 73.28% 73.64% 73.35% 73.83%

aART 0 1 0.78(-22.0%) 2 1.56(-22.0%) 3 1.98(-34.0%) 4 2.29(-42.8%)

Figure 6 shows the end-to-end code completion performance (a) and the regression performance (b) on each iteration.
Specifically, we calculate the mean squared error (MSE, lower MSE stands for better regression performance) of
predicted ŝ and the ground truth s (which is also the ES value).

As shown in Figure 6(a), LightGBM outperforms the other two models slightly on both datasets. In addition, a
non-declined trend is observed in terms of all three models, indicating that CARD can be easily adapted to other
machine learning models. Comparing Figure 6(a) and Figure 6(b), we see that the model achieving the lowest MSE
(LightGBM) also achieves the best end-to-end performance, indicating that the performance of regression would
significantly impact the end-to-end performance. Based on it, we highlight the importance of Estimator and point to a
direction for obtaining better performance of CARD.

In summary, this section shows the generalizability of CARD from four aspects. The results show that our method
can be combined with different RAG systems or different machine-learning models as Estimator. When facing un-
trained scenarios (different programming languages and code LMs), CARD still works in alleviating the problem of
degenerated cases and reducing the latency.

4.3 Ablation study

We study some alternative setups in our CARD from perspectives of feature engineering and design of CARD:
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(a) ES of generated code in each iteration for three machine-learning models.

(b) Mean squared error of ŝ and ES in each iteration

Figure 6: Results on line dataset, where Estimator is based on LightGBM, XGBoost, and Random Forest respectively,
and the code LM is DeepSeek-Coder-7B.

Table 7: Ablation study on RepoEval line and API dataset. Only ES is reported in the table, and the values in brackets
are the difference with complete CARD. The code LM adopted is DeepSeek-Coder-7B.

Setup Dataset CARD-RG1 CARD-RG2 CARD-RG3

FE1 Line 73.62(+0.03) 74.72(-0.25) 75.03(-0.18)
API 68.91(-0.02) 70.57(+0.02) 70.95(-0.07)

FE2 Line 73.50(-0.09) 74.97(-0.00) 75.32(+0.11)
API 68.58(-0.35) 70.56(+0.01) 70.99(-0.03)

D1 Line 73.37 (-0.22) 74.40 (-0.57) 74.91 (-0.30)
API 68.54 (-0.39) 70.23 (-0.32) 70.90 (-0.12)

D2 Line 73.51 (-0.08) 75.04 (+0.07) 75.34 (+0.13)
API 69.05 (+0.12) 70.59 (+0.04) 71.19 (+0.17)
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Figure 7: The improvement of ES under different ranges of predicted score ŝ for CARD-RG1 and CARD-RG2. The
improvement decreases dramatically as ŝ increases.

Table 8: The MSE loss with different ways of feature engineering. The lowest MSE for CodeLlama-7B and DeepSeek-
Coder-7B are in bold and underlined respectively. Reported in MSE ×103.

Setup Code LM MSE on Line MSE on API

Estimator CodeLlama-7B 70.77 65.09
DeepSeek-Coder-7B 70.87 62.40

FE1 CodeLlama-7B 70.93 65.23
DeepSeek-Coder-7B 70.98 62.17

FE2 CodeLlama-7B 72.53 65.32
DeepSeek-Coder-7B 73.19 63.07

4.3.1 Feature Engineering

We define FE1 as only using probability-based features, and FE2 as only using entropy-based features.

From Table 7, we see that FE1 and FE2 perform similarly compared with our adopted feature engineering. However,
the end-to-end ES is dependent on TRAG and TACC . We additionally calculate the average MSE of 5-iteration gen-
erations (zero-shot, RG1∼4) for each code LM on the line and API datasets listed in Table 8. The results show that
combining probability and entropy-based features is slightly superior to only using probability-based features and the
entropy-based features are relatively less informative for regressing ES. For better feature extraction, our Estimator
can be combined with more semantic features (e.g. hidden states of LMs can be involved Azaria and Mitchell [2023],
Su et al. [2024]), and even be trained as a deep neural network (such as long short-term memory Hochreiter and
Schmidhuber [1997]) in an end-to-end way to handle the sequential input better.

