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We introduce C2C (From Codebase to Culprit), a framework for precise bug localization that progressively reduces the debugging

search space across multiple levels of granularity: files, functions, and lines of code. To mirror developers’ natural top-down debugging

workflows, C2C integrates semantic retrieval and hierarchical reinforcement learning (HRL) in a two-stage process. First, it performs

recall-oriented retrieval of buggy candidates via semantic vector similarity search against stack traces on a database of embeddings,

where the embeddings are fine-tuned via contrastive learning with CodeBERT. Building on this reduced search space, the HRL

framework incrementally localizes bugs, reasoning from files to functions and ultimately to individual lines of code. Unlike prior

approaches which operate at a single granularity, C2C enables multi-resolution localization while maintaining contextual consistency

across decisions. Extensive experiments on real-world Java and Python datasets demonstrate that C2C substantially improves retrieval

precision and localization accuracy. Ablation studies further highlight the contributions of hierarchical decomposition, structured

learning signals, and reward shaping in advancing multi-level bug localization.
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1 Introduction

Software defects remain among the most significant and costly liabilities in modern IT systems. The Consortium for

Information & Software Quality (CISQ) estimates that legacy-system failures, production outages, security breaches,

and accumulated technical debt cost U.S. organizations $2.41 trillion in 2022 alone [20]. Thus, accurately and efficiently

localizing bugs is critical in reducing debugging effort, enhancing software reliability, and managing overall project

costs.

However, debugging remains challenging and resource intensive. Research on developer debugging behavior indicates

that they frequently employ forward reasoning [3] and scientific debugging strategies [35], interleaving logical deduction

with information gathering and dependency analysis [19]. Such approaches often require examining extensive code

segments, making debugging tedious, error-prone, and costly.

To address these challenges, various bug localization methods have been proposed, including Spectrum-Based

Bug Localization (SBBL) [1, 16, 44], Information Retrieval (IR)-based ranking methods [38, 48], and learning-based

approaches [8, 21, 22]. While some techniques can be adapted for different granularities (file, function, or line level) [32],
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few natively support localization at multiple granularities simultaneously [36, 49]. Addressing this gap is critical, as

hierarchical localization augmented with rich context has the potential to outperform single-stage methods, especially

when accurate identification at a single level alone proves inadequate.

Recent Reinforcement Learning (RL)-based methods, such as RLocator [4], have improved file-level predictions.

However, these approaches typically flatten the localization task into single-stage decisions, limiting their capacity for

iterative refinement. In practice, software debugging often follows a hierarchical, top-down workflow: developers start

from a stack trace, shortlist suspicious files, narrow down to relevant functions, and ultimately identify the precise

problematic lines. Inspired by this process, we introduce C2C, a novel Hierarchical Reinforcement Learning (HRL)

framework designed to mirror and automate this sequential strategy.

C2C operates in two stages. It begins with CodeRetriever, a fine-tuned CodeBERT model [13] that maps stack

traces to top-K candidate buggy files using a precomputed vector database. From this candidate pool, the second stage,

our HRL architecture, employs three specialized RL agents in sequence. Each of these modules is an RL agent in the

standard sense: it observes a task-specific state, selects an action from its action space, and is trained with a reward

signal to improve bug localization performance [17]. Together, these agents progressively refine localization at different

levels of granularity, narrowing the search from file, to function, to line. Our three HRL agents are:

(1) File-level agent: receives the retrieved candidate file set and selects the most likely buggy file.

(2) Function-level agent: receives the selected file and chooses the most likely buggy function within it.

(3) Line-level agent: receives the selected function and identifies the most likely buggy line.

Overall, C2C takes as input a repository and stack traces scraped from GitHub issues. During both training and

inference, stack traces are used to progressively narrow the search space from files to functions to lines. Figure 2 provides

a high-level overview of our inference pipeline. Sections 5 and 6 then present the motivation and implementation

details for CodeRetriever and the HRL architecture, respectively.

