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ABSTRACT

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable per-
formance in code intelligence tasks such as code generation, sum-
marization, and translation. However, their reliance on linearized
token sequences limits their ability to understand the structural
semantics of programs. While prior studies have explored graph-
augmented prompting and structure-aware pretraining, they either
suffer from prompt length constraints or require task-specific archi-
tectural changes that are incompatible with large-scale instruction-
following LLMs. To address these limitations, this paper proposes
CGBridge, a novel plug-and-play method that enhances LLMs
with CodeGraph information through an external, trainable Bridge
module. CGBridge first pre-trains a code graph encoder via self-
supervised learning on a large-scale dataset of 270K code graphs to
learn structural code semantics. It then trains an external module
to bridge the modality gap among code, graph, and text by aligning
their semantics through cross-modal attention mechanisms. Finally,
the bridge module generates structure-informed prompts, which
are injected into a frozen LLM, and is fine-tuned for downstream
code intelligence tasks. Experiments show that CGBridge achieves
notable improvements over both the original model and the graph-
augmented prompting method. Specifically, it yields a 16.19% and
9.12% relative gain in LLM-as-a-Judge on code summarization, and
a 9.84% and 38.87% relative gain in Execution Accuracy on code
translation. Moreover, CGBridge achieves over 4× faster inference
than LoRA-tuned models, demonstrating both effectiveness and
efficiency in structure-aware code understanding 1.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large Language Models (LLMs) have revolutionized software en-
gineering by excelling in tasks such as code generation, summa-
rization, and translation [1, 5, 28, 30, 47, 57], as demonstrated by
advanced code-focused models like Code Llama [46], Qwen2.5-
Coder [24], DeepSeek-Coder [17], and commercial tools such as
Copilot [5] and Cursor [4]. This success can be attributed to large-
scale pre-training on source code, which allows models to learn
and generalize the intrinsic patterns and semantics of programs.

Despite the impressive success of the current pre-training para-
digm, LLMs often process code as plain text by linearizing it into flat
token sequences, which overlooks its inherent structure [7, 42]. Yet,

1Code are available at: https://github.com/OmniJax/CGBridge.
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Figure 1: A motivating example.

source code naturally encodes rich syntactic and semantic informa-
tion through structures like abstract syntax trees (ASTs) [2, 3], con-
trol flow graphs (CFGs) [49, 54], and data flow graphs (DFGs) [16].
As a result, training LLMs only on surface-level code text limits
their ability to capture program semantics and handle tasks that
require comprehending program logic.

Figure 1 illustrates a motivating example highlighting the inher-
ent weaknesses of current code LLMs. Qwen2.5-Coder successfully
summarizes the original snippet as “compute the final price based
on the ratio”. Yet, after the variable price is renamed to efg, the
generated summary becomes irrelevant, e.g., “retrieve a random
parameter”. This suggests that models relying solely on linearized
token sequences fail to capture essential structural and semantic
information, making them vulnerable to minor textual perturba-
tions like variable renaming. These observations motivate us to
investigate the key question: Can LLMs be effectively bridged with
structural code semantics to achieve deeper program understanding?

Currently, many efforts have attempted to help LLMs understand
graph structures by serializing them into text sequences for prompt-
based inference [18, 35, 40, 65]. While showing promise in general
domains, these methods often inflate prompt length and dilute
structural knowledge—limitations that particularly hinder perfor-
mance on code understanding tasks. Moreover, several structure-
aware learning methods—such as GraphCodeBERT [16] and UniX-
Coder [15]—have been proposed to incorporate code graph infor-
mation during model pre-training. However, these methods are
primarily designed for supervised fine-tuning of small-scale models
on specific downstream tasks and typically rely on task-specific
architectural modifications (e.g., adding decoders) for generation,
lacking compatibility with end-to-end instruction following. Ex-
tending such pre-training and fine-tuning paradigms to large-scale
LLMs is often impractical due to prohibitive computational costs.

To overcome the above limitations, we introduce CGBridge,
a plug-and-play method that augments LLMs with Code Graphs
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Figure 2: A Python function (left) and its corresponding Code

Property Graph (CPG, right).

for code intelligence tasks via an external, trainable Bridge mod-
ule that learns structural semantics from code. To implement CG-
Bridge, we construct a large-scale dataset of approximately 270K
code property graphs comprising heterogeneous structural com-
ponents such as ASTs, CFGs, and DFGs. We then pre-train a code
graph encoder on this dataset using self-supervised learning to
capture rich structural information. Subsequently, we train a bridge
module to align representations across code, graph, and text modal-
ities through cross-modal attention, enabling semantic integration
between structured and unstructured inputs. Finally, we utilize the
bridge module to generate structure-informed prompts, which are
injected into a frozen LLM, and fine-tune the bridge for adapta-
tion to downstream tasks such as code summarization and code
translation. Our proposed CGBridge is fully compatible with exist-
ing LLMs and can be seamlessly integrated without modifying the
underlying pre-trained models.

In summary, our key contributions can be summarized as follows:
• New Dataset. We curate a comprehensive code graph dataset
comprising approximately 270K samples, each annotated with
heterogeneous code entities, including abstract syntax trees and
control/data flows. This dataset serves as a valuable resource for
training and evaluating models on structural code understanding.

• Novel Approach. We introduce a novel plug-and-play frame-
work, CGBridge, which enhances large language models by
seamlessly integrating an external, trainable bridge module de-
signed to learn and inject code structural semantics, without
altering the underlying pre-trained model.

• Comprehensive Evaluation. We conduct extensive experi-
ments on threewidely used families of code-specific LLMs, namely
Qwen2.5-Coder [24], Code Llama [46], and DeepSeek-Coder [17].
The results on two representative code understanding tasks (i.e.,
code summarization and translation) demonstrate the effective-
ness of CGBridge in enhancing LLMs’ understanding of code
structural semantics.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 Code Property Graph

Code Property Graph (CPG) is a unified, graph-based representa-
tion of source code widely used in program analysis [27, 37, 58, 61].

It provides a holistic view of complex code entities by integrat-
ing various structural components, including abstract syntax trees
(ASTs), control flow graphs (CFGs), and data flow graphs (DFGs).
AST edges encode the grammatical hierarchy and composition of
code elements, such as variables and statements [2, 3]. CFG edges
represent the control flows among program statements [49, 54].
DFG edges track the dependencies between variable definitions and
their uses [16].

Figure 2 illustrates a simplified CPG for a Python function. AST
edges (marked in blue) capture the syntactic structure by linking
the function_define node to its name, parameters, and body,
and by recursively connecting statements and expressions within
the function. CFG edges (marked in green) encode the control
flow, explicitly representing the true_branch and false_branch
of the conditional statement. DFG edges (marked in red) track data
dependencies, indicating how values (e.g., a) are propagated and
contribute to the assignment and subsequent use of variables (e.g.,
x) throughout the function. The construction details of CPG are
provided in Section 4.1.

2.2 Notations and Problem Formulation

Before presenting the proposed approach, we define the key no-
tations used in this paper. Let 𝐶 represent a code snippet, which
is modeled as a heterogeneous graph, the CPG, formally defined
as 𝐺 = (V, E,T 𝑣,T 𝑒 ). Here, V denotes the set of nodes repre-
senting syntactic code elements, with a node type mapping func-
tion 𝜙 : V → T 𝑣 . Each node 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V is associated with a
node type 𝑡 𝑣𝑖 = 𝜙 (𝑣𝑖 ) ∈ T 𝑣 , which defines the specific type of
the corresponding code element (e.g., identifier or assignment).
E denotes the set of edges, with an edge type mapping function
𝜓 : E → T 𝑒 . Each edge 𝑒𝑖 𝑗 = (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) ∈ E is associated with
a relation 𝑡𝑒𝑖 𝑗 = 𝜓 (𝑒𝑖 𝑗 ) ∈ T𝑒 , which indicates the relationship be-
tween nodes 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗 (e.g., the AST edge contains, the CFG edge
has_condition, or the DFG edge flows_to). A detailed enumera-
tion of node and edge types is provided in Section A.1.
Problem Statement. Given a code snippet𝐶 and its corresponding
CPG representation 𝐺 , our goal is to address the code intelligence
task (e.g., code summarization or translation) by generating an ap-
propriate answer text 𝑇𝐴 = (𝑡1, 𝑡2, . . . , 𝑡𝑚) conditioned on a natural
language instruction 𝐼 . Here, 𝑡𝑖 denotes the 𝑖-th token in the gener-
ated sequence of length𝑚. Formally, the objective is to optimize
the model parameters 𝜃 by maximizing the conditional probability
of generating 𝑇𝐴 given the input triplet (𝐶,𝐺, 𝐼 ):

max
𝜃
𝑃 (𝑇𝐴 | 𝐶,𝐺, 𝐼 ;𝜃 ) =max

𝜃

𝑚∏
𝑖=1

𝑃 (𝑡𝑖 | 𝑡<𝑖 ,𝐶,𝐺, 𝐼 ;𝜃 ) , (1)

where 𝑡<𝑖 denotes the sequence of tokens prior to token 𝑡𝑖 .

3 CGBRIDGE: THE PROPOSED METHOD

We propose CGBridge, a novel plug-and-play approach for incor-
porating Code Graph information into LLMs via a trainable Bridge
module that learns code structural semantics. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 3, CGBridge employs a sequential three-stage training proce-
dure: (a) Self-Supervised Structural Pretraining.CGBridge first
pre-trains a general encoder on large-scale code graphs to capture
rich structural information using two self-supervised objectives,
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i.e., graph-level contrastive learning and edge type prediction. (b)
Cross-Modal Semantic Alignment. Next, CGBridge trains an
external module to bridge the modality gap among code, graph,
and text by aligning their representations via three complementary
objectives i.e., graph-text contrastive learning, graph-text matching,
and graph-grounded text generation. (c) Instruction-Based Task

Adaptation. Finally, CGBridge leverages the bridge module to
inject learned code structural semantics into the frozen LLM and
fine-tunes it for adaptation to downstream code intelligence tasks,
i.e., code summarization and code translation. We will elaborate on
each component of CGBridge in the following.

