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Abstract—On the Stack Overflow (SO) Q&A site, users often
request solutions to their code-related problems (e.g., errors,
unexpected behavior). Unfortunately, they often miss required
code snippets during their question submission. Such a practice
could prevent their questions from getting prompt and appro-
priate answers. In this study, we conduct an empirical study
investigating the cause & effect of missing code snippets in SO
questions whenever required. In this paper, our contributions
are threefold. First, we analyze how the presence or absence
of required code snippets in SO questions affects the correlation
between question types (missed code, included code after requests
& had code snippets during submission) and corresponding
answer meta-data, such as the presence of an accepted answer.
According to our analysis, the chance of getting accepted answers
is three times higher for questions that include required code
snippets during their question submission than those that missed
the code. We also investigate the confounding factors (e.g., user
reputation) that can affect questions receiving answers besides
the presence or absence of required code snippets. We found that
such factors do not hurt the correlation between the presence
or absence of required code snippets and answer meta-data.
Second, we surveyed 64 practitioners to understand why users
miss necessary code snippets. About 60% of them agree that users
are unaware of whether their questions require any code snippets.
Third, we thus extract four text-based features (e.g., keywords,
POS-based patterns) and build six Machine Learning (ML)
models to identify the questions that need code snippets. Our
models can predict the target questions with 86.5% precision,
90.8% recall, 85.3% F1-score, and 85.2% overall accuracy, which
are highly promising. Our work has the potential to (a) save
significant time in programming question-answering and (b)
improve the quality of the valuable knowledge base by decreasing
unanswered and unresolved questions.

Index Terms—Stack Overflow, question quality, code snippets,
user study, prediction models

I. INTRODUCTION

Stack Overflow (SO) is the largest online programming-
related Q&A site. More than 5.5K questions are posted on
SO daily, and such a number is increasing rapidly [1, 2]. A
large number of questions discuss the programming problems
(e.g., coding errors, unexpected behavior) that warrant code
snippets for a resolution [3, 4]. Traditionally, users at SO
first analyze the code snippets to identify or reproduce the
reported problems [2]. Upon success, they can submit ap-
propriate solutions. Unfortunately, question submitters often
underestimate the necessity of code snippets or simply miss the

required code snippets, which might prevent these questions
from getting appropriate answers in a timely fashion. Such a
scenario might also explain the 31% unanswered and more
than 50% unresolved questions at SO [1, 5, 6]. Interestingly,
SO allows discussion where users can request code snippets
using comments. However, question submitters might not
always be able to respond on time due to various factors. For
example, they might be connected to SO from different time
zones, which could lead to unexpected delays in question-
answering. Given all these challenges in question answering,
a comprehensive understanding of why question submitters
miss required code snippets, and how missing code snippets
affect the questions at SO is warranted.

Several existing studies investigate whether the presence of
code snippets in SO questions improves their quality or not
[3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13]. However, the existing findings
are quite mixed. According to the literature, code snippets
have both positive [3, 6, 7, 13] and negative [10, 11] effects
on questions. For example, Calefato et al. [7] suggest that the
presence of code snippets in questions increases their chance
of getting appropriate answers. On the contrary, Baltadzhieva
et al. [10] estimate the influence of code snippets on questions
and argue that the presence of code snippets might hurt the
questions’ chance of getting answers. In particular, redundant
and complex code snippets in a question could increase its
analysis overhead [10, 14]. On the other hand, questions
requiring but missing code snippets might not be answered on
time. Existing studies could not reach a consensus and thus
warrant further investigation on the effect of code snippets on
SO questions.

In this paper, we conduct an empirical study to (a) analyze
the impact of missing code snippets (when required) in SO
questions, (b) understand why users miss the required code
snippets during question submission, and (c) automatically
detect questions that need code snippets using machine learn-
ing. First, we randomly select 1,207 SO questions that need
code snippets (400 missed code snippets + 400 included code
after requests + 407 had code snippets during submission)
by applying a few heuristics. We also manually validate all
these questions to avoid any false positives. Then, we show
the empirical evidence suggesting that the absence of required
code snippets could prevent the questions from getting their
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Can anyone figure this one out? ………………………… the browser to resize on the 
iPad, but the media-query CSS isn't relating any code to the navigation, ul or li?

Unless you add code or an URL to the code to your question others won't be able to help you. Sep 5, 2013 at 9:36

asked Sep 5, 2013 at 9:15

Comment 

Question: Error displaying dropdown menu on ipad

Question: Update all cells of a data table in one go in c#

I have a situation I need my DataRows (string columns) …………………………… have a 
datatable oDt. DataTable have following columns : id_season, season, 
modifiedon(date);To save this dataTable i have a function.

Please add your code snippet to get help from the community. – May 1, 2014 at 8:34

asked May 1, 2014 at 8:15

Comment 

Save Table(DataTable oDT){
//Here I have to update modifedon column to DateTime.now;
foreach(datarow dr in oDT.Rows)     
{

dr[modifiedon] = DateTime.now;
}
// I need to avoid this loop as datatable can have 35000 + records

} }edited May 2, 2014 at 11:17 
to add this code

received accepted answer 
May 3, 2014 at 17:31

Question: How do I draw a semi-transparent rectangle in Qt?

I'm trying ………………………………………………………………………… get solid filled rectangles, 
with no transparency. Here's what I'm doing right now:

void PageView::paintEvent(QPaintEvent *event){    
QPainter painter(this);    
QImage img=...;    
painter.drawImage(0, 0, img);
...................    
// draw a light blue, transparent rectangle to highlight    
QRect rect=...;    
painter.fillRect(rect, QColor(128, 128, 255, 128));

}

Unfortunately, for me, this draws a solid blue ……………………….No luck so uestion: How can I convince Qt to draw a 
semi-transparent rectangle to my PageView?