We evaluate C2C on two complementary benchmarks: real-world Elasticsearch issues from the BEETLEBOX bench-

mark [5] (Java), and 11 Python repositories from SWE-bench Verified [15].

Across both settings, iterative contrastive fine-tuning with hard negative mining improves retrieval quality over the

baseline, achieving a Hit@10 of 57.8% on Elasticsearch and 69.7% on SWE-bench (Table 5). Notably, at broader retrieval

depths, the model achieves a Hit@50 of 93.8% on SWE-bench and 72.9% on Elasticsearch, establishing a solid candidate

pool for the downstream localization agents. Building on this retrieval stage, the three-level RL agents demonstrate

effective fine-grained localization, achieving file/function/line Mean Reciprocal Rank (MRR) of 0.5005/0.5450/0.2932

on Elasticsearch and 0.4156/0.2815/0.1000 on SWE-bench. Ablation studies confirm that iterative contrastive training,

hierarchical decomposition, and shaped intermediate rewards each contribute substantially to these results.

We address the following research questions (RQs):

(1) RQ1: How effectively does CodeRetriever align stack traces and buggy files in the embedding space?

(2) RQ2: How does hierarchical decomposition improve localization compared to single-stage methods?

(3) RQ3: How do different reward strategies affect learning in hierarchical RL?

(4) RQ4: Does C2C generalize across programming languages and repositories?

The primary contributions of this paper include:

(1) Iterative contrastive fine-tuning of CodeBERT with hard-negative mining for effective bug retrieval.

(2) The first open-source HRL framework to the best of our knowledge for multi-granular bug localization.

(3) A shaped-reward strategy that stabilizes HRL training.
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(4) An open-source benchmark, dataset pipeline, and reference implementation to support reproducibility.
1

The remainder of our paper is structured as follows: Section 2 discusses related work. In Section 3 we introduce our

evaluation benchmarks and discuss how we preprocess the data for our method. We provide an overview of C2C in

Section 4, with detailed explanations on the motivation and implementation of our two stages, CodeRetriever and our

HRL Architecture, in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. We then present our experimental results and ablation studies in

Section 7, discuss our findings in Section 8, outline threats to validity in Section 9, and conclude in Section 10.

2 Related Work

2.1 Spectrum and Mutation-Based Bug Localization

Automated bug localization techniques have evolved from traditional SBBL approaches to more advanced methods

such as Mutation-Based Bug Localization (MBBL) and IR-based techniques.

SBBL techniques have served as the foundation of bug localization research by mining contrasts between passing and

failing test executions to compute suspiciousness scores and rank buggy code elements [11, 39]. Classical methods such

as Tarantula [16], Ochiai [1], and DStar [44] effectively leverage test outcomes, but often struggle in large codebases or

in the presence of incomplete coverage and multiple interacting bugs [45].

To address these limitations, MBBL extends SBBL with mutation analysis, where code elements are modified using

mutation operators [33]. Metallaxis-FL [34] ranks statements higher if mutants are mostly killed by failing tests, while

MUSE [29] generates multiple mutant versions of statements covered by failing tests to refine rankings. While MBBL

reduces reliance on test suites, mutation-based approaches still face scalability challenges in large systems due to the

computational cost of mutation analysis [18].

2.2 Information Retrieval and Contrastive Learning-Based Bug Localization

As an alternative that reduces the dependency on test coverage, IR-based bug localization techniques leverage textual

similarity between bug reports and source code elements. For instance, BugLocator [48] uses a revised Vector Space

Model to rank candidate files by estimating their similarity to bug reports. BLUiR [38] enhances this by treating source

code as a structured document, separating constructs like class and method names, and using IR models to match bug

reports to relevant files more effectively. Despite these improvements, IR-based methods are typically coarse-grained

and fail to provide developers with needed contextual information [42]. This limitation motivates the exploration of

techniques capable of capturing richer contextual representations.