3.1 Self-Supervised Structural Pretraining

3.1.1 Code Graph Encoder. We model source code as a het-
erogeneous CPG 𝐺 , and leverage a code graph encoder (CGE) to
transform the code graph into a graph-level embedding 𝑥𝐺 . We
implement the encoder using an 𝐿𝑔-layer Graph Neural Network
(GNN) that operates via message passing. Each GNN layer updates
a node’s representation by aggregating edge-conditioned messages
from its neighborhood. This process can be formally expressed as:

ℎ
(𝑙 )
𝑖

= UPDATE
(
ℎ
(𝑙−1)
𝑖

,AGGREGATE
𝑗∈N(𝑖 )

({(
ℎ
(𝑙−1)
𝑗

, 𝑒 𝑗𝑖

)}))
. (2)

Here, N(𝑖) is the set of neighbors of node 𝑖 . The AGGREGATE(·)
and UPDATE(·) functions are the core of the layer. To handle our
graph’s heterogeneity, these functions are critically conditioned on
the edge features 𝑒 𝑗𝑖 , in addition to the node features, which allows
the CGE to distinguish between different relationship types (e.g.,
syntactic vs. data-flow). After 𝐿𝑔 layers of message passing, we use
a READOUT(·) to output the final node embeddings into 𝑥𝐺 .

3.1.2 Training Procedure. To ensure the CGE can producemean-
ingful graph representations, we first pre-train it on a large corpus
of unlabeled code graphs. The training is guided by the following
two self-supervised objectives.
Graph-Level Contrastive Learning. To learn a robust global
representation, we adopt a contrastive learning strategy [20, 63].
For each graph, we generate two augmented views (e.g., via node
feature masking and edge dropping) and train the CGE to maximize
their embedding similarity while minimizing it with other graphs
in the batch, using an InfoNCE loss [52].
Edge-Type Prediction. To learn fine-grained relational semantics,
a multiclass classifier is trained on the embeddings of node pairs to
predict the edge type between them. We include negative sampling
by creating non-existent edges, which the model must classify as a
distinct “NO_EDGE” type [13, 19].

The loss for Stage 1 is a weighted sum of the two objectives:

LStage1 = 𝜆𝑐𝑙 · Lcl + 𝜆𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 · Ledge . (3)

3.2 Cross-Modal Semantic Alignment

3.2.1 Bridge Module. The bridge module addresses the modality
gap between the graph embeddings and the LLM’s sequential input
space. Architecturally, it is a 𝐿𝑏 -layer Transformer [53]. Inspired by
recent works in multi-modal learning [32], the module employs a
set of 𝑁𝑞 learnable query tokens, 𝑄 ∈ R𝑁𝑞×𝑑model , to jointly model
information from both the graph and text. To bridge the gap, the
module accepts two key inputs: the graph’s structural embedding,
𝑥𝐺 , and the code’s textual embeddings 𝐻𝐶 . The latter is produced
from the raw code 𝐶 by the module’s text embedder. The 𝑄 then
interact with these inputs through distinct attention mechanisms
within each of the 𝐿𝑏 layers. The three steps are as follows:



KDD ’25, August 3–7, 2025, Toronto, ON, Canada. Zeqi Chen et al.

1) Multi-Modal Fusion via Shared Self-Attention. 𝑄 (𝑙−1) and
𝐻

(𝑙−1)
𝐶

from the previous layer are concatenated and processed
by a shared self-attention layer, allowing them to exchange
information. For the first layer (𝑙 = 1), the inputs are the initial
learnable queries 𝑄 and code text embeddings 𝐻𝐶 :

[𝑄 (𝑙 )
𝑠𝑎 , 𝐻

(𝑙 )
𝐶,𝑠𝑎

] = Self-Attn( [𝑄 (𝑙−1) , 𝐻 (𝑙−1)
𝐶

]) . (4)

2) Graph Information Extraction via Cross-Attention. 𝑄
(𝑙 )
𝑠𝑎

from the self-attention step then acts as the query to extract relevant
structural information from 𝑥𝐺 via cross-attention:

𝑄
(𝑙 )
𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 = Cross-Attn(𝑄 =𝑄

(𝑙 )
𝑠𝑎 , 𝐾 = 𝑥𝐺 ,𝑉 = 𝑥𝐺 ) . (5)

3) Feed-ForwardNetwork. Finally, the outputs from the attention
layers are processed through separate Feed-Forward Networks
(FFN) to further refine their representations.

𝑄 (𝑙 ) = FFN𝑄 (𝑄 (𝑙 )
𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 ), 𝐻

(𝑙 )
𝐶

= FFN𝐶 (𝐻 (𝑙 )
𝐶,𝑠𝑎

) . (6)

The final output of the Bridge Module is the set of contextualized
query embeddings from the last layer, 𝐵𝑄 =𝑄 (𝐿𝑏 ) ∈ R𝑁𝑞×𝑑model . To
interface with the downstream LLM, these embeddings are linearly
projected into a soft prompt 𝑃𝐺 = ProjLLM (𝐵𝑄 ), which will later be
used to guide task-specific generation.

3.2.2 Training Procedure. This stage aligns the representations
of code graph-text pairs (𝑥𝐺 ,𝐶) within the Bridge module, inde-
pendent of the final LLM (Figure 3(b)). Following established multi-
modal learning methodologies [32, 36], we employ three comple-
mentary objectives:
Graph-Text Contrastive Learning (GTC). This objective aligns
global representations of graphs and texts. Given a batch of M pairs,
let BQ = {𝐵𝑖

𝑄
}𝑀𝑖=1 denote the graph-query embeddings from the

Bridge module. Critically, let hcls = {ℎ𝑖
𝑐𝑙𝑠

}𝑀𝑖=1 denote the text-only
representations, where each ℎ𝑖

𝑐𝑙𝑠
is the [CLS] token of 𝐻 (𝐿𝑏 )

𝐶
for

its sample. The symmetric InfoNCE loss [52] encourages aligned
pairs (𝐵𝑖

𝑄
, ℎ𝑖
𝑐𝑙𝑠
) to be similar and contrasts them against all other

negative pairs:

LGTC =
1
2
(
InfoNCE(BQ, hcls, 𝜏) + InfoNCE(hcls,BQ, 𝜏)

)
. (7)

The similarity within InfoNCE function is computed via maximum
cosine similarity over all 𝑁𝑞 query tokens, and the resulting scores
are then scaled by a learnable temperature parameter 𝜏 (detailed in
Appendix B).
Graph-Text Matching (GTM). This objective trains a binary
classifier 𝜙gtm, to predict whether a graph-text pair is a true match.
Given a pair (𝐵𝑖

𝑄
, ℎ𝑖
𝑐𝑙𝑠
), the predicted probability 𝑝𝑖 = 𝜙gtm (𝐵𝑖𝑄 , ℎ

𝑖
𝑐𝑙𝑠
).

The loss is standard cross-entropy averaged over𝑀 samples, with
hard negative mining [10] applied to construct challenging non-
matching pairs:

LGTM = − 1
𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1

(
𝑦𝑖 log(𝑝𝑖 ) + (1 − 𝑦𝑖 ) log(1 − 𝑝𝑖 )

)
. (8)

Graph-grounded Text Generation (GTG). This objective en-
courages 𝐵𝑄 to encapsulate a comprehensive summary of the graph
by training the model to reconstruct the 𝐶 . During this autoregres-
sive decoding, each token attends to 𝐵𝑄 , grounding the generation

in the structural representation. The loss is the average negative
log-likelihood over𝑀 samples, where the model predicts each to-
ken 𝑡𝑖

𝐶,𝑗
of the 𝑖-th sequence 𝑡𝑖

𝐶
conditioned on its preceding tokens

𝑡𝑖
𝐶,< 𝑗

and the corresponding 𝐵𝑖
𝑄
:

LGTG = − 1
𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑡𝑖
𝐶
|∑︁

𝑗=1
log 𝑃

(
𝑡𝑖𝐶,𝑗 | 𝑡

𝑖
𝐶,< 𝑗 , 𝐵

𝑖
𝑄

)
. (9)

The loss for this stage is the sum of the three objectives:

LStage2 = LGTC + LGTM + LGTG . (10)

3.3 Instruction-Based Task Adaptation

3.3.1 Frozen LLM. CGBridge utilizes a pre-trained, domain-
specialized code LLM as its final inference engine (Figure 3(c)).
A core tenet of our methodology is that the LLM’s parameters
remain entirely frozen. This deliberate design choice allows us
to leverage the powerful, existing knowledge of the foundation
model for downstream tasks in an end-to-end manner, while all
task-specific adaptation is efficiently handled by our efficient Bridge
module. This approach avoids the prohibitive computational costs
associated with fine-tuning the LLM itself.

3.3.2 Training Procedure. Following cross-modal alignment,
this final stage adapts the Bridge module to downstream tasks under
a frozen LLM setup (Figure 3(c)). Given a code snippet, the Bridge
processes its graph embedding 𝑥𝐺 to produce 𝐵𝑄 , which is projected
to a soft prompt 𝑃𝐺 = ProjLLM (𝐵𝑄 ). This 𝑃𝐺 is prepended to the task-
specific instruction 𝐼 and and the code 𝐶 , forming the composite
input, 𝐶LLM = [𝑃𝐺 ; 𝐼 ;𝐶]. The frozen LLM is then prompted to
autoregressively generate the ground-truth answer sequence 𝑇𝐴
based on 𝐶LLM. The training is supervised, optimizing only the
Bridge module’s parameters 𝜃𝐵 , by minimizing the negative log-
likelihood of the ground-truth tokens:

LStage3 (𝜃𝐵) = −
|𝑇𝐴 |∑︁
𝑖=1

log 𝑃LLM (𝑡𝑖 | 𝑡<𝑖 ,𝐶LLM) . (11)

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 Code Graph Dataset

We conduct comprehensive evaluations on two large-scale, pub-
licly available datasets: CodeSearchNet (Python subset) [25] for code
summarization and XLCoST (Python-to-Java) [66] for code transla-
tion. To establish a foundation for our experiments, we refined and
constructed a large-scale code graph dataset comprising approxi-
mately 270K samples for our two downstream tasks. This process
involved two main steps: data refinement and graph construction.
The detailed implementations are provided in Appendix A.