received accepted answer 
June 18, 2012 at 1:30

asked June 18, 2012 at 1:08

a

b

c

commented May 1, 2014 at 
8:34 to add a code snippet

Fig. 1: Motivating examples

answers. We also investigate the confounding factors such
as user reputation and question submission time besides the
presence or absence of required code snippets and see their
effect on questions receiving answers. Second, we survey
64 practitioners (e.g., SO users) to gather further insights
into why the question submitters might miss the required
code snippets in their questions. Third, we randomly select
1,207 questions that do not need code snippets by applying
a few heuristics. We then pick 70% (845 out of 1,207) of
questions from each category (questions that need code &
do not need code). Next, we conduct a comparative analysis
between two categories of questions to extract features that
can classify them. Our comparative analysis extracts four text-
based features. We then develop six ML models (e.g., Random
Forest, SVM) using these features to identify questions that
need code snippets automatically. In particular, we answer
three research questions through three major contributions in
this paper as follows:
RQ1: How do the answers get affected when the questions
miss the required code snippets at Stack Overflow? What
other factors affect questions receiving answers besides
missing required code? We determine the correlation between
question types (missed code + included code after requests
+ had code during submission) and the presence of an ac-
cepted answer (RQ1a), time delay getting an accepted answer
(RQ1b), and the presence of answers (RQ1c). According to
our investigation, only 23.8% of questions get acceptable
answers that miss the required code snippets. On the contrary,
such a percentage is 61.4% for the questions that include
code snippets during their submission. About 44% of the
questions that add code snippets upon users’ request get
acceptable answers. However, the delay in getting acceptable
answers is significantly higher for the questions that either

miss the code during submission or add the code based on
request. Furthermore, 28% of questions that miss code snippets
remain unanswered, whereas such percentage is only 8.8%
for those that include code snippets during submission. All
these findings suggest that including required code snippets
in questions during submission encourages answers, including
acceptable answers with a minimum delay.

We also investigate two confounding factors (user reputation
& question submission time) and see whether such factors hurt
the correlation between the presence or absence of required
code snippets and answer meta-data (RQ1d). According to our
investigation, these factors might influence questions receiving
accepted answers. However, regardless of these confounding
factors, questions with required code snippets have a sig-
nificantly higher chance of receiving accepted answers with
minimum time delay and encourage more answers.
RQ2: Why do question submitters miss the required
code snippets during question submission? We surveyed 64
users of SO to understand why question submitters miss the
required code snippets while posting questions. About 60% of
them agree that users are unaware of whether their questions
need code snippets. Such evidence motivates an automatic
prediction system to identify questions needing code snippets
during submission.
RQ3: Can we predict questions that need code snippets
during submission? We extract four text-based features by
analyzing our two types of questions that need & do not
need code snippets. Our careful analysis provides 127 unique
keywords (e.g., code, try), 36 POS-based patterns from the
title & 86 POS-based patterns from body texts. Using these
features, we developed six popular supervised ML techniques
to identify the questions that need code snippets. These
techniques are widely used in relevant studies [15, 16, 17, 18].
Our models can identify the target questions with up to 86.5%
precision, 90.8% recall, 85.3% F1-score & 85.2% overall
accuracy, which are promising.
Replication Package that contains our study datasets, fea-
tures, ML model, and survey responses can be found in our
online appendix [19].

II. MOTIVATING EXAMPLES

We present three examples to motivate our idea regarding
missing code in SO questions. The first question (Fig. 1a, [20])
discusses an issue related to the display of a drop-down menu
on an iPad. However, the question submitter did not include
the problematic code snippet in the question. As a result, users
who attempted to answer the question could not figure out the
problem. One user thus commented, “unless you add code or
a URL to the code to your question, others will not be able to
help you”. Unfortunately, the question submitter still did not
add any code snippets, and the question did not receive any
answers over the last eight years.

The second question (Fig. 1b, [21]) is related to the update
of all data table cells in one go. Unfortunately, it also missed
the required code snippet. However, the question submitter
edited the question and added an example code snippet in
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Fig. 2: Study methodology

response to a comment. This question received an acceptable
solution, but there was a long delay (e.g., more than 60 hours)
in receiving the solution. On the other hand, the third question
(Fig. 1c, [22]) included the required code snippet during its
submission. Interestingly, it received an acceptable solution
within 22 minutes, close to the median time delay of getting
an acceptable answer at SO (i.e., 21 minutes [1]).

These examples are the representatives of a large collection
of similar questions that motivate us to investigate further.
Thus, we plan to conduct an empirical study to (a) analyze the
impact of missing but required code snippets, (b) understand
why users miss them, and (c) automatically detect questions
that need code snippets during their submission.

III. STUDY METHODOLOGY

Fig. 2 shows the schematic diagram of our study method-
ology. The following sections discuss different steps of our
methodology.

TABLE I
Dataset construction summary (MICO = Missing Code;
COAC = Code After Comment; CODS = Code During

Submission; DONC = Do Not Need Code)

Questions
Category

# of
Questions

Randomly
Sampled

for manual
analysis

After
Removing

False-Positive
Samples

Randomly
Sampled
for Final
Analysis

MICO 24,736 800 529 400
COAC 55,095 800 483 400
CODS 10,244,403 500 407 407
DONC 1,260,912 1,207 1,207 1,207

A. Dataset Construction

Fig. 2 (Step 1) shows the steps of our dataset construction.
We collected an August 2023 data dump of SO from the Stack
Exchange site [1]. Questions were posted in August 2023
or earlier, which suggests that SO users have assessed the
questions for a significant period.
Heuristic-based question selection. We aim to determine
the impact of missing code snippets in the questions. We
thus collect questions of three categories that need code
snippets. They are questions that (1) missed code snippets
(MICO), (2) added an entire or significant portion of code
after comment (COAC), and (3) added code snippets during
submission (CODS). To identify the first two categories, we
look for appropriate key phrases from the question comments.
We first randomly select 500 question comments whose text

matched with code keyword. Our assumption was that com-
ments containing the term code could request code snippets.
When we manually analyze those comments, we see that the
keyword code can be used to request code snippets or in
different contexts. However, we found seventeen key phrases
that discuss code requirements in questions. They are – add
code, add your code, add the code, attach code, attach your
code, attach the code, include code, include your code, include
the code, give your code, provide code, provide the code,
provide your code, show your code, what you tried, post your
code, and post the code please.

