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1 Introduction

Classi�cation of text is an important �eld of
research and a core task in Natural Language
Processing (NLP). It spans many different do-
mains from determining “fake” news, �nding
spam emails, and language detection. A com-
mon problem in software development is generat-
ing the appropriate code snippet for a task. There
are communities for software development that al-
low people to ask questions and provide answers
such as Stack Over�ow. These answers in Stack
Over�ow represent snippets in a few lines which
contain mostly API Calls from various libraries in
Python. The issue that arises is that many peo-
ple will provide completely different answers for
a particular question in which many cases the an-
swers are wrong. We pose the task of determining
if a pair of a question/problem and a correspond-
ing code snippet is appropriate or not as a binary
classi�cation problem.

Our goal is to learn from these pairs the correct
code snippets for certain problems. An example of
this is the code snippet,

shutil.copy( 'file.txt' , 'file2.txt' )

and the question, “how to copy one �le's con-
tents to another in python?”. We will make use of
deep learning based sequence-to-sequence mod-
els to learn from a code corpus and correspond-
ing intent converted into `yes' or `no' labelled
data. The creation of the `yes/no' questions will
be conducted by using the existent intent-snippet
pairs as positive and then create arti�cial nega-
tive intent-snippet pairs by pairing intents with
snippets which belong to a totally different intent-
snippet sample pair which does not even exist. We
will have the positive “yes” questions as the stan-
dard answer to the question. The negative “no”
questions will be the arti�cial intent-snippet pairs

which we create by random sampling of the snip-
pets with the intents ensuring they don't belong
to the same question. In order to provide an ad-
ditional development vocabulary for training the
code corpus, we would be using a development
vocabulary from outside corpora for capturing the
�ner semantic meanings and distribution across
the code tokens within the Python. So, we plan to
ensure that a balanced set of positive and negative
samples for training our models for classi�cation.
Our code repository can be found below.1

2 Related Work

Source code generation has wide applications in-
cluding automated program repair where the goal
is to generate correct programs from buggy ones
[7] [9], source code translation where source code
is the input and the output will be source code
in a different programming language [13][6] In
addition, code generation is highly applicable to
users that may want to complete a speci�c task
that they can formulate in natural language, but
are unable to mimic since they don't have prior
background of a language or they are simply hav-
ing trouble �nding particular library functions in
a language to complete a given task[19]. Some of
the previous ways to generate code from natural
language include using transition based neural se-
mantic parsers to map natural language utterances
into formal meaning representations. This is done
by creating a transition system with rules to con-
struct an AST given the natural language input,
and then using the AST as an intermediate mean-
ing representation as a guideline to follow to con-
vert the original input back into code[18].

More importantly, we were motivated strongly
to pursue this task because of the CoNaLa base-

1https://github.com/Sairamvinay/Code-Generation-
Classi�cation-QA



line model established by the authors[17]. The au-
thors have trained a logistic regression based clas-
si�er for predicting whether the snippet provided
matches the intent and it is doing a correct task.
The model predicted labels -1 for no and +1 for
yes. So, this was our primary motivation for com-
ing up with a deep learning model for �ne tun-
ing the classi�cation task in addition to a generic
seq2seq model for code generation. We are plan-
ning to use the same methods to induce arti�cial
false examples as in the paper.

In terms of parsing the code snippet, there
are not many great resources available online to
suit our special requirements while handling the
vocabulary of the code snippets corpus. How-
ever, the paper[10], which presents a technique
for inferring the dependencies needed to execute
a Python code snippet without import error, did
give some inspiration on the possibility of using
methodology to detect API's and function name.

There have been many different approaches to
represent source code for learning word vectors.
Code-related NLP tasks require the breakdown of
source code into a form that can be utilized by ma-
chine learning algorithms, predominantly as vec-
tors. However, due to the structure of code, the
same technique used for natural language cannot
be applied to code (i.e. linear break down, word
by word); instead, code is often broken down into
abstract syntax trees, which then can be converted
into code vectors. Bilgin et al.[4] implemented
this idea to create a machine that detects vulnera-
bilities in code with machine learning algorithms.
However, having to implement this step for ev-
ery code-related NLP task would be time con-
suming. Instead, numerous authors addressed this
concern by creating an open-source implementa-
tion. For instance, DeFreez et al.[8] proposed
func2vec, an algorithm that maps functions of C
source code to vectors in a vector space grouped
by similarity using static program paths. Alon et
al. (2018)[1] introduced a now popular frame-
work called code2vec that creates code vectors
(“code embeddings”) for Java source code, uti-
lizing this framework to create a model for pre-
dicting method names based on vector similarities.
Code2vec has been utilized in several NLP works,
including Briem et al.[5], in which a machine took
in code embeddings created by code2vec to detect
off-by-one errors using binary classi�cation. Aru-
mugam [2]adapted code2vec for the CodeSearch-

Net challenge[11]; in other words, semantic code
search that, when given a query, can retrieve rel-
evant code. Code2vec also inspired other imple-
mentations, such as PathMiner, now called ast-
miner, developed by Kovalenko et al.[12] to cre-
ate code embeddings for Python source code using
code2vec's algorithm.