Dataset Refinement. To improve the quality of the source data,
we performed task-specific refinement. For the CodeSearchNet, we
removed comments in the code and utilized GPT-4 to refine the
ground-truth summaries. For the XLCoST, we processed and for-
matted the code snippets, ensuring their syntactic correctness and
executability.
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Table 1: Code Summarization (left) and Code Translation (right) results across model groups. Metrics include METEOR, ROUGE-

L, SBCS, B-Score, LLM-J, CodeBLEU (CB), Syntax Match (SM), Dataflow Match (DM), and Execution Accuracy (EA). All scores

are in %, except LLM-J (0–4). Bold denotes the best per group.

Method Code Summarization Code Translation

METEOR ROUGE-L SBCS B-Score LLM-J CB SM DM EA

Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B 16.95 16.40 56.68 81.96 2.70 58.89 71.43 40.74 70.63
+LoRA 16.73 23.40 56.97 84.86 2.85 63.76 76.64 63.44 84.68
+GraphText 15.93 13.69 51.61 81.36 2.66 55.68 64.27 54.28 57.26
+CGBridge 19.76 23.04 59.12 85.56 3.18 69.81 78.80 68.55 89.01

Qwen2.5-Coder-7B 18.31 19.91 59.13 83.57 2.78 63.39 74.67 48.07 89.46
+LoRA 20.94 23.50 60.02 86.02 2.83 62.88 77.70 65.03 97.17
+GraphText 18.05 15.94 53.18 82.77 2.96 63.52 67.85 67.52 70.75
+CGBridge 15.73 20.08 61.62 86.61 3.23 73.91 77.20 74.18 98.26

CodeLlama-7B 17.51 18.71 55.85 82.91 2.83 27.64 54.65 46.05 71.76
+LoRA 21.83 25.31 60.44 86.23 2.89 69.10 74.14 70.88 93.17
+GraphText 15.00 14.30 49.50 81.60 2.87 57.81 62.84 59.02 60.32
+CGBridge 18.70 23.38 60.65 88.35 2.99 71.32 79.21 74.49 95.07

Deepseek-coder-1.3B 10.79 6.12 45.30 79.08 1.63 48.82 67.67 55.58 51.37
+LoRA 11.67 5.88 49.74 80.05 1.87 52.03 69.73 54.31 63.06
+GraphText 15.45 14.76 48.76 81.86 1.94 55.02 60.39 54.22 69.31
+CGBridge 13.42 16.30 50.44 84.02 2.61 50.07 62.22 55.44 74.49

Deepseek-coder-6.7B 19.28 17.33 56.79 82.29 2.93 61.34 73.21 56.20 90.93
+LoRA 19.58 21.11 58.21 84.30 2.97 64.40 73.12 70.67 93.88
+GraphText 16.46 16.90 49.62 82.64 2.72 58.42 62.61 60.01 53.97
+CGBridge 19.96 24.79 59.10 85.75 3.22 64.32 73.27 67.79 95.92

Graph Construction. Following the refinement, we construct a
CPG for each snippet. We begin by parsing source code using tree-
sitter2, where each node corresponds to a namedAST element and is
labeled with a predefined type (e.g., assignment, identifier). For
textual representation, high-level statement nodes retain only the
first line of their source text (e.g., the condition in an if statement),
while other nodes (e.g., expressions, identifiers) retain their
full span. Edges in the CPG encode structural and semantic rela-
tions and are categorized into AST, CFG, and DFG types. AST edges
capture syntactic hierarchy (e.g., has_name, contains). CFG and
DFG edges are both derived from the static analysis of the AST: CFG
edges encode control-flow semantics (e.g., sequential_execution,
true_branch) by analyzing statement sequences and control struc-
tures, while DFG edges model data dependencies (e.g., flows_to,
contributes_to) based on variable definition and usage patterns.
Each edge is also assigned a textual attribute indicating its seman-
tic role. Finally, all node and edge textual attributes are encoded
into dense feature vectors using a pre-trained code encoder (e.g.,
UniXCoder), and the resulting graph is stored and processed using
the PyG [12] for downstream GNN computation.

4.2 Experimental Setup

Downstream Tasks. We evaluate CGBridge on two represen-
tative code generation tasks that require deep structural under-
standing: Code Summarization, which involves identifying control
flows, data dependencies and functional roles to generate accurate

2https://tree-sitter.github.io/tree-sitter

natural language descriptions of code functionality; Code Trans-
lation, which re-expresses the same logic in a different language
while preserving semantics, relies heavily on the accurate modeling
of abstract syntax trees and complex program structures. These
tasks serve as strong testbeds for CGBridge’s to unify structural
comprehension with generative quality.

Metrics. Our evaluation protocol combines lexical and semantic
similarity, reference-free assessment, and functional correctness.
Specifically, for summarization, we adoptMETEOR [29] and ROUGE-
L [34] for lexical similarity, BERTScore [64] and Sentence-BERT cosine
similarity [44] for semantic similarity and the LLM-as-a-Judge para-
digm [14, 26, 51, 56, 59], where an LLM rates generated summaries
from 0-4 on Coherence, Consistency, Fluency, and Relevance, which
are then aggregated into an overall quality rating. For translation,
we use CodeBLEU [45], Syntax Match, and Dataflow Match to eval-
uate structural alignment, with Execution Accuracy serving as the
primary metric for functional correctness of the translated code.

Baselines. We compare CGBridge against the following three
baselines to demonstrate its effectiveness:
• Zero-shot. Base code LLMs without task-specific fine-tuning.
• +LoRA. Code LLMs fine-tuned with LoRA [23], a powerful and
widely-adopted Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) method,
which provides a primary text-only adaptation baseline.

• +GraphText. Following prior work [55, 65], we convert code
graphs into textual descriptions (listing nodes then edges) as
in-context information for LLMs.

The detailed implementations are referred to Appendixes D, E and F.

https://tree-sitter.github.io/tree-sitter
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Table 2: Robustness to variable renaming.

Method Original Obfuscated Change

Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B 2.70 2.59 -4.1%
+LoRA 2.85 2.36 -17.2%
+GraphText 2.66 1.90 -28.6%
+CGBridge 3.18 3.13 -1.6%

Qwen2.5-Coder-7B 2.78 2.71 -2.5%
+LoRA 2.83 2.40 -15.2%
+GraphText 2.96 2.13 -28.4%
+CGBridge 3.23 3.22 -0.3%

4.3 Overall Performance

Table 1 presents the main experimental results of our proposed
CGBridge framework on two downstream tasks.
Performance on Code Summarization. The results reveal a con-
sistent trend across all models. The +GraphText baseline exhibits
limited effectiveness and occasionally underperforms the Zero-shot
baseline, indicating that long serialized graph descriptions may
introduce noise and hinder the LLM’s ability to exploit structural
information. In comparison with the strong +LoRA baseline, our
+CGBridge shows a consistent advantage. While +LoRA remains
competitive on lexical overlap metrics such as ROUGE-L, CGBridge
consistently achieves superior performance on semantic metrics, in-
cluding BERTScore and LLM-as-a-judge evaluations, demonstrating
its capability to generate summaries with higher semantic fidelity
and overall quality.
Performance on Code Translation. This task demands both se-
mantic preservation and strict functional correctness, where the lim-
itations of serialization become particularly evident. The +Graph-
Text baseline performs poorly, with a substantial drop in Execution
Accuracy, suggesting that linearized graphs fail to convey essen-
tial program logic. Although both +LoRA and our +CGBridge
achieve strong CodeBLEU scores, our approach consistently out-
performs on fine-grained metrics such as Syntax Match, Dataflow
Match, and Execution Accuracy (e.g., 98.26% on Qwen2.5-Coder-7B).
These findings underscore the importance of a dedicated integration
mechanism—such as our Bridge module—for effectively translating
structural signals into functionally correct code.

4.4 Robustness to Variable Renaming

To test whether our framework alleviates the structural informa-
tion loss in text-only models, we perform a robustness evaluation
under code obfuscation. The code summarization test set is mod-
ified by replacing all function names and internal variables with
random identifiers (e.g., get_price → fn_abc, cost→ var_xyz),
while preserving external library calls [22]. As this transformation
invalidates lexical metrics such as ROUGE, we adopt the semantic-
oriented LLM-as-a-Judge (LLM-J) score. Results in Table 2 show
pronounced degradation in text-only models, particularly in LoRA
variants (e.g., a 15.2% drop in the 7B LoRA model). In contrast, our
+CGBridge remains highly stable, with changes of only -1.6% and
-0.3% for the 1.5B and 7B models. These findings demonstrate that
by leveraging explicit structural graphs, our framework captures
true program logic and data flow, effectively resisting superficial
identifier variations—a key weakness of text-only approaches.

4.5 Ablation Study

To validate the contribution of each key component within our
framework, we conduct two ablation studies on the code translation
task using the Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B.

Impact of Training Components. We evaluate the effectiveness
of our training strategies by comparing the full CGBridge model
with five ablated variants:w/o Stage 1 (CGE Pre-training), which
skips self-supervised pre-training and randomly initializes the CGE
module; w/o Stage 2 (Cross-Modal Alignment), which omits the
entire cross-modal alignment and initialized Bridge module with
pre-trained BERT weights for the final adaptation; w/o GTM and
w/o GTG, which remove their respective alignment objectives from
Stage 2; andw/o Stage 3 (Task Adaptation), which performs only
Stage 1 and 2 without the final instruction-based adaptation. As
shown in Figure 4, removing any component degrades performance,
confirming that each part is essential. A strong initial graph repre-
sentation is critical, as skipping Stage 1 results in a sharp drop (CB:
69.81→57.20, EA: 80.91→71.77). Removing Stage 2 yields the worst
performance (69.61% EA), while removing Stage 3 also causes a
notable decline to 74.32% EA, demonstrating the importance of both
cross-modal alignment and task-specific tuning. Within Stage 2,
eliminating GTM or GTG objectives reduces performance on both
metrics, highlighting their complementary roles in establishing a
robust and precise bridge between modalities.
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Figure 4: Ablation experiments of training components.