We then separate the questions based on whether any of
their comments contain any of our key phrases or not. If one
or more key phrases are matched, and the questions do not
have any code segments, then we consider them as questions
that missed code snippets (MICO) (Fig. 2, Step 1, label 1).
We consider that these questions added code snippets after
comments (COAC) (Fig. 2, Step 1, label 2) if they have code
snippets. On the other hand, we assume that the questions
added code segments during their submission (CODS) (Fig.
2, Step 1, label 3) if – (a) any of the comments to questions
do not match with the key phrases, and (b) questions contain
code snippets. We identify the presence of code snippets in the
question texts using specialized HTML tags such as <code>
under <pre>. Then, we consider the remaining questions as
potential samples for the fourth category – questions that do
not need any code snippets (DONC). We select them in Fig.
2, Step 1, label 4.
Manual screening of false-positive samples. Despite the
careful steps above, our data might contain false-positive
samples. We thus randomly sampled 50 questions from each
of the four categories and manually checked for false-positive
samples. Our preliminary analysis finds that all categories
except DONC contain 20%–45% false-positive samples, which
makes them noisy. We thus randomly sampled 800 questions
from each of the two categories – MICO & COAC, and 500
questions from CODS for further analysis. We aim to capture
400 true-positive samples from each category.

We involve two independent annotators to check the sam-
pled data and discard the false positives. They are (a) the
first author of this paper with 10+ years of development
experience and (b) a top user of Stack Overflow with 8+ years
of development experience. We found that code snippets were
added to the questions as an image file, external link, or plain
text [23, 24, 25, 26, 27], and thus our automated analysis
based on <code> under <pre> tags failed to identify them.



We also carefully read all the comments to determine whether
the users were requesting to add code snippets or not. We also
checked the revision history of questions to ensure that code
snippets were added – (a) in response to comments and (b)
during question submission.

After manual investigation, we find 529 (out of 800) true-
positive samples for MICO, 483 (out of 800) for COAC, and
407 (out of 500) for CODS. Finally, we randomly select 400
questions from each of MICO & COAC categories and kept
407 questions from CODS category for further investigation.
From the questions that do not need any code, we randomly
select 1,207 questions. A total of 140 person-hours was spent
on the manual investigation by the two annotators.
Agreement analysis. We measure the agreement level be-
tween the two annotators above using Cohen’s Kappa [28, 29].
The value of κ was 0.99, which means the strength of
agreement is almost perfect. In particular, there were only
eight disagreements (6 MICO + 2 CODS). We then send these
eight samples to a third annotator, who is a senior software
developer and also a top user of SO. According to the third
annotator, one question needed code, but the code snippets
were highly recommended for the remaining seven questions.
We thus keep all eight samples in our dataset for further
investigation. Interestingly, no disagreement was found in the
questions that do not need any code snippets. Note that all the
sample sizes are statically significant with a 95% confidence
level and a 5% error margin. Table I summarizes the dataset
construction steps.

B. Analyzing the Effects of Code Snippets & Confounding
Factors (RQ1)

Dataset selection for effect analysis. We select three cate-
gories of questions requiring code snippets: MICO, COAC &
CODS (Section III-A, Table I) and determine their effect on
answer meta-data.
Recording of answer meta-data. To conduct our effect
analysis, we record several meta-data from SO, such as the
question & accepted answer submission time and the number
of answers against a question. For COAC, we record two addi-
tional items - (a) the submission time of comments requesting
code snippets and (b) the addition time of code snippets to the
questions. However, this information was not readily available
in the SO data dump. We thus browse the comments & revision
histories of questions at the SO site and manually record them
against 400 questions from the COAC category.
Correlation analysis. We analyze the correlation between
question types and corresponding answer meta-data, such as
the presence of an accepted answer, the time delay between
the submission of a question & an accepted answer, and the
presence of answers. In particular, we measure the percentage
of accepted answers for each question type and determine how
the presence/absence of code snippets affects the answers.
It should be noted that code snippets were added to these
questions at different times, which could affect their chance of
getting the accepted answers. We also determine whether the

percentage difference is statically significant among the ques-
tions using appropriate statistical tests (e.g., Mann-Whitney-
Wilcoxon [30], Cliff’s Delta [31]).
Effect analysis of confounding factors. We investigate the
correlation between question types and answer meta-data.
However, a few other factors might affect questions receiving
answers and hurt the correlation. In this section, we investigate
the two most potential factors from literature, such as user
reputation and question submission time, and see (a) their
impact on questions receiving answers and (b) whether they
hurt the correlation.
• Reputation: Stack Overflow designs a reputation system

of users to incentivize their contributions [14, 32, 33]. Several
studies argue that reputations might impact questions receiving
answers where questions submitted by users with a higher
reputation are more likely to be answered and resolved [5, 6, 7,
14]. We thus consider the users’ reputation as a potential factor
besides the presence/absence of code snippets and investigate
how it affects questions receiving answers.

The SO data dump only reports the latest reputation scores
of the users [14], which might not be appropriate for our
analysis. We thus used a standard equation provided by SO to
determine reputation during a question submission [34]. We
then divide the users into four categories based on their rep-
utation score [7, 14]. They are – New user (score < 10), Low
Reputed user (10 ≤ score < 1K), Established user (1K ≤
score < 20K) and Trusted user (score ≥ 20K). Please note
that there were only two questions in our dataset submitted
by trusted users. We thus discard those two questions and the
trusted user category from our analysis.
• Question Submission Time: Several studies suggest that

question submission time might affect questions receiving
answers [7, 14, 35]. We thus investigate the impact of the
question submission time on questions receiving answers.
We convert the question submission time to Universal Time
Coordinated (UTC) and then divide the submission time into
four time frames based on working hours and day. They are -
day, night, weekday and weekend.

C. Reasons Behind Missing Code Snippets (RQ2)

We survey software practitioners to understand why the
required code snippets might be missed during the submission
of a question at SO. Such insights might lead to better
support for SO users. We follow the guidelines and steps
of Kitchenham and Pfleeger [36] on the personal opinion
survey. We also consider ethical issues from the established
best practices [37, 38]. For example, we collect participants’
consent, assure the confidentiality of their information, and
explain the purpose before the survey. We conducted a pilot
survey with a couple of practitioners. We collect their feedback
on (a) survey duration and (b) clarity and understandability
of the questions. We then made minor modifications based on
their feedback and prepared the final version of our survey. We
excluded these pilot survey responses from the finally analyzed
responses.



TABLE II: Experience, profession, and SO profile age of the participants
Development Experience (Years) Profession SO Profile Age (Years)

<=2 3-5 6-8 9-11 12-14 15 or More SW Developer Academician Research Engineer <=2 3-5 6-8 9-11
22 20 12 6 3 1 39 21 4 20 26 12 6

We recruit active users of SO as participants (Table II) and
select them as follows.