3 Dataset

For validating our hypothesis, we chose the Code/-
Natural Language Challenge (CoNaLa) dataset
from CMU[17] and the StaQC dataset[16] from
StackOver�ow in addition. We chose StaQC
dataset since we found out that CoNaLa was hav-
ing too few examples after data de-duplication us-
ing Question ID. The CoNaLa dataset contains
around 598k samples in form of Json lines for-
matted �les automatically data mined from Stack
Over�ow which contains the question ID, intent
of the code snippet presented, code snippet, parent
answer post ID, and an unique ID for the post. In
addition to the above set, there is another around
2K samples of manual curated data which contains
question ID, intent, rewritten intent and also the
code snippet. We combined both of these datasets
together in order to get all the CoNaLa examples.

The StaQC dataset contains over 147K python
based intent-snippet samples with a similar format
to CoNaLa, containing a code snippet, intent, and
a labelled question ID for the Stack Over�ow post
the intent and snippet refer to. However, it does
not contain rewritten intents as in CoNaLa that in-
corporate variable names and function arguments
back into the intent for a better representation of
the task that the code snippet solves. For our tasks,
we particularly analyzed the single code answer
posts (around 85K samples) from StaQC, and we
�ltered samples by analyzing code snippets by ap-
plying a threshold of a size of 5 lines or less on
the code sequence length for analyzing just short
snippets. We conclude that the combined dataset
of both CoNaLa and StaQC would provide all the
snippets from the Python3 programming language
(more on this in the next section).

4 Methodology

4.1 Dataset Preprocessing and Curation

For the data curation, we initially analyzed the
CoNaLa dataset alone, which consists of two main
data �les that we plan on combining in order



to evaluate our tasks. We had chosen to in-
spect mainly the �les named CoNaLa-train and the
CoNaLa-mined. Both of these �les contain key
value pairs of question ids, intents, and the code
snippets associated with the question.

We found out there were too many duplicate
intent-snippet pairs within the dataset by inspect-
ing the question ID across these �les. So we
performed data de-duplication on the CoNaLa
dataset. However after data de-duplication (de-
scribed more in depth below) we were only able
to retain 4302 unique intent-snippet pairs. In or-
der to increase the size of the training corpus, we
combined the CoNaLa dataset with the existent
StaQC dataset consisting of intent-snippet pairs.
After combining these datasets, we had obtained
around 43,000 pairs of unique intent-snippets. We
describe our pre-processing steps in the CoNaLa
section below

4.1.1 CoNaLa

CoNaLa-train and the automatically mined
CoNaLa-mined data �les differ from each other
based on the features present in every sample.
CoNaLa-mined dataset contains 600k examples
from Stack Over�ow, probabilities given by the
baseline model (discussed in the related works)
that a snippet is a correct answer for a given
intent. We retained the intent, code snippet, and
question ID for validating de-duplication.

We parsed CoNaLa-train for key value pairs of
question ids, and a list of code snippets they're as-
sociated with. In order to remove snippets that are
too similar to each other or resemble the same an-
swer (duplicates are existent in the dataset), we
calculated the cosine similarity of code snippets
associated with a particular question and using our
own vocabulary �le of code tokens that are used in
the Python language. We had removed those sam-
ples which have very similar snippets for the same
question.

In order to improve our approach in identifying
similar snippets, we used the vanilla cosine sim-
ilarity method in particular to evaluate how sim-
ilar each code snippet is to another. In order to
establish whether an answer was too similar to an-
other, we established a similarity threshold of at
least 0.5 (that is 50% similarity or above means it
will be removed and termed as a very similar code
snippet). If a snippet passes this threshold in com-
parison to another snippet based on the similarity
matrix, then it will be removed. We also noticed

while working on CoNaLa-mined, that most of the
answers listed (we refer to the code snippets listed
for a single intent provided across different sam-
ples) were not at all similar to each other and also
were not relevant in the context of the problem.
For example, the question being, “Sort a nested
list by two elements” and a corresponding answer
was (-10, 'Anthony'), which was absolutely irrele-
vant. In order to resolve this peculiar problem, we
had used the results from the logistic regression
baseline developed [17] for prediction of the very
same task. We went ahead establishing a probabil-
ity threshold for this logistic regression baseline
results listed in the CoNaLa-mined dataset. We
performed some statistical analysis on that likeli-
hood of the answer being valid and found an aver-
age likelihood for the best answer per question be-
ing 23 % with a standard deviation of 15 %. After
a manual inspection of answers within a standard
deviation of the mean, we have empirically chosen
a probability threshold of at least 0.5 (believing 50
% probability and above ensuring a valid answer
for the task presented) to choose answers that were
accurate and relevant to the question asked. This
is highlighted in �g.1.