4.3.2 Design of CARD

CARD can be divided into two separate functions: D1 (only with Adaptive Retrieval deciding whether to continue or
conduct RAG) and D2 (only with Selective Accept selecting best result among iterations).

From Table 7, we see that the performance of setup D1 entirely decreases compared with complete CARD, though
it is still better than invariable RG. The performance of setup D2 outperforms CARD except CARD-RG1 on the API
dataset, though in an invariable and time-consuming way of RAG. The results strengthen that the goal of adaptive
retrieval and selective RAG are speeding up and correcting the results respectively. Intuitively, adaptive retrieval
based on ŝ relies on the correlation between ES and improvement of RAG, providing a solution to reduce redundant
RAG and alleviate the degenerated cases from a macro and coarse-grained perspective. From Figure 7, we see that the
improvement shows a similar correlation to Figure 3, indicating that adaptive retrieval based on the predicted score of
Estimator is reasonable. Selective acceptance complements the adaptive retrieval through a fine-grained sample-level
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Figure 8: The change of ES as the TRAG increases. The dashed line represents the ES with invariable RG.

way to correct the degenerated cases, regardless of the problem of latency. Combining these two mechanisms helps
reduce unnecessary RAG and choose the best result from the existing generations.

4.4 Hyper-parameters

For the hyper-parameters involved in our method (such as the model parameters and thresholds), we mainly consider
TRAG and TACC due to they significantly impact the final performance. We show the performance under different
TRAGs in Figure 8 and different TACCs in Figure 9. When each threshold is considered, the other threshold is set to
0.

As for TRAG, the trade-off between performance and latency should be considered. As depicted in Figure 8, perfor-
mance exhibits a rising trend followed by a decline as TRAG increases. For the stage of CARD-RG1, the ES is less
than invariable RG until TRAG reaches about 0.8. However, for CARD-RG2, ES reaches the same level when TRAG

is only about 0.5, where the reduced ratio of RAG reaches almost 80%. The finding is intuitively reasonable, as RG1

significantly improves the performance of zero-shot generation, while RG2 helps relatively little. This strengthens the
necessity of our CARD, which achieves better performance with much less retrieval process.

As for TACC , the users can inject prior knowledge of whether RAG is important to select the best result. All previous-
iteration results are rejected when TACC is close to 0, and all later-iteration results are preserved when TACC is large
enough. From Figure 9, we see that when TACC is close to 1, the ES reaches highest, implying that directly choosing
results via comparing the ŝ is effective. However, we see that the optimum TACC is smaller than 1, indicating that we
should trust the results of later iteration more in our scenario. However, when RAG brings more degenerated cases,
especially for the reason of overconfidence Ni et al. [2024], it is worth re-considering the value of TACC (e.g. slightly
larger than 1 to avoid more later results).

5 Related Work

5.1 Repository-level Code Completion

Automatic completing the code with repository-level context has been a challenging task Tu et al. [2014]. Meth-
ods based on n-gram LMs Tu et al. [2014], recurrent neural networks Hellendoorn and Devanbu [2017], Wang et al.
[2021], and Transformers Svyatkovskiy et al. [2020], Zhang et al. [2023] attempt this task by leveraging cross-file
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Figure 9: The change of ES as the TACC increases. The dashed line represents the ES with invariable RG.

context. With the success of large LMs, researchers have applied those powerful code LMs to this task and greatly
improved completion performance Wang et al. [2023b], Rozière et al. [2024], Nijkamp et al. [2023]. Due to the im-
pressive in-context ability of code LMs, knowledge retrieved from other files has a significant impact on the generated
results Zhang et al. [2023]. With retrieved contexts, large LMs show promising performance without training on the
unseen repositories. However, the quality of retrieved snippets constrains the performance of RAG, and iterative RAG
is experimentally demonstrated to enhance the quality of retrieved code snippets Zhang et al. [2023], thus boosting
code LMs to complete the code more precisely. However, multiple iterations and degenerated cases constrain the la-
tency and performance respectively. Our solution alleviates these two problems through adaptive retrieval and selective
acceptance of generation results.