• Snowball Approach: We use convenience sampling to
bootstrap the snowball [39]. First, we contacted a few software
developers who were known to us, easily reachable, and
working in software companies worldwide. We explain our
study goals and share the online survey with them. We then
adopt a snowballing method [40] to disseminate the survey to
several of their colleagues with similar experiences.

• Open Circular: We circulate the survey to specialized
Facebook groups. In particular, we target the groups where
professional software developers discuss their programming
problems. We also use LinkedIn to find potential participants
because it is one of the largest professional networks.

D. Construction of Prediction Models (RQ3)

Selection of Training & Test Sets. We collect 2,414 samples
from two types of questions (1,207 need code snippets + 1,207
do not need code snippets) to construct our prediction models.
We select 70% of the samples (845 that need code + 845 that
do not need code) as our training set and the remaining 30%
as the test set. In particular, we sort the questions according to
their submission date in ascending order and make sure that
the training questions are older than the test questions. The
idea was to test our models on an unseen dataset in a realistic
setting and keep the train and test datasets separate.

TABLE III
Feature summary (complete list of keywords and key phrases

can be found in our online appendix [19])
Feature Examples
Keywords (total #127) access; applic; bug; build; cannot; code; develop; displai;

element; error; fail; fine; fix; function; get; help; server;
show; tool; try; version; work; wrong

Key phrases (POS Patterns) (total #122:
36 title + 86 body)

Pbody → [adverb] [verb be] [determiner] [noun]
Pbody → [verb be] [gerund] [determiner]
Ptitle → [wh-adverb] [infinitive to] [verb be] [noun]

Sentence structure I tried to order the rows by code in Ruby on Rails, but this
doesn’t solve the problem

Code elements response.json(); input_shape; float

Feature Extraction. Table III summarizes our extracted fea-
tures from SO questions. During dataset construction and man-
ual screening (Section III-A), we notice that several keywords,
key phrases (e.g., part of a sentence), and sentence structures
might be common in the questions that need code. We thus
systematically analyze all the training samples and identify
keywords, key phrases, and sentence structures from them.

• Keywords: We first extract the texts from the title and
body of 1,690 questions (845 that need code + 845 that do not
need code). Second, we remove both stop words & code-like
elements (i.e., enclosed by <code> ... < /code> tags) and
lowercase the text. Since keywords can be in different forms
within the texts, we apply stemmer to reduce the words to their
root form. We use Porter’s algorithm [41] for the stemming
operation. A few keywords could be more frequent in the
questions that need code than in those that do not need any

code. Therefore, the presence or absence of these keywords in
the questions could be leveraged to classify questions. We thus
attempt to see the prevalence of each word against the entire
training dataset of questions that need and do not need any
code separately. A word can be a potential keyword candidate
if the frequencies & occurrence possibilities significantly differ
between two question categories. We estimate the difference
in occurrence possibilities by calculating the frequency ratio.
In particular, we calculate the frequency difference (d) and
ratio (r) for each word as follows.

d =

{
fc − fnc, if fc ≥ fnc

fnc − fc, if fnc > fc
r =

{
fnc
fc

× 100, if fc ≥ fnc
fc
fnc

× 100, if fnc > fc

where fc & fnc are the frequencies of a word in the dataset
of questions that need and do not need code snippets, respec-
tively. In particular, we select keywords - (a) which are present
at least 50 times more (i.e., d ≥ 50) in one question category
than another and (b) whose occurrence possibility is at least
50% less (i.e., r ≤ 50%) in one question category than another.
For example, the keyword error is available 328 times in ques-
tions that need code snippets (i.e., fc(error) = 328), whereas
fnc(error) = 90. We thus select error since d = 238 ≥ 50
and r = 27.4% ≤ 50%. In this process, we select a total of
127 keywords that could classify the questions that need code
snippets from those that do not need such code snippets. Table
III shows a few of our selected keywords.
• Key phrases (POS Patterns): We investigate whether part-

of-speech (POS) patterns could be useful to detect questions
with missing code since they were used to detect bug reports
with missing information [42]. First, we extract the texts from
the body and title of a question separately. We split the body
text into sentences, whereas the title is considered a single
sentence. Then, we apply parts-of-speech (POS) tagging to
each sentence using the popular Apache OpenNLP [43] library
and collect the POS tags. Note that we neither remove the
stop words nor apply stemming in this case. According to our
investigation, removing stop words can distort the context, and
stemming can change the POS tag of words. Next, we combine
consecutive POS tags from each sentence, which is used to
detect the POS patterns.

We then follow a similar approach, like keyword selection,
to select the POS-based patterns. We calculate the frequency
difference (d) and ratio (r) of each POS pattern of length
3–6. We select POS patterns from body text when d ≥ 50
and r ≤ 50%. However, we choose d ≥ 20 for selecting
title patterns since the titles contain limited text. Finally, we
get 36 patterns for the title and 86 for the body. We did not
choose any patterns of length two (i.e., bigram) because they
are close to keywords (i.e., unigram). However, we did not find
any patterns of length more than six that follow our selection
constraints. Table III shows a few of our selected POS patterns.
• Sentence structure: Our manual investigation reveals a

complex sentence structure where two clauses are connected



with several conjunctions – but, however, except, while, when,
because. These sentences usually discuss the unexpected be-
haviors of code, coding errors, users’ efforts, and inabilities
to solve problems. Table III shows an example sentence. Such
sentences are available in both question types. However, they
are more frequent in the question descriptions that need code
snippets. We thus count these sentences from the body text as
a feature to classify the question types.

• Code elements: We also see that a question with more
code-like elements is more likely to discuss code-related
problems and vice versa. We thus mine code-like elements
(e.g., method name, identifier) from the contents of each
question. In SO, code elements are often placed inside the
<code>...</code> tag. We thus mine such tags carefully and
capture the occurrences of code elements from each question.
Model Selection. Existing studies show that supervised ML
algorithms (e.g., Random Forest) can perform equally well or
even better than deep learning techniques when a small data
set is used [18, 44]. We thus choose six popular supervised
ML techniques with different learning strategies. They are –
(a) Random Forest (RF) [45], (b) eXtreme Gradient Boosting
(XGBoost) [46], (c) Artificial Neural Network (ANN) [47], (d)
Gaussian Naive Bayes (NB) [48, 49], (e) K-Nearest Neighbors
(KNN) [50], and (f) Support Vector Machines (SVM) [51]. In
particular, we choose these ML algorithms because they were
widely used in the relevant studies [15, 16, 17, 18, 52, 53].
Performance Analysis. We use the default implementation of
each algorithm from the Scikit-learn [54] library to train our
models. We then evaluate the performance of our prediction
models using four performance metrics that are widely used
in the literature [18, 52, 53]. They are – (1) precision that
measures the ratio of correctly classified questions into a class
(need code/do not need code) with respect to all questions
classified into that class, (2) recall that measures the ratio
of correctly classified questions with respect to the actually
observed questions as true instances, (3) F1-score that offers
the harmonic mean of precision and recall, and (4) classifi-
cation accuracy that measures the ratio of correctly classified
questions into true & false classes with respect to all classified
questions.