Additionally, we inspected the train and test sets
from CoNaLa to verify if the snippets in these sets
are overlapping within the CoNaLa-mined (golden
standard) set. In such cases, we removed these
overlapped samples and retained just the non-
duplicate/new samples. The same previous ap-
proach with the similarity metric for �ltering sim-
ilar answers across different samples was applied.
Also, we determined question similarity across the
different sets to determine whether there was any
overlap between the questions referred. After we
completed this task, we combined the cleaned up
datasets of CoNaLa-train and CoNaLa-mined into
a single dataset of questions and their possible an-
swers by reformatting CoNaLa-mined into intent
and snippet(s) segments.

In the �nal dataset, it consisted of 4,302 pos-
sible unique intent-snippet samples in our curated
CoNaLa dataset.

4.1.2 StaQC

After we found that only very few samples re-
mained after removing duplicate answers to ques-
tions and overlapping questions in the CoNaLa-
train and CoNaLa-mined datasets, we utilized the
StaQC dataset for providing further examples to
train. We cleaned the raw StaQC dataset of Stack











coder LSTM. The input to the encoder LSTM is
the natural language question utterance and a code
snippet as a sequence of code-based tokens. The
input to the decoder LSTM is the code snippet
pre-pended with a start-of-sentence (< START> )
token. The output is the actual target code snip-
pet with the end-of-sentence token (< END> ) ap-
pended at the end. For the decoder LSTM espe-
cially, we need to generate two versions of the
code snippets: one with the start-of-sentence token
pre-pended and the other with the end-of-sentence
token appended at the end.

Then, we applied the tokenization and padding
technique on the intents and snippets separately.
Tokenization split a sentence into the correspond-
ing words for intent. For the snippets, we get it
into a sequence of code tokens. We then convert
these words to integers based on the increasing vo-
cabulary count in its corpus. We curtail the vo-
cabulary size to the top frequent 5000 words for
the best ef�cient results. Also almost 80% of the
code tokens in the vocabulary were having a fre-
quency of less than 5 across the current corpus we
are working on.

For the padding, we need to �x code snippets
as the input and output decoder to the same length
which we �xed as 50 again due to the same reason
that longer snippets were very rare in the corpus.
Similarly we �xed the maximum length of intent
sequences as 35.

For each of the LSTM layers, we had used em-
beddings with the pre-trained embeddings for both
the intent and the code based sequences which will
be used to feed into the LSTM layers (both en-
coder and decoder). For intent, we have to load
W2V vectors from the pre-trained intent embed-
dings to represent each intent token (word) for
encoder LSTM input. Similarly, for code snip-
pets, we have tried the different embedding tech-
niques on w2v and glove between current-corpus
and combination of current-corpus with develop-
ment corpus CodeSearchNet just as in table2.

In the entire model, we decided to have 100
units per layer with activation of hyperbolic Tan-
gent activation function for both encoder and de-
coder LSTM and a recurring sigmoid activation
for each of the LSTMs. For the encoder LSTM,
the models takes in a sequence of words represent-
ing a single intent sentence of �xed length of 35.
The embedding layer was freezed since the em-
beddings were already pre-trained.

Similarly, the decoder LSTM takes in an input
snippet sequence which has the code sequence of
length 51 tokens and the< START> token pre-
pended at the beginning of the code sequence.
The decoder LSTM used the last hidden state and
cell state from the encoder and the input sentence,
which actually became the output target sentence
with an< END> token appended at the beginning.
We predict the next token at every time step and it
returns the probabilities for each word in the code
vocabulary. We pick the next word which will be
the most probable word of the sequence. We will
be providing the one-hot-encoding of the target
code sequence for each token within every sample
and this is used for the training purpose. We had
to predict the next word at every time-step. So,
the �nal layer of the model is one fully connected
layer which uses the softmax activation function.

5.2.2 Binary classi�er

The second part of our model, the binary classi�er,
takes in two inputs: an intent based embedding
created (with Word2Vec), as well as the averaged
embedding from the seq2seq model outputs for the
code sequence. The average embedding for the
code is calculated in two ways.One method used
the element-wise hadamard product of the hidden
state vector and the context state vector and an-
other method was the average of the sum of all the
pre-trained embedding vectors for each of the pre-
dicted code token in the code token sequence pre-
dicted. There are 4 different types of embeddings
used for this experiment, as mentioned previously
in table2. Both of these code based embeddings
were ensured to provide a vector of �xed dimen-
sion, which which are set to a constant size of 100.
So, this was because we �xed the hidden layer size
for the decoder LSTM as 100 units.