Contrastive learning methodologies aim to enhance retrieval by improving buggy signal clarity and promoting better

generalization across projects. Existing bug localization methods, such as SupConFL [8] and FALCON [21], utilize

contrastive techniques to learn embeddings from buggy-fixed code pairs and log traces, respectively.

Single-pass contrastive learning methods using triplet-based loss and hard-negative mining can effectively strengthen

semantic representations by identifying challenging negative examples and adaptively refining embeddings. Although

such methods have shown promising results in other domains, such as monolithic architecture decomposition [40]

and enterprise search [28], their application to bug localization remains largely unexplored, representing a valuable

direction for future research.

1
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2.3 Learning and RL-Based Bug Localization

Recent research has increasingly leveraged deep learning techniques to improve bug localization by learning represen-

tations from code and bug-related data.

One prominent direction focuses on integrating multiple bug localization metrics to construct rich feature sets

for learning-to-rank models, such as in MULTRIC [46] and TraPT [23]. DeepFL [22] extends this idea the furthest

by combining diverse bug localization techniques, complexity-based metrics, and textual similarity to create a com-

prehensive feature set, significantly outperforming previous methods. Other approaches emphasize improving input

representations, such as GRACE’s [25] use of Gated Graph Neural Networks to encode structural relationships in code.

However, the supervised nature of many of these methods often limits cross-project generalization.

Recent methods also leverage large pretrained transformers to learn rich code embeddings. FBL-BERT [9] analyzes

commit histories and uses nearest-neighbor retrieval to identify bug-inducing hunks, while LLMAO [47] fine-tunes

lightweight bidirectional adapters atop a frozen language model to localize buggy lines of code without relying on

test cases. BugCerberus [6], the most closely aligned with our work, adopts a hierarchical framework with fine-tuned

models at the file, function, and statement levels for precise localization, though its primary focus is automated issue

fixing.

While RL has been applied to a wide range of software engineering tasks, such as test prioritization [14], test

generation [7, 12], and code generation [41], its application within bug localization remains limited. This is surprising

given RL’s strength in learning effective search strategies under sparse supervision, especially in settings where explicit

bug annotations are scarce or incomplete [24, 26]. One notable exception is RLocator, which applies an RL framework to

localize bugs at the file level [4]. Another example, SBFL4RL [30], combines spectrum-based heuristics with RL agents;

however, it is designed for policy learning environments and focuses on identifying bugs in state-space behaviors rather

than in source code, limiting its generalizability to traditional bug localization tasks.

C2C addresses these limitations by formulating bug localization as an HRL problem [2], introducing a structured

decision process with separate agents responsible for localization at the file, function, and line levels. Each policy

acts on semantically rich states produced by CodeBERT embeddings that we fine-tune using an iterative, two-stage

contrastive learning process. During testing, downstream agents condition their decisions on the actions chosen upstream,

enabling the framework to encompass entire repositories to individual lines without blowing up computational cost.

This hierarchical, context-aware design allows C2C to produce multi-granular predictions on large codebases, whereas

prior systems such as RLocator and LLMAO are restricted to singly-granular outputs. By combining hierarchical policy

learning with contrastively trained contextual code embeddings, C2C provides a unified framework for multi-granular

bug localization.

3 Problem Formulation and Datasets

This section describes the benchmarks used in our study, formalizes the multi-granular bug localization task, and

explains how we construct the offline artifacts required for retrieval and hierarchical localization.

3.1 Problem Formulation

Given a bug report, represented primarily by its stack trace, the goal of C2C is to localize the corresponding bug at

three levels of granularity: the buggy file, the buggy function within that file, and the buggy line within that function.
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Rather than predicting over all lines in the repository, we formulate bug localization as a hierarchical sequential

decision problem that progressively narrows the search space from files to functions and finally to lines. This process

is carried out by multiple reinforcement learning agents, rather than by a single-pass prediction model. A complete

prediction is therefore a file-function-line path associated with a bug report. In practice, bugs may span multiple lines,

functions, or files in a real software repository. While C2C is trained to identify a single correct target at each hierarchical

level, the ranked lists produced by each agent provide natural coverage over multiple locations.