IV. STUDY FINDINGS

A. Effect Analysis of Missing Code Snippets (RQ1)

In this section, we analyze the correlation between three
types of questions – MICO, COAC & CODS and correspond-
ing answer meta-data. In particular, we divide RQ1 into four
sub-questions and answer them with detailed statistics.
RQ1(a): Does the inclusion of required code snippets in
Stack Overflow questions encourage acceptable answers?
Fig. 3 shows the percentage (Fig. 3a) and count (Fig. 3b)
of resolved (i.e., received acceptable answers) and unresolved
(i.e., did not receive acceptable answers) questions from each
category. We see that the presence of code snippets in the ques-
tions leads to more acceptable answers. We find that 61.4%
(250 out of 407) of questions where required code snippets
were included during submission received acceptable answers
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Fig. 3: Percentage and count of resolved & unresolved ques-
tions

(i.e., appropriate solutions). Questions whose code snippets
were submitted after the requests received 184 (out of 400)
acceptable answers. Among them, 14 answers were submitted
before adding the code snippets, which were discarded from
our analysis. Nevertheless, 44% (170 out of 386) of questions
whose code snippets were submitted after the requests received
accepted answers. On the other hand, only 23.8% (95 out
of 400) of questions received acceptable answers when they
missed the required code snippets and did not include them
even after the requests. Thus, the inclusion of required code
snippets during the submission of a question increases its
chance of getting an acceptable solution almost three times.
Moreover, the chance of getting a solution is double if the
code is added after a request from fellow SO users.

We also investigate how receiving of acceptable answers
depends on the inclusion of required code snippets. In partic-
ular, we identify two categorical variables - question category
and presence of acceptable answer and their frequencies from
Fig. 3b. We use Chi-Squared [55] statistical test to measure
the independence between these two variables. We find statis-
tically significant p-value (p − value ≈ 0 < 0.05) from our
analysis. Thus, there is a strong positive correlation between
the inclusion of required code snippets in the questions and
their chance of getting acceptable answers.
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Fig. 4: Time delay of receiving acceptable answers.

RQ1(b): Does the inclusion of required code snippets in
Stack Overflow questions reduce the time delay in getting
acceptable answers? According to RQ1a, there exists a strong
correlation between the inclusion of required code snippets in
the questions and their chance of getting an acceptable answer.
This section investigates whether the inclusion of required
code snippets influences the delay in getting an acceptable
answer. First, we calculate the gap between the submission
time of questions and that of the accepted answers. For the
COAC category, we also determine the delay in receiving
the accepted answers once the required code snippets are



included in the questions. Hereby, we name it COAC* to
avoid confusion. Then, we contrast the question categories
using such delays.

Fig. 4 shows the box plots of delays in getting acceptable
answers for three question types. We see that the median
delay in getting an accepted answer is only 19 minutes for the
questions of the CODS category. On the contrary, the delay
is more than double (i.e., 41 minutes) for the MICO category.
The delay is 56 minutes for COAC. However, the median delay
reduces to only 21 minutes if we calculate the delay between
including the required code snippets in the questions and
getting acceptable answers. Such findings clearly suggest that
including required code snippets into questions significantly
reduces the delay in getting the accepted answers.

TABLE IV: Statistical tests summary of the time delay of
receiving accepted answer

Group p-value Effect Size
G1: MICO & COAC 0.04 < 0.05 (significant) 0.16 (small)
G2: COAC & CODS 0 < 0.05 (significant) 0.39 (medium)
G3: MICO & CODS 0 < 0.05 (significant) 0.22 (small)
G4: MICO & COAC* 0 < 0.05 (significant) 0.30 (small)
G5: COAC* & CODS 0.73 > 0.05 (insignificant) 0.02 (negligible)

We also use the Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test to check
whether the difference in delays is statistically significant.
We also measure their effect size using Cliff’s Delta test.
Table IV summarizes our test results. We see that all the
differences are statistically significant with small to medium
effect sizes except G5. Given the evidence above, the inclusion
of required code snippets significantly reduces the delay in
getting acceptable answers.
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RQ1(c): Does the inclusion of required code snippets in
Stack Overflow questions encourage answers? According to
the previous sections, the inclusion of required code snippets
in the questions might encourage quick and high-quality
responses from the users. This section further investigates
whether such inclusion of required code also encourages
answers at SO. Fig. 5 summarizes our findings. We see that
91.2% (371 out of 407) of the questions that contain code
segments during their submission (a.k.a., CODS) receive one
or more answers. The percentage is 80% (320 out of 400) for
COAC. However, such a percentage reduces to 72% (288 out
of 400) for the questions that miss required code altogether
(a.k.a., MICO). Thus, the inclusion of required code snippets
in the questions increases their chance of receiving answers.
We also use the Chi-Squared test to measure the independence
of these two categorical variables – question category and
presence of answers statistically. We find statistical signifi-
cance p-value (p − value = 0 < 0.05), which indicates a

strong positive correlation between the inclusion of required
code snippets in questions and their chance of getting answers.