Impact of Graph Components. We evaluate our heterogeneous
graph design by comparing it to variants incorporating different
structural configurations (Table 3). The results highlight the syn-
ergistic benefits of integrating both syntactic and semantic struc-
tures. A model leveraging only the syntactic information from the
AST forms a strong baseline, achieving an impressive 84.04% Ex-
ecution Accuracy (EA). Meanwhile, a variant trained exclusively
on semantic graphs (CFG+DFG) performs competitively, attaining
the highest structural similarity score of 75.33%. However, the full
model—combining the syntactic backbone of the AST with the se-
mantic depth provided byCFG andDFG (AST+CFG+DFG)—achieves
the best overall performance, with an EA of 89.11%. These findings
suggest that while each structural view contributes valuable infor-
mation independently, their combination is essential for capturing
the comprehensive functional semantics necessary for optimal cor-
rectness.
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Table 3: Ablation experiments of graph components.

Graph Components CB SM DM EA

AST 65.99 77.26 51.64 84.04
AST + CFG 74.90 79.81 66.42 85.28
AST + DFG 73.46 79.10 69.54 83.23
CFG + DFG 75.33 79.52 70.57 88.54
AST + CFG + DFG 69.81 78.80 68.55 89.11

Table 4: Efficiency analysis.

Method

Trainable

Params

Training

Time
a

Inference

Latency
b

Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B - - ∼202 ms
+LoRA 18.46 M 56.2 s ∼969 ms
+GraphText - - ∼598 ms
+CGBridge 180.80 M 67.5 s ∼215 ms

Qwen2.5-Coder-7B - - ∼299 ms
+LoRA 43.12 M 110.5 s ∼1463 ms
+GraphText - - ∼1197 ms
+CGBridge 180.80 M 272.1 s ∼371 ms

a Measured per epoch. b Measured per sample.

4.6 Efficiency of CGBridge

As motivated in our introduction, a primary limitation of many
existing LLM adaptation methods is the high computational cost.
Table 4 provides a efficiency analysis of our CGBridge compared
with +LoRA and +GraphText baselines. To begin with, CGBridge
demonstrates remarkable inference efficiency. Despite hav-
ing more trainable parameters, it achieves over 4× faster inference
than LoRA on both 1.5B and 7B models, with negligible latency
compared to the vanilla LLM. This advantage arises from a single
upfront graph-based computation, whereas LoRA incurs cumulative
overhead at every layer during auto-regressive decoding, making
CGBridge more suitable for latency-sensitive applications. Further-
more, CGBridge exhibits excellent scalability in parameter

efficiency: its fixed parameter size (180.80M) remains constant re-
gardless of LLM scale. Although this count exceeds LoRA (18.46M
for 1.5B and 43.12M for 7B), the ratio decreases sharply with model
growth—from∼11.5% (1.5B) to∼2.5% (7B), and a projected∼0.26% at
70B—ensuring superior scalability and making CGBridge a future-
proof solution for increasingly large foundation models.

4.7 Performance v.s. Code Complexity

To assess robustness, we evaluate performance on the code summa-
rization task across three code length bins (Short, Medium, Long),
using length as a proxy for complexity (Figure 5). While all methods
degrade on longer code, the drop is much smaller for CGBridge,
especially on semantic-aware metrics (BERTScore and LLM-as-a-
Judge). As code length increases, LoRA suffers sharp performance
decline (notably in LLM-as-a-Judge), whereas ourmethodmaintains
a more stable and higher level. This highlights the benefit of the
structural scaffold from code graphs, which helps the LLM manage
long-range dependencies and complex logic-a known limitation for
text-only models.
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Figure 6: Analysis of the hyper-parameter 𝑁𝑞 and 𝐿.

4.8 Hyper-parameter Analysis

To validate our design and assess the sensitivity of CGBridge, we
study two key hyperparameters: the number of GNN layers 𝐿𝑔
in the CGE and the number of Bridge queries 𝑁𝑞 . Experiments
are conducted on the code translation task (Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B),
using Execution Accuracy (EA) as the primary metric.
Analysis on the 𝐿𝑔. 𝐿𝑔 is crucial for capturing multi-hop depen-
dencies. Figure 6 (left) shows that performance peaks at 𝐿𝑔 = 2. A
single-layer GNN lacks capacity for capturing structural patterns,
while deeper GNNs (𝐿𝑔 > 2) may suffer from over-smoothing [33]
and redundancy in the heterogeneous code graph, as CFG and DFG
edges already encode many shortcuts.
Analysis on the 𝑁𝑞 . 𝑁𝑞 governs the information capacity of the
Bridge module in extracting structural knowledge. As illustrated
in Figure 6 (right), Execution Accuracy peaks at 𝑁𝑞 = 32, while
CodeBLEU remains relatively stable across different values. This
indicates that 𝑁𝑞 = 32 achieves a favourable trade-off, providing
sufficient representation power while mitigating the noise intro-
duced by excessive queries. A small 𝑁𝑞 may limit information flow,
whereas a large 𝑁𝑞 risks signal dilution.
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4.9 Qualitative Analysis

To interpret our model’s behavior, we visualize attention patterns
on the code summarization task using Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B. This
form of attention-based analysis has been widely adopted in prior
studies to understand transformer behavior in language and code
tasks [6, 9]. We track how the model attends to the 32 graph-derived
prompt tokens 𝑃𝐺 , averaged over heads and samples, to assess
interaction with structural cues. We also present a concrete example
to illustrate CGBridge’s effectiveness.
Static Attention at the Prompt Stage. Figure 7 shows that lower-
to-mid layers exhibit concentrated attention on graph tokens, sug-
gesting early structural grounding. As layers deepen, attention
becomes more diffuse, indicating layer specialization. Notably, at-
tention on graph tokens remains strong even for late-position text
tokens (e.g., >740), showing that the model persistently refers to
the graph context as a global “anchor” to resolve long-range depen-
dencies.
Dynamic Attention during Generation. Figure 8 shows the
average attention from each newly generated token to the 32 graph
tokens during decoding. Attention remains consistently high across
all steps, highlighting the structural anchoring effect of CGBridge.
Different layers exhibit distinct patterns: middle layers (e.g., Layer
10) show stable attention, serving as persistent structural anchors,
while later layers (e.g., Layer 20) display sharp peaks, likely refin-
ing or reinterpreting structural cues. This layered and sustained
attention suggests that CGBridge enhances decoding robustness,
especially for long and complex code.
Case Study. To demonstrate CGBridge’s superior logical un-
derstanding, we present a case study on a Python function using
lazy initialization (Figure 9). Compared to base and +LoRA models,
which produce fluent but incomplete summaries missing the crit-
ical conditional logic (scored 2/4 by LLM-as-a-Judge), CGBridge
leverages structural information from the code graph. This enables
it to correctly interpret the control flow and generate a more accu-
rate summary (scored 3/4). The case clearly shows how CGBridge
enhances program comprehension by integrating structural cues
beyond flat text.

5 RELATEDWORK

Code Representation Learning. Transforming source code into
numerical representations that capture its semantics and structure
is a key challenge. Early models treated code as token sequences,
applying NLP Transformers to linearized code, achieving strong
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def get_conn(self):

if self.cosmos_client is not None:

return self.cosmos_client

self.cosmos_client = cosmos_client.CosmosClient(self.endpoint_uri,               

{'masterKey': self.master_key})

return self.cosmos_client

def get_conn(self):

if self.cosmos_client is not None:

return self.cosmos_client

self.cosmos_client = cosmos_client.CosmosClient(

self.endpoint_uri, 

{'masterKey': self.master_key}

)

return self.cosmos_client

Summarize the following code:

Retrieves the Cosmos DB client instance. 
Base 1.5B

+LoRA

def get_conn (

self ) : if self

. cosmos_client …

Fails to reflect the conditional check and 
initialization logic. Score: (2/4)

+CGBridge

Get the CosmosClient instance. If it is not 
already created, create it and return it. 

Omits critical logic. Score: (2/4)

Effectively captures the core functionality 
with no critical flaws. Score: (3/4)

Flat text view

Code graph view

Returns the existing Cosmos DB client, or creates a new one if not available. 
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If … not None 

return …

cosmos_client = …

Ture

False

return …

Code Graph Bridge

LLM as a Judge

Get the Cosmos client instance 

LLM as a Judge

LLM as a Judge

Code Graph Bridge

Figure 9: Case study.

results on large codebases [11, 57]. However, this approach suffers
from structural information loss [7], as it discards explicit code struc-
ture, limiting its ability to capture deeper semantics and making
it vulnerable to adversarial attacks like “If-Else Flip” and “Variable
Renaming” [38]. To address this, a second paradigm emerged, repre-
senting code as explicit graphs using structures like ASTs [2], CFGs
[49], and DFGs [16]. Later works combined multiple graph types
into holistic representations like Code Property Graphs (CPGs) [41],
designed for GNNs or traditional program analysis tools. Despite
their structural fidelity, this paradigm faces challenges such as ar-
chitectural mismatches with permutation-invariant GNNs [62] and
overhead in graph processing. Recently, hybrid approaches have
emerged, integrating structural information into sequence-based
models [16, 31].
LLMs for Code. Instruction-tuned code LLMs such as CodeLlama
[46], Qwen-Coder [24], and Deepseek-coder [17] have brought sig-
nificant advances, offering strong zero-shot capabilities on code
tasks. These models are often adapted from general-purpose LLMs
via continued pretraining on massive code datasets. For down-
stream adaptation, Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) [60]
methods like LoRA [23] are widely used. However, such sequential
fine-tuning is computationally costly and limited by its token-level
view of code, often missing structural dependencies.
Integrating Graph Structures with LLMs. Bridging the gap be-
tween non-sequential graph structures and sequential LLMs is a key
challenge. Approaches to infusing LLMs with structural knowledge
can be divided into two main paradigms: graph serialization and hy-
brid architectures. The first, graph serialization, translates the graph
into a linear text format for direct LLM processing, using methods
like adjacency lists or natural language descriptions [18, 65]. How-
ever, this approach often struggles to preserve complex topologies
and can result in long input sequences. The second paradigm uses
hybrid GNN–LLM architectures, where a GNN encodes structural
information to be alignedwith the LLM [21, 50]. Additionally, frame-
works like CODEXGRAPH [39] and RepoGraph [43] treat the graph
as an external, queryable resource to enhance LLM performance.
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However, this method is sensitive to retrieved context, prone to
information loss, and limited by the LLM’s context window.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced CGBridge, a novel plug-and-play
framework for augmenting LLMs with an external, trainable bridge
module that captures rich structural information from code. CG-
Bridge leverages a GNN-based encoder pre-trained on a large-scale
code graph dataset to learn structural semantics, and employs a
bridge module to align representations across code, graph, and
text via cross-modal attention. This module generates structure-
informed prompts, which are injected into a frozen LLM and fine-
tuned for downstream tasks. Our experiments show that CGBridge
significantly outperforms text-only and graph-augmented base-
lines, especially in ensuring functional correctness and robustness
to complexity. Visualization and ablation studies revealed that the
graph guides the model to prioritize function over form. Notably,
the framework is highly practical, achieving a 4× inference speedup
over LoRA. Our work validates that modularly infusing structural
knowledge is a promising and efficient paradigm for advancing
code intelligence.