The binary classi�er structure is as follows: 2
Input layers are created to take in the intent and
snippet embeddings, which are of size 100 as pre-
viously mentioned. These two vectors are then
concatenated into one single long vector as the in-
put for the model internally. We establish this by
concatenating the Input Layers in Keras. Then, in
order to consider the context of the question as
well as the generated code sequence output from
seq2seq together, we concatenate both of them.
For the rest of the model, we use 3 fully connected
hidden layers of decreasing size (100-50-25) alter-
nating with dropout layers with ReLU activation
functions. We choose our dropout rate as 0.5 after







6 Evaluation

6.1 Pre-trained Embedding VS Decoder
Hidden States Vectors

Pre-trained embeddings are able to capture se-
mantic information and learn similarities between
other tokens. The results of our experiments have
shown that pre-trained embeddings out-perform
rather than using an elementwise product of hid-
den state vector and the context state vector as rep-
resentations. As shown in our Seq2Seq (table4)
model, we observe that the hidden state vector
model has the highest loss and the second worst
accuracy. The GloVe and Word2Vec based em-
beddings for the code, using the current dataset,
both our perform the hidden state vector model.
An element wise operation on the hidden state and
the context state however does not capture the se-
mantics as effectively as how the the code based
pre-training embeddings do.

6.2 Current corpus with or without
development corpus

So, from the results, we can note that the seq2seq
models are able to generalize slightly better with
the pre-trained embeddings trained on the current
corpus over the embeddings trained using the de-
velopment corpus CSN in addition. We suppose
this is because we �nd that the development cor-
pus is probably not suf�cient for helping the mod-
els learn the semantic embeddings of the tokens.
We suppose that some of the code tokens may
have had a different contextual meaning in gen-
eral than in comparison to the local current cor-
pus context. This might have been the main is-
sue. Quantitatively (table4), both the current cor-
pus trained embeddings GloVe and W2V perform
better than their development corpus based coun-
terparts in terms of loss and accuracy of the test
set. Clearly, the inclusion of a development corpus
proved to be slightly inef�cient in helping models
capture the intricacies of the Python language to-
kens in understanding the contextual meaning for
a given task. This situation is very much similar to
a word based situation in a natural language: for
example very analogous to the word ”pass”: prob-
ably meaning to pass an object in a generic object
rather than the exam related pass term within an
educational text corpus. Similarly, within a coding
corpus maybe the token (*) might have been used
for multiplication more often (probably because
of the integer/numeric datatype dominance in the

dataset) in the current corpus rather in the develop-
ment corpus where it could have been used more
as an operator for enclosing arguments within a
method. Similarly, the use of some of these tokens
may have a different meaning within a current cor-
pus than in a generic context.

6.3 GloVe vs. Word2Vec

Word embeddings have are able to capture seman-
tic information about text. We evaluate two differ-
ent word embeddings GloVe and Word2Vec. In
the Seq2Seq model, we see that GloVe outper-
forms Word2Vec by almost 2% in terms of accu-
racy. Also, in the Binary Classi�er model we see
that GloVe has marginal better accuracy (0.1%)
but word AUC ROC and PR. Both word embed-
dings are able to capture similarities between to-
kens as shown in �g.13 and �g. 14. Interestingly,
Word2Vec maps similar tokens such as ”(” and
”)” closer together than GloVe. We can see that
GloVe and Word2Vec improve the performance of
the model with GloVe marginally outperforming
Word2Vec.

7 Conclusion

Overall, we were able to implement a Seq2Seq
model + binary classi�er that is able to generate
code snippets with a relatively high degree of ac-
curacy from a given context (task), but however is
only able to classify these produced snippets with
the correct task intent with an accuracy a little bit
above random chance. In order to execute our
code generation and classi�cation task, we com-
bined and duplicated �les from the CoNaLa (code
natural language) and StaQC (Stack Over�ow
Question-Code pairs) datasets. Speci�cally, we
combined training, testing, and manually mined
samples from the CoNaLa dataset, with a portion
of the StaQC dataset containing single code an-
swer posts in the Python3 programming language.
From these, we created our own dataset which
consists partially of matched (positive samples)
question IDs, task intents, and their correspond-
ing code snippets, as well as mismatched (nega-
tive samples) task intents and code snippets. In
the future, we want to continue doing experiment
on our model, such as having a better trained em-
beddings, trying a combination of hidden states
and the embeddings, implementing a better pars-
ing technique for our model to understand a larger
variety of code snippets.
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