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e Scalabrino’s Model: Measures quality of source code lexicon (comments

and identifier consistency, number of meanings, etc.).
e Dorn’s Model: Assesses visual, spatial, alignment, and linguistic aspects.

¢ Combined Model: Integrates Scalabrino’s, Dorn's, Buse & Weimer's, and

Posnett's models.

e Evaluation: Run all three models on files before and after readability

commits to evaluate their effectiveness.



Research Question and FA&E#E R

RQ1: Are state-of-the-art readability models able to capture readability
improvements in practice?
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Fig. 1. Readability scores generated by Dorn’s, Scalabrino’s, and the

e Mean readability score before changes: 0.793
Combined models for files before and after readability improvements.

e Mean readability score after changes: 0.798

e Mean increase: 0.005

e Indicates improvement in 40.7% of files



Research Question and FA&E#E R

RQ1: Are state-of-the-art readability models able to capture readability
improvements in practice?
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Fig. 1. Readability scores generated by Dorn’s, Scalabrino’s, and the
Combined models for files before and after readability improvements.



Research

Question and FA&EFE R

RQ2: What types of changes do developers perform during readability
improvements?
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TABLE 111

CHANGES DETECTED BY CHANGEDISTILLER.

OVERALL PERCENT OF

CHANGES I5 CALCULATED ACROSS ALL DETECTED CHANGES, WITHIN
GROUP CHANGES ARE CALCULATED PER CHAMNGE TYPE GROUP.
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