KDD ’25, August 3–7, 2025, Toronto, ON, Canada. Zeqi Chen et al.

REFERENCES

[1] Wasi Uddin Ahmad, Saikat Chakraborty, Baishakhi Ray, and Kai-Wei Chang. 2020.
A Transformer-based Approach for Source Code Summarization. In Proceedings
of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL
2020, Online, July 5-10, 2020, Dan Jurafsky, Joyce Chai, Natalie Schluter, and
Joel R. Tetreault (Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics, 4998–5007.
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2020.ACL-MAIN.449

[2] Uri Alon, Shaked Brody, Omer Levy, and Eran Yahav. 2019. code2seq: Generating
Sequences from Structured Representations of Code. arXiv:1808.01400 [cs.LG]
https://arxiv.org/abs/1808.01400

[3] Uri Alon, Meital Zilberstein, Omer Levy, and Eran Yahav. 2019. code2vec: learning
distributed representations of code. Proc. ACM Program. Lang. 3, POPL, Article
40 (Jan. 2019), 29 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3290353

[4] Anysphere, Inc. 2024. Cursor - The AI Code Editor. https://cursor.com.
[5] Mark Chen, Jerry Tworek, Heewoo Jun, Qinyuan Yuan, Henrique Ponde

de Oliveira Pires, Quoc V Le, Yonghui Wu, Ilya Sutskever, et al. 2021. Eval-
uating Large Language Models Trained on Code. arXiv preprint arXiv:2107.03374
(2021).

[6] Timothée Darcet, Maxime Oquab, Julien Mairal, and Piotr Bojanowski. 2024.
Vision Transformers Need Registers. arXiv:2309.16588 https://arxiv.org/abs/
2309.16588

[7] Debeshee Das, Noble Saji Mathews, Alex Mathai, Srikanth Tamilselvam, Kran-
thi Sedamaki, Sridhar Chimalakonda, and Atul Kumar. 2024. COMEX: A
Tool for Generating Customized Source Code Representations. In Proceedings
of the 38th IEEE/ACM International Conference on Automated Software Engi-
neering (Echternach, Luxembourg) (ASE ’23). IEEE Press, 2054–2057. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/ASE56229.2023.00010

[8] Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and Kristina Toutanova. 2019. BERT:
Pre-training of Deep Bidirectional Transformers for Language Understanding. In
Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, NAACL-HLT
2019, Minneapolis, MN, USA, June 2-7, 2019, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), Jill
Burstein, Christy Doran, and Thamar Solorio (Eds.). Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics, 4171–4186. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/N19-1423

[9] Alexey Dosovitskiy, Lucas Beyer, Alexander Kolesnikov, Dirk Weissenborn,
Xiaohua Zhai, Thomas Unterthiner, Mostafa Dehghani, Matthias Minderer,
Georg Heigold, Sylvain Gelly, Jakob Uszkoreit, and Neil Houlsby. 2021. An
Image is Worth 16x16 Words: Transformers for Image Recognition at Scale.
arXiv:2010.11929 https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11929

[10] Fartash Faghri, David J. Fleet, Jamie Ryan Kiros, and Sanja Fidler.
2018. VSE++: Improving Visual-Semantic Embeddings with Hard Negatives.
arXiv:1707.05612 [cs.LG] https://arxiv.org/abs/1707.05612

[11] Zhangyin Feng, Daya Guo, Duyu Tang, Nan Duan, Xiaocheng Feng, Ming Gong,
Linjun Shou, Bing Qin, Ting Liu, Daxin Jiang, and Ming Zhou. 2020. CodeBERT:
A Pre-Trained Model for Programming and Natural Languages. arXiv:2002.08155
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08155

[12] Matthias Fey, Jinu Sunil, Akihiro Nitta, Rishi Puri, Manan Shah, Blaž Stojanovič,
Ramona Bendias, Alexandria Barghi, Vid Kocijan, Zecheng Zhang, Xinwei He,
Jan Eric Lenssen, and Jure Leskovec. 2025. PyG 2.0: Scalable Learning on Real
World Graphs. arXiv:2507.16991 [cs.LG] https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.16991

[13] Aditya Grover and Jure Leskovec. 2016. node2vec: Scalable Feature Learning for
Networks. In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (San Francisco, California, USA) (KDD
’16). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 855–864. https:
//doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939754

[14] Jiawei Gu, Xuhui Jiang, Zhichao Shi, Hexiang Tan, Xuehao Zhai, Chengjin Xu,
Wei Li, Yinghan Shen, Shengjie Ma, Honghao Liu, Saizhuo Wang, Kun Zhang,
Yuanzhuo Wang, Wen Gao, Lionel Ni, and Jian Guo. 2025. A Survey on LLM-as-
a-Judge. arXiv:2411.15594 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.15594

[15] Daya Guo, Shuai Lu, Nan Duan, Yanlin Wang, Ming Zhou, and Jian Yin. 2022.
UniXcoder: Unified Cross-Modal Pre-training for Code Representation. In Pro-
ceedings of the 60th AnnualMeeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics
(Volume 1: Long Papers), ACL 2022, Dublin, Ireland, May 22-27, 2022. Association for
Computational Linguistics, 7212–7225. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-
LONG.499

[16] Daya Guo, Shuo Ren, Shuai Lu, Zhangyin Feng, Duyu Tang, Shujie Liu, Long
Zhou, Nan Duan, Alexey Svyatkovskiy, Shengyu Fu, Michele Tufano, Shao Kun
Deng, Colin B. Clement, Dawn Drain, Neel Sundaresan, Jian Yin, Daxin Jiang,
and Ming Zhou. 2021. GraphCodeBERT: Pre-training Code Representations with
Data Flow. (2021). https://openreview.net/forum?id=jLoC4ez43PZ

[17] Daya Guo, Qihao Zhu, Dejian Yang, Zhenda Xie, Kai Dong, Wentao Zhang,
Guanting Chen, Xiao Bi, Y. Wu, Y. K. Li, Fuli Luo, Yingfei Xiong, and Wen-
feng Liang. 2024. DeepSeek-Coder: When the Large Language Model Meets
Programming – The Rise of Code Intelligence. arXiv:2401.14196 [cs.SE]
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.14196

[18] Jiayan Guo, Lun Du, Hengyu Liu, Mengyu Zhou, Xinyi He, and Shi Han. 2023.
GPT4Graph: Can Large Language Models Understand Graph Structured Data

? An Empirical Evaluation and Benchmarking. arXiv:2305.15066 [cs.AI] https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2305.15066

[19] William L. Hamilton, Rex Ying, and Jure Leskovec. 2017. Inductive representation
learning on large graphs. In Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on
Neural Information Processing Systems (Long Beach, California, USA) (NIPS’17).
Curran Associates Inc., Red Hook, NY, USA, 1025–1035.

[20] Kaveh Hassani and Amir Hosein Khas Ahmadi. 2020. Contrastive Multi-View
Representation Learning on Graphs. In Proceedings of the 37th International
Conference onMachine Learning, ICML 2020, 13-18 July 2020, Virtual Event, Vol. 119.
PMLR, 4116–4126. http://proceedings.mlr.press/v119/hassani20a.html

[21] Xiaoxin He, Yijun Tian, Yifei Sun, Nitesh V. Chawla, Thomas Laurent, Yann
LeCun, Xavier Bresson, and Bryan Hooi. 2024. G-Retriever: Retrieval-
Augmented Generation for Textual Graph Understanding and Question An-
swering. arXiv:2402.07630 [cs.LG] https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07630

[22] Ashish Hooda, Mihai Christodorescu, Miltiadis Allamanis, AaronWilson, Kassem
Fawaz, and Somesh Jha. 2024. Do large codemodels understand programming con-
cepts? counterfactual analysis for code predicates. In Proceedings of the 41st Inter-
national Conference on Machine Learning (Vienna, Austria) (ICML’24). JMLR.org,
Article 753, 11 pages.

[23] Edward J. Hu, Yelong Shen, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li,
Shean Wang, Lu Wang, and Weizhu Chen. 2022. LoRA: Low-Rank Adap-
tation of Large Language Models. In The Tenth International Conference on
Learning Representations, ICLR 2022, Virtual Event, April 25-29, 2022. https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=nZeVKeeFYf9

[24] Binyuan Hui, Jian Yang, Zeyu Cui, Jiaxi Yang, Dayiheng Liu, Lei Zhang, Tianyu
Liu, Jiajun Zhang, Bowen Yu, Kai Dang, et al. 2024. Qwen2. 5-Coder Technical
Report. arXiv preprint arXiv:2409.12186 (2024).