5.2 Uncertainty Estimation for LMs

The uncertainty estimation for traditional machine learning has been well studied Ovadia et al. [2019], Abdar et al.
[2021], Gawlikowski et al. [2022]. However, estimating the uncertainty of LMs is challenging, especially the uncer-
tainty of sentences rather than a fixed-dimension output Liu et al. [2024]. For black-box LMs, measuring uncertainty
can base on multiple sampled outputs, while for white-box LMs, more information can be utilized to compute the
uncertainty metric more accurately. For example, some works focus on unsupervised methods via entropy Malinin
and Gales [2021], Xia et al. [2023], similarity Fomicheva et al. [2020], Zhou et al. [2020], Lin et al. [2022] and se-
mantic Kuhn et al. [2023], Duan et al. [2024], logits Chen et al. [2024], Kadavath et al. [2022], and hidden states
Azaria and Mitchell [2023], Su et al. [2024], calculating a metric quantifying the uncertainty. However, the benefits
of supervised approaches have been increasingly noticed. For instance, the internal states and outputs show conflict in
different scenarios Liu et al. [2023], underscoring the potential improvement of supervised approaches in leveraging
useful information from different sources (e.g. entropy, probability, etc.). We propose a simple supervised way to
estimate the uncertainty with entropy and probability (but not limited to these two) and achieve a superior estimation
performance.

5.3 Adaptive RAG

Over retrieval can result in a waste of time and potential confusion when the model’s inherent parameterized knowledge
is sufficient for answering relevant questions. Recently, how to construct an active and adaptive RAG paradigm has
attracted the attention of researchers Liang et al. [2024], Zhang et al. [2023], Wu et al. [2024], Lu et al. [2022], Jiang
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et al. [2023]. One of the core challenges of adaptive RAG is to determine when to retrieve. Some existing methods
estimate the uncertainty via token probability Jiang et al. [2023] and information entropy Li et al. [2023] and decide
whether to retrieve. However, without supervised training, these methods can not estimate the quality of generation
quantitatively but only treat it as a classification task and provide a rough decision. SKR Wang et al. [2023a] employs
the capability of LMs to determine whether they possess the knowledge to respond to a question. If they do, no retrieval
is conducted. Self-RAG Asai et al. [2023] train a critical LM to determine whether to perform retrieval. Similar to it,
RepoFormer Wu et al. [2024] trains the LM to classify whether retrieval is needed. It has two main limitations. First,
the label would be noisy because the improvement of ES highly depends on the retrieval process. In other words, the
label may change when different retrievers or different prompt templates are adopted. Second, its ability to classify is
obtained via time and computation-consuming supervised fine-tuning (SFT). Thus, only the fine-tuned LM with the
same input format as the format in the SFT stage works. We propose a plug-in module, which provides the ability to
choose when to retrieve without training the LMs and evaluate the quality of generation.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we present CARD, a lightweight solution aimed at reducing unnecessary retrievals and addressing the
issue of degenerated cases encountered by previous RAG systems. CARD utilizes logits-based uncertainty estima-
tion and provides two simple functions isRetrieve and Select. These functions can be independently employed to
respectively enhance efficiency and effectiveness, serving as adaptable plugins for any existing RAG system. Re-
sults from RepoEval demonstrate the significant reduction in latency alongside the improved completion performance
across three distinct tasks achieved by our method. We conduct extensive experiments to assess the generalizability of
CARD, showcasing its efficacy across various programming languages, code LMs, and RAG systems.
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