TABLE V: Question category vs. (a) presence of accepted
answer (b) time delay of receiving accepted answer and (c)
percentage of unanswered questions according to the reputa-
tion of the question submitter

(a) Percentage of accepted answer

Category User Category
New Low Reputed Established

CODS 39/81 (48.1%) 160/260 (61.5%) 50/64 (78.1%)
COAC 50/130 (38.5%) 121/248 (48.8%) 13/22 (59.1%)
MICO 29/195 (14.9%) 60/188 (31.9%) 6/17 (35.3%)

(b) Time Delay

Category
User Category

New Low Reputed Established
Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg

CODS 11.0 38.3 17.5 117.6 27.0 119.0
COAC 36.0 243.2 58.0 165.0 71.0 119.7
COAC* 22.5 228.9 22.0 55.9 6.0 46.6
MICO 29.0 86.2 44.5 179.6 35.0 134.8

(c) Percentage of unanswered questions

Category User Category
New Low Reputed Established

CODS 9/81 (11.1%) 24/260 (9.2%) 3/64 (4.7%)
COAC 29/130 (22.3%) 45/248 (18.1%) 6/22 (27.3%)
MICO 48/195 (24.6%) 60/188 (31.9%) 4/17 (23.5%)

RQ1(d): What factors affect questions receiving answers
besides including required code? Previous sections show that
including required code snippets in the questions encourages
quick and high-quality answers. In this section, we investigate
whether user reputation and question submission time affect
questions receiving answers.
Reputation. Table Va shows how user reputation affects
questions receiving accepted answers besides the presence
or absence of required code snippets. We see that questions
submitted by users with a higher reputation have a higher
chance of receiving accepted answers than those submitted by
new users. For example, questions from the CODS category
receive 78.1% of accepted answers if they were submitted by
established users, as opposed to 48.1% if new users submit-
ted them. We see similar results for the COAC and MICO
categories. However, regardless of reputation, the chance of
receiving accepted answers to questions that included required
code snippets during submission or after the request is two to
three times higher than those missed required code snippets.
Such findings indicate the importance of adding required code
snippets. Even new users receive 48.1% acceptable answers to
their questions when they add required code snippets during
submission, as opposed to 20.5% when they miss it.

Next, we investigate whether reputation affects the delay
in receiving accepted answers. Table Vb shows the median
and average time delay (in minutes) of receiving accepted
answers for each user category. In some cases, questions
submitted by users with a lower reputation receive accepted
answers with a minimum delay. For example, the median time
delay of receiving accepted answers to questions that included
code during submission is 17.5 minutes when submitted by
low-reputed users but 27 minutes for established users. The
opposite scenario was also seen for the MICO category, where
the median delay in receiving accepted answers to questions
submitted by low-reputed users is higher than those submitted



by established users. Surprisingly, the delay is comparatively
lower in receiving accepted answers to questions submitted
by new users. However, more interestingly, the time delay
is controlled by the presence or absence of required code
snippets. The time delay in receiving accepted answers to
questions that included required code snippets is significantly
lower than those that missed it. For example, for the new
user category, the median time delay in receiving accepted
answers is 11 minutes for questions that included required
code snippets during submission. On the contrary, such median
time delay is as high as 29 minutes for the questions that miss
code snippets.

Finally, we attempt to see whether reputation influences
questions getting answers. As shown in Table Vc, for the
CODS category, questions submitted by users with a higher
reputation are more likely to be answered. For example, the
percentage of unanswered questions is only 4.7% that were
submitted by established users as opposed to 11.1% submitted
by new users. We see mixed results for the COAC and
MICO categories. However, the rate of questions remaining
unanswered is two to five times more that missed required code
snippets than those included code snippets during submission.
Question Submission Time. Table VIa shows the rate of
receiving accepted answers for different time slots. We see
that questions submitted during the day and on weekdays have
a slightly higher accepted answer ratio than those submitted
on the night and weekend. For example, the percentage of
the accepted answers for questions of the COAC category
is about 50% when submitted on weekdays, which is about
37% if submitted on weekends. However, regardless of the
submission time, the chance of receiving accepted answers
to questions that included code snippets during submission
or after the request is significantly higher than those missed
required code snippets.

TABLE VI: Question category vs. (a) presence of accepted
answer (b) time delay of receiving accepted answer and (c)
percentage of unanswered questions according to the question
submission time

(a) Percentage of accepted answer

Category Working Hour Working Day
Day Night Weekday Weekend

CODS 153/239 (64.0%) 97/168 (57.7%) 226/265 (61.9%) 24/42 (57.1%)
COAC 148/319 (46.4%) 36/81 (44.4%) 149/305 (48.9%) 35/95 (36.8%)
MICO 60/293 (20.5%) 35/107 (32.7%) 71/291 (24.4%) 24/109 (22.0%)

(b) Time Delay

Repro. Status
Working Hour Working Day

Day Night Weekday Weekend
Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg Med Avg

CODS 19.0 100.3 17.5 79.8 18.0 87.6 10.0 162.2
COAC 45.0 102.1 76.0 366.1 47.0 110.2 43.0 112.9
COAC* 20.0 46.0 31.0 118.5 22.0 47.6 18.5 56.0
MICO 41.0 170.2 39.0 60.3 35.0 102.8 75.5 201.8

(c) Percentage of unanswered questions

Category Working Hour Working Day
Day Night Weekday Weekend

CODS 90/293 (8.8%) 22/107 (8.9%) 77/291 (8.8%) 35/109 (9.5%)
COAC 64/319 (20.1%) 16/81 (19.8%) 65/305 (21.3%) 15/95 (15.8%)
MICO 21/239 (30.7%) 15/168 (20.6%) 32/265 (26.5%) 4/42 (32.1%)

We then investigate whether question submission time (a)
impacts the delay in receiving accepted answers and (b)
encourages answers. As shown in Table VIb & Table VIc,

question submission time has little impact on the delay in
receiving accepted answers and encouraging answers. How-
ever, we see that including required code snippets consistently
reduces the time delay in receiving accepted answers and
increases the chance of getting answers.

Our findings might align with the common understanding
of the community regarding questions and their code require-
ments at SO. However, our in-depth analysis shows concrete
empirical evidence of how the answers get affected when the
questions miss the required code snippets at SO.

Summary of RQ1: Questions that include required code
snippets during their submission have a three times higher
chance of getting acceptable answers than those that miss
code snippets. Moreover, the delay is more than double in
getting acceptable answers, and the percentage of unan-
swered questions is significantly high when the questions
miss their required code snippets. Other factors (e.g., repu-
tation) might impact questions receiving answers. However,
including required code snippets consistently increases the
chance of getting prompt and acceptable answers.