[25] Hamel Husain, Ho-Hsiang Wu, Tiferet Gazit, Miltiadis Allamanis, and Marc
Brockschmidt. 2020. CodeSearchNet Challenge: Evaluating the State of Semantic
Code Search. arXiv:1909.09436 https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.09436

[26] Jiazheng Kang, Mingming Ji, Zhe Zhao, and Ting Bai. 2025. Memory OS of AI
Agent. arXiv:2506.06326 [cs.AI] https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.06326

[27] Alexander Küchler and Christian Banse. 2022. Representing LLVM-IR in a Code
Property Graph. Springer International Publishing, 360–380. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-3-031-22390-7_21

[28] Marie-Anne Lachaux, Baptiste Roziere, Lowik Chanussot, and Guillaume Lample.
2020. Unsupervised Translation of Programming Languages. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2006.03511 (2020). arXiv:2006.03511 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.
03511

[29] Alon Lavie and Abhaya Agarwal. 2007. Meteor: an automatic metric for MT
evaluation with high levels of correlation with human judgments. In Proceedings
of the SecondWorkshop on Statistical Machine Translation (Prague, Czech Republic)
(StatMT ’07). Association for Computational Linguistics, USA, 228–231.

[30] Mike Lewis, Yinhan Liu, Naman Goyal, Marjan Ghazvininejad, Abdelrahman
Mohamed, Omer Levy, Veselin Stoyanov, and Luke Zettlemoyer. 2020. BART:
Denoising Sequence-to-Sequence Pre-training for Natural Language Generation,
Translation, and Comprehension. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL 2020, Online, July 5-10, 2020, Dan
Jurafsky, Joyce Chai, Natalie Schluter, and Joel R. Tetreault (Eds.). Association for
Computational Linguistics, 7871–7880. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2020.ACL-
MAIN.703

[31] Jinyang Li, Binyuan Hui, Reynold Cheng, Bowen Qin, Chenhao Ma, Nan Huo, Fei
Huang, Wenyu Du, Luo Si, and Yongbin Li. 2023. Graphix-T5: mixing pre-trained
transformers with graph-aware layers for text-to-SQL parsing. In Proceedings of
the Thirty-Seventh AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Thirty-Fifth Con-
ference on Innovative Applications of Artificial Intelligence and Thirteenth Sympo-
sium on Educational Advances in Artificial Intelligence (AAAI’23/IAAI’23/EAAI’23).
AAAI Press, Article 1467, 9 pages. https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v37i11.26536

[32] Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Silvio Savarese, and Steven C. H. Hoi. 2023. BLIP-2:
Bootstrapping Language-Image Pre-training with Frozen Image Encoders and
Large Language Models. In International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML
2023, 23-29 July 2023, Honolulu, Hawaii, USA, Andreas Krause, Emma Brunskill,
Kyunghyun Cho, Barbara Engelhardt, Sivan Sabato, and Jonathan Scarlett (Eds.),
Vol. 202. PMLR, 19730–19742. https://proceedings.mlr.press/v202/li23q.html

[33] Qimai Li, Zhichao Han, and Xiao-Ming Wu. 2018. Deeper insights into graph
convolutional networks for semi-supervised learning. In Proceedings of the Thirty-
Second AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Thirtieth Innovative Ap-
plications of Artificial Intelligence Conference and Eighth AAAI Symposium on
Educational Advances in Artificial Intelligence (New Orleans, Louisiana, USA)
(AAAI’18/IAAI’18/EAAI’18). AAAI Press, Article 433, 8 pages.

[34] Chin-Yew Lin. 2004. ROUGE: A Package for Automatic Evaluation of Summaries.
In Text Summarization Branches Out. Association for Computational Linguistics,
Barcelona, Spain, 74–81. https://aclanthology.org/W04-1013/

[35] Chang Liu and Bo Wu. 2023. Evaluating Large Language Models on Graphs:
Performance Insights and Comparative Analysis. CoRR abs/2308.11224 (2023).
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2308.11224 arXiv:2308.11224

[36] Haotian Liu, Chunyuan Li, Qingyang Wu, and Yong Jae Lee. 2023. Visual Instruc-
tion Tuning. In NeurIPS.

https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2020.ACL-MAIN.449
https://arxiv.org/abs/1808.01400
https://arxiv.org/abs/1808.01400
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290353
https://cursor.com
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.16588
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.16588
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.16588
https://doi.org/10.1109/ASE56229.2023.00010
https://doi.org/10.1109/ASE56229.2023.00010
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/N19-1423
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11929
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11929
https://arxiv.org/abs/1707.05612
https://arxiv.org/abs/1707.05612
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08155
https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.08155
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.16991
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.16991
https://doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939754
https://doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939754
https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.15594
https://arxiv.org/abs/2411.15594
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-LONG.499
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-LONG.499
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jLoC4ez43PZ
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.14196
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.14196
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.15066
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.15066
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.15066
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v119/hassani20a.html
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07630
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07630
https://openreview.net/forum?id=nZeVKeeFYf9
https://openreview.net/forum?id=nZeVKeeFYf9
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.09436
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.09436
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.06326
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.06326
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-22390-7_21
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-22390-7_21
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.03511
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.03511
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.03511
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2020.ACL-MAIN.703
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2020.ACL-MAIN.703
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v37i11.26536
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v202/li23q.html
https://aclanthology.org/W04-1013/
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2308.11224
https://arxiv.org/abs/2308.11224


Bridging Code Graphs and Large Language Models for Better Code Understanding KDD ’25, August 3–7, 2025, Toronto, ON, Canada.

[37] Jiahao Liu, Jun Zeng, Xiang Wang, and Zhenkai Liang. 2023. Learning Graph-
based Code Representations for Source-level Functional Similarity Detection.
In 2023 IEEE/ACM 45th International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE).
345–357. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSE48619.2023.00040

[38] Shangqing Liu, Bozhi Wu, Xiaofei Xie, Guozhu Meng, and Yang Liu. 2023. Con-
traBERT: Enhancing Code Pre-Trained Models via Contrastive Learning. In Pro-
ceedings of the 45th International Conference on Software Engineering (Melbourne,
Victoria, Australia) (ICSE ’23). IEEE Press, 2476–2487. https://doi.org/10.1109/
ICSE48619.2023.00207

[39] Xiangyan Liu, Bo Lan, Zhiyuan Hu, Yang Liu, Zhicheng Zhang, FeiWang, Michael
Shieh, and Wenmeng Zhou. 2024. CodexGraph: Bridging Large Language Models
and Code Repositories via Code Graph Databases. arXiv:2408.03910 [cs.SE]
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.03910

[40] Zhihong Liu, Zezhou Yang, and Qing Liao. 2024. Exploration On Prompting
LLM With Code-Specific Information For Vulnerability Detection. In 2024 IEEE
International Conference on Software Services Engineering (SSE). 273–281. https:
//doi.org/10.1109/SSE62657.2024.00049

[41] Ting Long, Yutong Xie, Xianyu Chen, Weinan Zhang, Qinxiang Cao, and Yong Yu.
2022. Multi-View Graph Representation for Programming Language Processing:
An Investigation into Algorithm Detection. arXiv:2202.12481 [cs.LG] https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2202.12481

[42] Minh Huynh Nguyen, Nghi D. Q. Bui, Truong Son Hy, Long Tran-Thanh, and
Tien N. Nguyen. 2023. HierarchyNet: Learning to Summarize Source Code with
Heterogeneous Representations. arXiv:2205.15479 [cs.SE] https://arxiv.org/abs/
2205.15479

[43] Siru Ouyang, Wenhao Yu, Kaixin Ma, Zilin Xiao, Zhihan Zhang, Mengzhao Jia,
Jiawei Han, Hongming Zhang, and Dong Yu. 2025. RepoGraph: Enhancing AI Soft-
ware Engineering with Repository-level Code Graph. arXiv:2410.14684 [cs.SE]
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.14684

[44] Nils Reimers and Iryna Gurevych. 2019. Sentence-BERT: Sentence Embeddings
using Siamese BERT-Networks. CoRR abs/1908.10084 (2019). arXiv:1908.10084
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084

[45] Shuo Ren, Daya Guo, Shuai Lu, Long Zhou, Shujie Liu, Duyu Tang, Neel
Sundaresan, Ming Zhou, Ambrosio Blanco, and Shuai Ma. 2020. CodeBLEU:
a Method for Automatic Evaluation of Code Synthesis. arXiv:2009.10297
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.10297

[46] Baptiste Roziere, Jonas Gehring, Fabian Gloeckle, Sten Sootla, Itai Gat, Xiao-
qing Ellen Tan, Yossi Adi, Jingyu Liu, Romain Sauvestre, Tal Remez, et al. 2023.
Code llama: Open foundation models for code. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.12950
(2023).

[47] Baptiste Rozière, Jie Zhang, François Charton, Mark Harman, Gabriel Syn-
naeve, and Guillaume Lample. 2022. Leveraging Automated Unit Tests for
Unsupervised Code Translation. In The Tenth International Conference on Learn-
ing Representations, ICLR 2022, Virtual Event, April 25-29, 2022. OpenReview.net.
https://openreview.net/forum?id=cmt-6KtR4c4

[48] Yunsheng Shi, Zhengjie Huang, Shikun Feng, Hui Zhong, Wenjing Wang, and
Yu Sun. 2021. Masked Label Prediction: Unified Message Passing Model for
Semi-Supervised Classification. In Proceedings of the Thirtieth International Joint
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI 2021, Virtual Event / Montreal, Canada,
19-27 August 2021, Zhi-Hua Zhou (Ed.). ijcai.org, 1548–1554. https://doi.org/10.
24963/IJCAI.2021/214

[49] Xin Sun, Yibing Zhongyang, Zhi Xin, Bing Mao, and Li Xie. 2014. Detecting Code
Reuse in Android Applications Using Component-Based Control Flow Graph. In
ICT Systems Security and Privacy Protection, Nora Cuppens-Boulahia, Frédéric
Cuppens, Sushil Jajodia, Anas Abou El Kalam, and Thierry Sans (Eds.). Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 142–155.