Input. The input to our framework is a bug report associated with a software repository, as well as the repository

itself. We first embed each file (buggy and non-buggy) from the target repository into a vector database which we use

downstream for buggy file retrieval. Utilizing the same embedding model, we also extract and embed the associated bug

report, represented as a stack trace, into our vector database. The first stage of our framework, CodeRetriever, utilizes

the stack trace embedding to retrieve a set of top-K candidate buggy files, which serves as input for the second stage of

our approach, the HRL architecture of our framework. This two-stage inference process is illustrated in Figure 2.

Output. The output of C2C is a hierarchical localization prediction consisting of a file, a function within that file,

and a line within that function. Together, these form a complete localization path identifying the predicted buggy code

element. At inference time, the system produces a structured prediction of the form (file, function, line), where the
predicted line is the final fine-grained bug localization result for the input bug report.

Unit of Analysis. Each training and evaluation example is a labeled file-function-line instance associated with a

bug report, which we extract directly from GitHub issues of the associated repository. Formally, each instance consists

of five elements: an issue ID, its stack trace, a buggy file, a buggy function, and a buggy line. A single GitHub issue may

therefore produce multiple instances when the corresponding fix affects multiple buggy locations. We further explain

our data processing in Section 3.3.

3.2 Datasets

We conduct our study on two complementary benchmarks spanning Java and Python, summarized in Table 1.

BEETLEBOX Elasticsearch.We use the Elasticsearch repository from the BEETLEBOX benchmark [5] as our

primary Java dataset. It contains authentic bug reports and code fixes derived from GitHub issues and is enriched with

the detailed metadata, stack traces, and annotated buggy locations necessary to train and evaluate C2C. The dataset

is comprised of 326 bug reports involving 691 buggy files and 5,326 non-buggy files (Table 1). From these 326 bug

reports, our preprocessing pipeline (Section 3.3) extracts 5,342 file-function-line triplets which we use for training and

evaluation.

SWE-bench Verified. To assess the generalizability of C2C across programming languages and repositories, we

evaluate C2C on SWE-bench Verified [15], a curated subset of 500 high-quality software issues drawn from the

larger SWE-bench benchmark and verified by humans. SWE-bench Verified spans 11 Python repositories: astropy,
django, matplotlib, pylint, pytest, requests, scikit-learn, seaborn, sphinx, sympy, and xarray. From these 500 issues,

our preprocessing pipeline (Section 3.3) extracts 1,972 file-function-line triplets across 393 unique issues (Table 1).

This multi-repository Python setting complements the single-repository Java evaluation on Elasticsearch and directly

addresses the question of whether C2C’s approach generalizes beyond a single project and language.

While these benchmarks provide raw issues, stack traces, and revision metadata, they do not directly provide the

structured inputs required by C2C. We therefore apply a preprocessing pipeline to transform each issue into file-function-

line instances and the offline artifacts needed for retrieval and hierarchical localization. We describe this pipeline next.
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Table 1. Summary statistics for the Elasticsearch and SWE-bench Verified datasets.

Characteristic Elasticsearch SWE-bench Verified

Dataset scale
Repositories 1 11

Bug reports 326 393

Bug-location triplets 5,342 1,972

Unique buggy files 691 477

Unique non-buggy files 5,326 1,929

Bug scope and dispersion
Multi-file bug reports 167 51

Multi-function bug reports 168 86

Multi-line bug reports 247 242

Median buggy files per report 2 1

Median buggy lines per report 5 2

Mean triplets per report 16.39 5.02

Buggy-file complexity
Median lines per buggy file 327 670

Median functions per buggy file 13 38

Median LOC per function in buggy files 7 8

Source
Repository

Extract Bug Report
(Stack Trace, Ground
Truth Location, SHA of

Bug)