TABLE VII: Reasons behind missing the code snippets with
Stack Overflow questions whenever required

Reasons Agree Neutral Disagree
(a) Users are not aware of whether their questions need any code
snippets

59.4% 26.6% 14.0%

(b) Users do not have example code snippets ready when sub-
mitting their questions

29.7% 29.7% 40.6%

(c) There are restrictions from employers to upload code snippets
in a public Q&A site like Stack Overflow

45.3% 31.3% 23.4%

(d) Code snippets might disclose confidential information 45.3% 25.0% 29.7%
(e) Users are busy preparing appropriate example code snippets
to support their problem description

42.2% 31.2% 26.6%

(f) Users cannot understand which portion of code they should
include to support their problem description

51.6% 29.7% 18.7%

TABLE VIII: Other reasons (excluding the reasons in Table
VII) behind missing the code snippets

Reasons Count
Laziness or negligence in including code snippets 9 (30.0%)
Unaware of the negative impact of missing necessary code snippets 7 (23.3%)
Creating a representative code snippet from a large source code is challenging 6 (20.0%)
The problem could be understood without code snippets (i.e., common problem) 4 (13.3%)
Unaware of SO question submission guidelines 4 (13.3%)
Miscellaneous (e.g., Code integration from multiple files/projects is challenging) 7 (23.3%)

B. Perceived Reasons Behind Missing the Required Code
Snippets (RQ2)

In our survey, we offer six potential reasons with three
options (agree, neutral, disagree) to the participants. Before
our pilot study, we interviewed five SO users to identify
these reasons. The estimated time to complete the survey
was ten minutes. We received a total of 68 responses from
the participants. Unfortunately, four of the participants did
not give their consent and submitted incomplete responses.
Therefore, we analyzed 64 valid responses. Table VII shows
our suggested reasons behind missing code and the partici-
pants’ agreement levels with those reasons. According to our
survey responses, most participants (i.e., 59.4%) agree that
users miss the required code snippets because they are unaware
of whether their questions might need them (Table VII (a)).
Besides, more than half of the participants agree that users
might struggle to decide which portion of code they should



TABLE IX: Experimental Results
Features Technique Category Precision Recall F1-Score Accuracy
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ds
RF Code 81.3% 77.9% 79.6% 80.0%No Code 78.9% 82.0% 80.4%

XGBoost Code 83.8% 80.1% 81.9% 82.3%No Code 81.0% 84.5% 82.7%

ANN Code 83.1% 77.4% 80.1% 80.8%No Code 78.8% 84.3% 81.4%

NB Code 74.1% 87.9% 80.4% 78.6%No Code 85.1% 69.3% 76.4%

KNN Code 76.8% 64.1% 69.9% 72.4%No Code 69.2% 80.7% 74.5%

SVM Code 83.0% 78.5% 80.7% 81.2%No Code 79.6% 84.0% 81.7%
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RF Code 68.8% 65.2% 67.0% 67.8%No Code 66.9% 70.4% 68.6%

XGBoost Code 76.9% 64.4% 70.1% 72.5%No Code 69.4% 80.7% 74.6%

ANN Code 73.8% 65.5% 69.4% 71.1%No Code 69.0% 76.8% 72.7%

NB Code 72.1% 80.1% 75.9% 74.6%No Code 77.6% 69.1% 73.1%

KNN Code 65.7% 73.5% 69.4% 67.5%No Code 69.9% 61.6% 65.5%

SVM Code 79.4% 60.5% 68.7% 72.4%No Code 68.1% 84.3% 75.3%
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RF Code 63.9% 46.4% 53.8% 60.1%No Code 57.9% 73.8% 64.9%

XGBoost Code 63.9% 47.0% 54.1% 60.2%No Code 58.1% 73.5% 64.9%

ANN Code 64.0% 51.1% 56.8% 61.2%No Code 59.3% 71.3% 64.7%

NB Code 80.0% 17.7% 29.0% 56.6%No Code 53.7% 95.6% 68.8%

KNN Code 54.7% 68.0% 60.6% 55.8%No Code 57.7% 43.7% 49.7%

SVM Code 65.5% 46.7% 54.5% 61.0%No Code 58.6% 75.4% 65.9%

A
ll

RF Code 83.5% 85.4% 84.4% 84.3%No Code 85.0% 83.2% 84.1%

XGBoost Code 85.3% 83.4% 84.4% 84.5%No Code 83.8% 85.6% 84.7%

ANN Code 83.3% 81.5% 82.4% 82.6%No Code 81.9% 83.7% 82.8%

NB Code 80.4% 90.8% 85.3% 84.4%No Code 89.5% 77.9% 83.3%

KNN Code 78.2% 63.3% 69.9% 72.8%No Code 69.1% 82.3% 75.2%

SVM Code 86.5% 83.4% 85.0% 85.2%No Code 84.0% 87.0% 85.5%

include in their questions (Table VII (f)). However, they mostly
disagree that users do not have example code ready when
submitting their questions (Table VII (b)). All these findings
suggest that an automatic identification can support users to
decide whether their questions require any code.

We also capture free-form responses from the participants
regarding the reasons behind the missing code. Thirty partici-
pants submit one or multiple reasons. Table VIII summarizes
the reasons behind missing code from the free-form responses.
We found that laziness and the users’ lack of knowledge about
the implications of missing code are to blame.

Summary of RQ2: According to the survey, organizations
might restrict uploading code in a public Q&A site, or there
might be privacy/security concerns. However, most users are
unaware of (a) whether their questions need code snippets
to be answered appropriately and (b) the negative impact of
missing code snippets.

C. Prediction Models to Identify the Questions Requiring
Code Snippets (RQ3)

In this section, we evaluate the performances of our ML
models and compare our models with baseline models.
Evaluation of our Prediction Models. Table IX summarizes
the evaluation details of our models. First, we develop simpler
models to check the strength of each feature type. We find
that keywords are the strongest features for discriminating

between the questions that need and do not need code snippets.
For example, keywords can identify the questions that need
code snippets with the highest precision of 83.8%, recall of
87.9%, F1-score of 81.9%, and overall accuracy of 82.3%.
Such statistics are 79.4%, 80.1%, 75.9%, and 74.6% when we
train & test our models with POS patterns only. We also see a
performance drop in our models when we experiment with the
remaining two features - code elements & sentence structure.