[50] Jiabin Tang, Yuhao Yang, Wei Wei, Lei Shi, Lixin Su, Suqi Cheng, Dawei Yin, and
Chao Huang. 2024. GraphGPT: Graph Instruction Tuning for Large Language
Models. arXiv:2310.13023 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.13023

[51] Weixi Tong and Tianyi Zhang. 2024. CodeJudge: Evaluating Code Generation
with Large Language Models. arXiv:2410.02184 [cs.LG] https://arxiv.org/abs/

2410.02184
[52] Aäron van den Oord, Yazhe Li, and Oriol Vinyals. 2018. Representation

Learning with Contrastive Predictive Coding. CoRR abs/1807.03748 (2018).
arXiv:1807.03748 http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.03748

[53] Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszkoreit, Llion Jones,
Aidan N. Gomez, Łukasz Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. 2017. Attention is all you
need. In Proceedings of the 31st International Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems (Long Beach, California, USA) (NIPS’17). Curran Associates
Inc., Red Hook, NY, USA, 6000–6010.

[54] Anh Viet Phan, Minh Le Nguyen, and Lam Thu Bui. 2017. Convolutional Neural
Networks over Control Flow Graphs for Software Defect Prediction. In 2017 IEEE
29th International Conference on Tools with Artificial Intelligence (ICTAI). 45–52.
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICTAI.2017.00019

[55] Heng Wang, Shangbin Feng, Tianxing He, Zhaoxuan Tan, Xiaochuang Han, and
Yulia Tsvetkov. 2024. Can Language Models Solve Graph Problems in Natural
Language? arXiv:2305.10037 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10037

[56] Ruiqi Wang, Jiyu Guo, Cuiyun Gao, Guodong Fan, Chun Yong Chong, and Xin
Xia. 2025. Can LLMs Replace Human Evaluators? an Empirical Study of LLM-as-
a-Judge in Software Engineering. CoRR abs/2502.06193 (2025).

[57] Yue Wang, Weishi Wang, Shafiq Joty, and Steven C. H. Hoi. 2021. CodeT5:
Identifier-aware Unified Pre-trained Encoder-Decoder Models for Code Under-
standing and Generation. arXiv:2109.00859 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.
00859

[58] Seongil Wi, Sijae Woo, Joyce Jiyoung Whang, and Sooel Son. 2022. HiddenCPG:
Large-Scale Vulnerable Clone Detection Using Subgraph Isomorphism of Code
Property Graphs. In Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2022 (Virtual Event,
Lyon, France) (WWW ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA, 755–766. https://doi.org/10.1145/3485447.3512235

[59] Yang Wu, Yao Wan, Zhaoyang Chu, Wenting Zhao, Ye Liu, Hongyu Zhang,
Xuanhua Shi, and Philip S. Yu. 2024. Can Large Language Models Serve as
Evaluators for Code Summarization? arXiv:2412.01333 [cs.SE] https://arxiv.org/
abs/2412.01333

[60] Lingling Xu, Haoran Xie, Si-Zhao Joe Qin, Xiaohui Tao, and Fu Lee Wang. 2023.
Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning Methods for Pretrained Language Models: A
Critical Review and Assessment. arXiv:2312.12148 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/
2312.12148

[61] Fabian Yamaguchi, Nico Golde, Daniel Arp, and Konrad Rieck. 2014. Modeling and
Discovering Vulnerabilities with Code Property Graphs. In 2014 IEEE Symposium
on Security and Privacy. 590–604. https://doi.org/10.1109/SP.2014.44

[62] Fangke Ye, Shengtian Zhou, Anand Venkat, Ryan Marcus, Nesime Tatbul,
Jesmin Jahan Tithi, Niranjan Hasabnis, Paul Petersen, Timothy Mattson, Tim
Kraska, Pradeep Dubey, Vivek Sarkar, and Justin Gottschlich. 2021. MISIM: A
Neural Code Semantics Similarity System Using the Context-Aware Semantics
Structure. arXiv:2006.05265 [cs.LG] https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.05265

[63] Yuning You, Tianlong Chen, Yongduo Sui, Ting Chen, Zhangyang Wang,
and Yang Shen. 2020. Graph Contrastive Learning with Augmentations. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, H. Larochelle, M. Ran-
zato, R. Hadsell, M.F. Balcan, and H. Lin (Eds.), Vol. 33. Curran Associates,
Inc., 5812–5823. https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/
3fe230348e9a12c13120749e3f9fa4cd-Paper.pdf

[64] Tianyi Zhang, Varsha Kishore, Felix Wu, Kilian Q. Weinberger, and Yoav Artzi.
2020. BERTScore: Evaluating Text Generation with BERT. arXiv:1904.09675
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09675

[65] Jianan Zhao, Le Zhuo, Yikang Shen, Meng Qu, Kai Liu, Michael Bronstein,
Zhaocheng Zhu, and Jian Tang. 2023. GraphText: Graph Reasoning in Text
Space. arXiv:2310.01089 [cs.CL] https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.01089

[66] Ming Zhu, Aneesh Jain, Karthik Suresh, Roshan Ravindran, Sindhu Tipirneni,
and Chandan K. Reddy. 2022. XLCoST: A Benchmark Dataset for Cross-lingual
Code Intelligence. arXiv:2206.08474 https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08474

https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSE48619.2023.00040
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSE48619.2023.00207
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSE48619.2023.00207
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.03910
https://arxiv.org/abs/2408.03910
https://doi.org/10.1109/SSE62657.2024.00049
https://doi.org/10.1109/SSE62657.2024.00049
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.12481
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.12481
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.12481
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.15479
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.15479
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.15479
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.14684
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.14684
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.10297
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.10297
https://openreview.net/forum?id=cmt-6KtR4c4
https://doi.org/10.24963/IJCAI.2021/214
https://doi.org/10.24963/IJCAI.2021/214
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.13023
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.13023
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.02184
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.02184
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.02184
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.03748
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.03748
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICTAI.2017.00019
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10037
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10037
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.00859
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.00859
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.00859
https://doi.org/10.1145/3485447.3512235
https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.01333
https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.01333
https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.01333
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.12148
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.12148
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.12148
https://doi.org/10.1109/SP.2014.44
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.05265
https://arxiv.org/abs/2006.05265
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/3fe230348e9a12c13120749e3f9fa4cd-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/3fe230348e9a12c13120749e3f9fa4cd-Paper.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09675
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09675
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.01089
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.01089
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08474
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.08474


KDD ’25, August 3–7, 2025, Toronto, ON, Canada. Zeqi Chen et al.

A DETAILS OF THE CODE GRAPH DATASET

A.1 Detailed Node and Edge Type Attributes

Table 5: Table of textual attributes and their classifications.

T 𝑒
Fine-grained Textual Attributes

AST has_name, has_parameters, has_body, has_condition,
has_then_body, has_else_body, has_elif_branch,
has_target, has_value, contains

CFG sequential_execution, true_branch, false_branch,
alternate_condition_branch, condition_evaluation,
for_loop_body, for_loop iteration_range,
while_loop_body, while_loop_condition, try_block,
exception_handler, finally_block, block_exit, loop_exit,
loop_back, break_jump, condition_false_jump,
function_call

DFG contributes_to, flows_to

Table 6: Table of node types

V T 𝑣

Nodes module, function_definition, identifier, parameters,
default_parameter, none, comment, block, try_statement,
if_statement, comparison_operator, expression_statement,
assignment, call, argument_list, for_statement, integer,
binary_operator, subscript, pattern_list, expression_list,
while_statement, parenthesized_expression, string,
string_start, string_content, string_end, elif_clause,
else_clause, augmented_assignment, break_statement,
continue_statement, return_statement, except_clause,
finally_clause

A.2 Graph Statistics of Datasets

Table 7 presents the structural statistics of our curated datasets. The
significant number of nodes and edges in an average code graph
highlights the structural complexity that text-based models often
overlook. This data underscores the necessity of a structure-aware
approach like CGBridge.

Table 7: Average structural statistics for the curated code

graph datasets.

Statistic CodeSearchNet XLCoST

Total Samples 261,372 10,344
Avg. Nodes 125.41 145.77
Avg. AST Edges 124.41 144.77
Avg. CFG Edges 16.21 27.95
Avg. DFG Edges 22.85 32.23

B DETAILED INFONCE LOSS FORMULATION

This section provides the detailed mathematical formulation for
the symmetric InfoNCE loss used in Equation 7 for Graph-Text
Contrastive Learning (GTC). For a given batch of 𝑀 graph-text
pairs, the loss is fully expanded as:

LGTC = − 1
2𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1

(
log

exp(𝑠 (𝐵𝑖
𝑄
, ℎ𝑖cls)/𝜏)∑𝑀

𝑗=1 exp(𝑠 (𝐵𝑖𝑄 , ℎ
𝑗

cls)/𝜏)

+ log
exp(𝑠 (ℎ𝑖cls, 𝐵

𝑖
𝑄
)/𝜏)∑𝑀

𝑗=1 exp(𝑠 (ℎ𝑖cls, 𝐵
𝑗

𝑄
)/𝜏)

)
,

(12)

where:
• 𝐵𝑖

𝑄
is the graph embedding for the 𝑖-th sample in the batch.

• ℎ𝑖cls is the text embedding for the 𝑖-th sample in the batch.
• 𝑠 (𝑢, 𝑣) is the similarity function. In our implementation, it is the
maximum cosine similarity computed over all Nq query tokens.

• 𝜏 is the learnable temperature parameter that scales the similarity
scores.

C IMPLEMENTATION OF GNN LAYER

The Code Graph Encoder, denoted as CGE(·), is responsible for
transforming the input code graph𝐺 into a graph-level embedding
𝑥𝐺 = CGE(𝐺). This embedding encapsulates the essential structural
and semantic characteristics of the code.