Repository Checkout
to bug SHA

Repository Checkout
to HEAD SHA

Source File Extraction
(Buggy File)

Source File Extraction
(Non-Buggy File)

Metadata & Code Extraction

AddingFine-Tuned
CodeBERT
Embedder

Triplet Generation & Iterative Contrastive Learning

Vector Database
(FAISS)

Querying

Stack Trace
Embedding

HRL
Dataset

HRL Dataset Construction

Extracting

Fig. 1. Data extraction and preprocessing pipeline for C2C. The system ingests bug reports and ground-truth data from a source
repository, checks out buggy and HEAD SHAs, and extracts buggy files (from buggy SHA), all non-buggy files (from HEAD SHA), and
metadata (e.g., issue ID). These form triplets for contrastive training of CodeBERT. Embeddings are stored in a FAISS vector index and
refined iteratively via hard negative mining to produce a hierarchical dataset for top-𝐾 buggy file retrieval.

3.3 Instance Construction

Although BEETLEBOX and SWE-bench Verified provide the raw ingredients for bug localization, they must be further

processed before they can be used to train and evaluate C2C. We therefore construct a preprocessing pipeline that

converts each issue into structured file-function-line instances and the auxiliary artifacts required by both CodeRetriever

and the HRL framework. The pipeline has three stages: (1) metadata and code extraction, (2) triplet construction for

retriever training, and (3) HRL dataset construction. The output of each stage feeds into the next, as illustrated in

Figure 1.

To support efficient nearest-neighbor search during retrieval, we additionally index embedded source files using

Facebook AI Similarity Search (FAISS), a vector similarity search library used in our retrieval stage.

3.3.1 Metadata and Code Extraction. For each issue, we first recover the metadata needed to reconstruct the debugging

context and the ground-truth buggy location. Specifically, we extract:
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• Stack Trace Information: Parsed from GitHub issues to extract relevant error context.

• Commit Identifiers: Before-fix and latest (HEAD) commit SHAs to reconstruct repository states.

• Precise Bug Locations: Derived from commit diffs to isolate the affected file names, function names, and line

numbers.

• Buggy Code Files: Retrieved from the pre-fix commit to capture genuine buggy code.

• Non-Buggy Files: Sampled from the repository at the HEAD SHA, excluding the original buggy file. We

examine commit history to account for any file name changes over time.

Each data point in the processed dataset corresponds to a unique file-function-line triplet, so multiple entries may

share the same issue ID or stack trace. To prevent false negatives during contrastive training, pairs sharing the same

issue ID or the same positive file path are masked from the in-batch loss denominator; see Section 5.1 for details.

3.3.2 Triplet Construction for Contrastive Retrieval Training. To train the retrieval component, we convert the extracted

artifacts into contrastive triplets. Each triplet consists of a stack trace as the anchor, the corresponding buggy file as the

positive example, and a non-buggy file as the negative example. The first round of contrastive learning uses randomly

sampled negatives. After this initial training, we embed all files into a FAISS index and perform hard-negative mining

to identify semantically similar non-buggy files. These refined triplets are then used in a second fine-tuning phase,

yielding embeddings that support recall-oriented retrieval of buggy files. Further details on the contrastive learning

process are provided in Section 5.1.

3.3.3 HRL Dataset Construction. Using the final retriever, we construct the dataset used for hierarchical localization.

For each labeled instance, we encode the stack trace, retrieve a ranked set of top-𝐾 candidate files, and record the

position of the ground-truth buggy file within that candidate list. If the ground-truth buggy file is not among the

top-𝐾 candidates, it is inserted into the candidate set to ensure that the HRL agents always have access to the correct

target during training and evaluation. We additionally record whether the ground-truth file was originally retrieved by

CodeRetriever, whose retrieval performance is evaluated separately on the unmodified rankings.

Each HRL instance contains the following fields:

• Issue ID: The bug report identifier.

• Stack Trace Embedding: Encoded using the fine-tuned CodeBERT model.