We then combine all four types of features and analyze
the performances of our models. As shown in Table IX, five
models (out of six) can identify both question types (need
code/do not need code) with more than 80% precision. The
highest precision (i.e., 86.5%) was achieved by the SVM
model when detecting questions that need code snippets. Such
a finding suggests that our SVM model can succeed in 8
out of 10 cases, which is highly promising. We also note
similar results for the recall and F1-score. For example, the
NB model achieves the highest recall (i.e., 90.8%) and F1-
score (i.e., 85.3%) when detecting questions that need code
snippets. However, SVM achieved the highest recall (i.e.,
87%) and F1-score (i.e., 85.5%) for the questions that do not
need code snippets. Such consistent results across multiple
models with different learning strategies indicate the strength
of our selected features. Overall accuracy is more than 82%
for all the models except KNN. However, SVM marginally
outperforms the other models by achieving an overall accuracy
of 85.2%. The performance of KNN is somewhat lower than
that of the others. Since KNN is a distance-based algorithm, its
performance might be affected for high-dimensional features,
which is the case for our dataset [56].

Summary of RQ3: We develop six ML models using four
text-based features. Our models can identify the questions
that need code snippets with promising precision (e.g.,
86.5%) and recall (e.g., 90.8%).

V. THREAT TO VALIDITY

Threats to external validity relate to the generalizability of
a technique. We randomly selected 1,650 questions, analyzed
them to extract features, and then developed our ML classi-
fiers. However, we did not target any specific programming
languages. We also extracted the dataset from the whole
SO corpus of August 2023. Thus, our findings might be
generalizable for SO. However, we cannot guarantee the same
findings for other Q&A sites.

Threats to internal validity relate to experimental errors
and biases [57]. We chose seventeen key phrases (e.g., add
code) by manually analyzing the question comments. Then, we
identify the target questions and construct our datasets based
on those key phrases. However, those key phrases might be
limited to extracting all the target questions and could lead to
false positive samples. We thus further validate each of the
selected questions involving two human annotators to avoid
any false positives (Section III-A). The agreement between the
two annotators was almost perfect (i.e., κ = 0.99). Another
error might stem from the question editing time when the



requested code is added. According to our investigation, a
few of the edits went through reviews. We collected the edit
approved time rather than the actual question editing time
in those cases. However, in our dataset, less than 1% edits
undergo reviews. Thus, they might have a negligible impact
on our overall findings.

Threats to construct validity relate to the suitability of
evaluation metrics and tests. We evaluate the performance
of our models using four appropriate metrics (precision, re-
call, F1-score & accuracy) [18, 33]. We use Mann-Whitney-
Wilcoxon test [30], which is a widely used non-parametric
test for evaluating the difference between two sample sets [2].
However, the significance level might suffer due to the limited
size of the samples. We thus consider the effect size along with
the p-value. To see the correlation between two categorical
variables, we also use the Chi-squared test. This statistical
test of independence works well when there is a small number
of categories (≤ 20) [58]. Thus, threats to construct validity
might be mitigated.

Snowball sampling relies on referrals and may have a
sampling bias. However, we also selected participants using
an open circular approach and collected their responses anony-
mously. As shown in Table II, our participants have diverse
experiences and professions. Such diversity offers validity and
applicability to our survey findings. However, any individual
bias in the survey responses should be mitigated via a large
sample of 64 participants.

VI. RELATED WORK

Several existing studies investigate whether including code
snippets in the SO questions improves their quality or encour-
ages faster answers [3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13]. Squire
and Funkhouser [4] analyze the role of source code in SO
questions. According to them, a bit of code in the questions
might encourage more positive votes on average. Wang et
al. [8] and Calefato et al. [7] also suggest that code snippets
could improve the quality of a question and encourage faster
answers. On the contrary, Baltadzhieva et al. [10] investigate
the impact of code snippets on questions and suggest that the
presence of code snippets might hurt the chance of getting
answers. However, none of the above studies identify the
questions requiring code snippets, which we focus on in our
work.

Several studies utilize the presence or length of code snip-
pets in their models to identify high-quality (or answered)
questions [9, 10, 11, 12]. In particular, they attempt to correlate
high-quality or answerable questions and the presence of code
snippets. According to their analysis, the presence of code
snippets has both negative [10, 11] and positive [7] effects
on questions getting answers. However, missing the required
could prevent the questions from getting their answers. On the
other hand, including redundant code snippets could increase
analysis overhead, which is not recommended. Our study
analyzes the effect of missing but required code snippets in
SO questions and demonstrates its negative implications. To

support the SO users, we also design automated models to
identify the questions that need code snippets.

Beyer et al. [18] developed seven ML-based classifiers to
identify seven categories (e.g., discrepancy) of SO questions.
However, their study does not investigate or suggest which
categories of questions need code snippets. Ford et al. [59]
deploy a month-long, just-in-time mentorship program to im-
prove the quality of SO questions. Mentors guide novice users
with informative feedback on their questions. Such mentorship
reduces delays in getting answers. However, human mentor-
ship is costly and, thus, challenging to sustain. Therefore, tool
supports that can assist users to improve their questions by
automatically identifying quality issues can be a sustainable
solution. For example, a tool can interact with our models
to examine whether a question misses required code snippets
and guide users. Chaparro et al. [42] attempt to detect missing
information in bug reports utilizing discourse patterns. Our
study partly overlapped with their methodology. However, our
problem domain and context are different – our study attempts
to detect missing code snippets in SO questions. To the best of
our knowledge, the effect of missing but required code snippets
in SO questions was not investigated before, and there exists
no work to automatically detect such questions, which makes
our work novel.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

Stack Overflow questions that discuss code-related issues
require example code snippets to be answered appropriately.
Unfortunately, users often miss required code snippets, which
could prevent their questions from getting prompt and ap-
propriate answers. This study analyzes the impact of missing
required code in SO questions and designs a novel technique
to detect them automatically. According to our investigation,
only 23.8% of questions get acceptable answers that miss code
snippets as opposed to 61.4% that include code during their
submission. Interestingly, adding code snippets to questions
upon request increases the chance of getting acceptable an-
swers by 20%. 28% of questions remain unanswered when
they lack the required code snippets. Confounding factors (e.g.,
user reputation) might affect questions receiving answers.
Nevertheless, regardless of such factors, including necessary
code snippets consistently encourages acceptable answers to
questions with maximum delay. We surveyed 64 SO users,
who mostly agreed that users need to be made aware of
whether their questions need code snippets. We thus develop
six ML models to automatically identify the questions needing
code snippets that can predict the target questions with the
highest precision of 86.5% We aim to – (a) introduce tool
support to the SO question submission system to detect
questions that need code snippets during submission and (b)
survey practitioners to evaluate its effectiveness in the future.
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