The CGE module is implemented as a 𝐿𝑔 layers graph Trans-
former [48]. Let ℎ (𝑙−1)

𝑖
be the feature vector of node 𝑖 at the input

of layer 𝑙 (with ℎ (0)
𝑖

being the initial node features from XV ) and
let 𝑒 𝑗𝑖 ∈ XE be the feature vector for the edge connecting node 𝑗
to node 𝑖 . This update involves an attention mechanism where the
coefficient 𝛼 (𝑙 )

𝑗𝑖
, representing the attention node 𝑖 pays to a neighbor

𝑗 , is computed as:

𝛼
(𝑙 )
𝑗𝑖

= softmax𝑗
©­«
(𝑊 (𝑙 )
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𝐾
ℎ
(𝑙−1)
𝑗

+𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝐸
𝑒 𝑗𝑖 )

√
𝑑𝑘

ª®¬ . (13)

Here,𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝑄

,𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝐾

, and𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝐸

are learnable weight matrices for pro-
jecting the query (node 𝑖), key (node 𝑗 ), and edge feature (𝑒 𝑗𝑖 ) com-
ponents at layer 𝑙 , respectively, while 𝑑𝑘 is the key dimensionality.
The term𝑊

(𝑙 )
𝐸
𝑒 𝑗𝑖 denotes the linearly transformed edge feature,

which modulates the attention scores during key computation.
The aggregated representation ℎ̃ (𝑙 )

𝑖
for node 𝑖 is then formed

by combining its self-representation with the attention-weighted
messages from its neighbors:

ℎ̃
(𝑙 )
𝑖

=𝑊
(𝑙 )
selfℎ

(𝑙−1)
𝑖

+
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𝑗𝑖

(
𝑊
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val ℎ
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𝑗
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𝐸
𝑒 𝑗𝑖

)
, (14)

where𝑊 (𝑙 )
self and𝑤

(𝑙 )
val are learnable weight matrices. The edge fea-

tures 𝑒 𝑗𝑖 , transformed by the same matrix𝑊 (𝑙 )
𝐸

as in the attention
mechanism, also contribute to the aggregated message from each
neighbor.

For intermediate layers, these aggregated representations 𝐻̃ (𝑙 ) =

{ℎ̃ (𝑙 )𝑣𝑖 | ∀𝑣𝑖 ∈ V} are processed through a sequence of batch normal-
ization, ReLU activation, and dropout to yield 𝐻 (𝑙 ) . The graph-level
representation 𝑥𝐺 ∈ R𝑑𝑜𝑢𝑡 , which serves as the input from the
graph modality to the Bridge module, is processed with a readout
in the last layer for final node representation.
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D PROMPT TEMPLATES

This section provides the exact instruction templates used dur-
ing the instruction-based task adaptation and for LLM-as-a-judge
evaluation.

D.1 Code summarization

The goal is to generate a high-quality docstring for a given code
snippet. The prompts are designed to enforce a strict format con-
sistent with the PEP 257 standards.

System Prompt: You are an expert Python assistant. Gen-
erate clear, concise, and accurate docstrings strictly follow-
ing PEP 257 triple quote formatting.

User Prompt: Generate a Python docstring for the code
below.
Format: PEP 257 triple quotes.
Required Structure:
- One-line summary of the function. (Optional) More de-
tailed explanations are provided if the logic is complex.

- Parameters: param_name (param_type): Description of
parameter. (Use ’None’ if no parameters)

- Returns: return_type: Description of returned value.
(Use ’None’ if no explicit return)

Code:
```python
{code}
```

D.2 Code Translation

The goal is to translate a function from a source programming
language to a target language, ensuring functional equivalence and
producing runnable code.

System Prompt:
Role: Python to Java Translator.
Output: Single, runnable Java class (e.g., `Solution` or
`Main`).
Structure:
1. Core logic in a `public static` method.
2. `public static void main(String[] args)`: Calls static

method (use user’s sample inputs if given, else defaults)
and prints output via `System.out.println()`.

Ensure:
- Functional Python-Java equivalence.
- Correct Java types and standard library mapping.
- Necessary `import`s.
- Compilable and runnable code.
User Prompt:
Translate the following Python code to Java.
```python
{code}
```

D.3 LLM as a Judge

For a reference-free evaluation of the Code Summarization task, we
employ a powerful LLM (e.g., GPT-4) as an evaluator. The following
prompts guide the LLM to score the generated summaries based on
predefined criteria, with a heavy emphasis on consistency with the
source code.

System Prompt:
You are an expert Principal Software Engineer acting as a
meticulous Code Reviewer. Your sole task is to provide a
critical and objective evaluation of a candidate code sum-
mary based on the provided source code.
Your evaluation must follow these steps:
(1) Carefully read the source code to fully understand its

functionality, inputs, outputs, and key logic.
(2) Critically analyze the candidate summary against the

code.
(3) Provide a structured evaluation based on the four di-

mensions below.
Evaluation Dimensions:
- Coherence (0-4): How logically organized and well-
structured is the summary? Does it form a coherent
description of the code? (0=Incoherent, 4=Perfectly co-
herent).

- Consistency (0-4): Does the summary accurately re-
flect the code’s functionality and logic? Are there any
factual errors or hallucinations? This is the most critical
dimension. (0=Contradicts the code, 4=Perfectly consis-
tent).

- Fluency (0-4): Is the summary written in clear, natu-
ral, and grammatically correct language? (0=Unreadable,
4=Perfectly fluent).

- Relevance (0-4): Does the summary capture the essen-
tial information without including redundant or trivial
details? (0=Irrelevant, 4=Perfectly relevant).

Overall Score:
After rating the four dimensions, provide a holistic Over-
all Score (0-4). This score is NOT a simple average. You
must weigh Consistency most heavily, as an inconsistent
summary is fundamentally flawed, regardless of its fluency.

User Prompt:
Please evaluate the following code summary.
Source Code:
```python
{code}
```
Candidate Summary:
{candidate}

E IMPLEMENTATIONDETAILSOFEXPERIMENTS.

We implement the CGE using a 2-layer Graph Transformer, with
the Bridge Module utilizing 𝑁𝑞 = 32 query tokens. The Bridge
Module is initialized with the weights of a pre-trained BERT-base-
uncased model [8], adopting its original architecture, including
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the number of layers 𝐿𝑏 . The initial node and edge features are
encoded using UniXcoder-base [15]. For CGE pre-training and the
alignment training in stage 1, we use only the source code of the
Python training split of CodeSearchNet. In the adaptation training
in stage 2, we use the respective training splits from CodeSearchNet
(for summarization) and XLCoST (for translation). We conduct
experiments on a variety of open-source Code LLMs, including
Qwen2.5-Coder-Instruct (1.5B, 7B) [24], CodeLlama7b-Instruct-hf
[46], and Deepseek-coder-Instruct (1.3B, 6.7B) [17]. All experiments
are performed on a server equipped with 8 NVIDIA H800 80GB
GPUs.

E.1 The Choice of Graph Encoder.

To validate our choice of using a Graph Transformer as the back-
bone for the Code Graph Encoder (CGE), we conducted an ablation
study comparing it against two other common GNN architectures:

Graph Convolutional Network (GCN) and Graph Attention Net-
work (GAT). All experiments were performed using the Qwen2.5-
Coder-1.5B model as the base LLM. The results for both code trans-
lation and code summarization tasks are presented in Table 8. The
findings show that the Graph Transformer consistently achieves
superior or highly competitive performance across all key metrics,
particularly in Execution Accuracy for translation and semantic
similarity metrics for summarization, thus justifying its selection
for our CGBridge framework.

F HYPERPARAMETERS

Our main experiment hyperparameter configurations are detailed
in the tables below, structured by our three-stage training: Table 9
(Stage 1: CGE Pre-training), Table 10 (Stage 2: Cross-Modal Align-
ment), and Table 11 (Stage 3: Instruction-Based Task Adaptation).
All experiments, including ablation studies, adhere to these settings
unless stated otherwise.
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Table 8: Ablation study on the GNN backbone for the Code Graph Encoder (CGE), evaluated on the Qwen2.5-Coder-1.5B model.

GNN Type

Code Summarization Code Translation

METEOR ROUGE-L SBERT-CS B-Score LLM-J CB BLEU SM DM EA (%)
GCN 19.24 22.86 57.49 85.03 3.16 64.32 62.19 72.49 56.51 81.89
GAT 17.31 21.77 54.82 84.50 2.98 70.11 67.67 74.03 68.99 81.75
Graph Transformer 19.76 23.04 59.12 85.56 3.18 69.81 67.75 78.80 68.55 89.01

Table 9: Hyperparameters for Stage 1: CGE Pre-training.

Parameter Value

GNN Type Graph Transformer
Input Dimension 768
Hidden Dimension 1024
Output Dimension 768
GNN Layers 𝐿𝑔 2
Attention Heads 4
Dropout Rate 0.1
Node Feature Drop Rate 0.05
Edge Drop Rate 0.05
Batch Size 128
Learning Rate 1e-5
Weight Decay 0.01
Contrastive Temperature 0.3
Contrastive Loss Weight 𝜆𝑐𝑙 0.6
Edge Prediction Loss Weight 𝜆𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 0.4
Negative Sampling Ratio 0.5
Early Stopping Patience 20

Table 10: Hyperparameters for Stage 2: Cross-Modal Alignment.

Parameter Value

Initial Weight BERT-base-uncased
Bridge layers 𝐿𝑏 12
Query Tokens 𝑁𝑞 32
Graph Embedding Dim 768
Model Dim 𝑑model 768
Cross-Attention Frequency 2
Batch Size 16
Contrastive Temperature 𝜏 0.07
Learning Rate 5e-7
Weight Decay 0.01
Warmup Ratio 0.01
Max Epochs 200
Scheduler Type Plateau
Early Stopping Patience 20
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Table 11: Hyperparameters for Stage 3: Instruction-Based Task Adaptation.

Parameter Value

Bridge Module Initialized from Stage 2
Precision bfloat16
Batch Size 8
Learning Rate 1e-6
Weight Decay 0.01
Max Epochs 200
Warmup Ratio 0.01
Early Stopping Patience 20
Scheduler Type Plateau
Scheduler Patience 2
Scheduler Factor 0.5
Min Learning Rate 1e-10
Temperature 0
Repetition Penalty 1.1
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