• Candidate Files List: A fixed-size set of 𝐾 candidate files, initialized from CodeRetriever’s retrieval results and

augmented with the ground-truth file when it is not originally retrieved.

• Buggy File Index: The position of the buggy file in the candidate list.

• Buggy Function Name: The buggy method or function within the buggy file.

• Buggy Line Number: The specific line of code containing the bug.

For Elasticsearch, a single FAISS index covers the full repository, while for SWE-bench, separate per-repository

indices are built. Index construction details are given in Section 5.

3.4 Data Splits and Evaluation Protocol

Both stages of C2C—CodeRetriever and the HRL agents—share a single, coordinated split to prevent data leakage

between training and evaluation.

All splits are performed randomly at the issue level: issues (not individual triplets) are assigned to train, validation,

or test partitions using an 80/10/10 ratio, stratified by repository to ensure each split contains a representative



8 Garg et al.

Elasticsearch

SWE-bench
Verified

Evaluation Datasets

Source
Repository

Stage 1: CodeRetriever

Offline Data Preparation
(Training Only)

Stack
Trace

Bug
Locations

Buggy
Code Files

Non-Buggy
Code Files

GitHub
Issues Vector Database

(FAISS)

Top-K Files

Selected
Function

Stage 2: Hierarchical RL Agent Pipeline
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Functions

Selected
File

Candidate
Buggy Lines

Buggy Line

CodeRetriever

Function-Level
Agent

File-Level
Agent

Line-Level
Agent

Fig. 2. C2C’s end-to-end inference pipeline from bug report to final buggy line prediction.

distribution of projects. This prevents data leakage through shared stack traces, since all triplets derived from the

same issue are guaranteed to appear in the same partition. For HRL training and evaluation, the candidate sets are

constructed as described in Section 3.3.3, ensuring that the ground-truth file is available to the downstream agents;

CodeRetriever itself is evaluated separately using its original retrieval rankings.

For the Elasticsearch dataset, 326 issues yield 5,342 triplets, split as: 260 train / 33 validation / 33 test issues (3,592 /

1,278 / 472 triplets respectively). For SWE-bench Verified, 393 issues yield 1,972 triplets, split as: 314 train / 39 validation

/ 40 test issues (1,641 / 186 / 145 triplets respectively). During contrastive training, test-split triplets are excluded entirely.

4 Overview of C2C

To address the hierarchical nature of bug localization, we decompose the bug localization task into two stages: (1)

candidate file retrieval, and (2) fine-grained localization across multiple levels of granularity. The first stage,
CodeRetriever, is a semantic retrieval module that fine-tunes CodeBERT using contrastive learning and leverages a

FAISS-based vector database to retrieve a compact set of 𝐾 candidate files for a given bug report. The second stage,

C2C’s HRL framework, receives these candidates and performs multi-granular localization at the file, function, and line

levels.
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This design models bug localization as a sequence of interdependent decisions, where each level refines the search

space and provides context for subsequent levels.

4.1 End-to-End Method Inference

At inference time, C2C performs bug localization in two stages. First, CodeRetriever maps the input bug report,

represented primarily by its stack trace embedding, to a ranked set of candidate source files. Second, a hierarchy of

three localization agents progressively narrows this candidate space by selecting the most likely buggy file, the most

likely buggy function within that file, and finally the most likely buggy line within that function.

This design separates recall-oriented retrieval from precision-oriented localization. The retrieval stage reduces

the repository-level search space to a compact candidate set, while the hierarchical localization stage refines the

prediction across increasingly fine levels of granularity. The resulting output predicts a file-function-line localization

path associated with the input bug report.

The retriever and the hierarchical agents serve complementary roles. CodeRetriever is optimized to retrieve relevant

files, whereas the downstream HRL framework is optimized to rank the correct location as highly as possible within its

candidate search space. A summary of our two-stage inference pipeline is available in Figure 2.

4.2 Training Overview

Training is split into two levels based on our two components. CodeRetriever is trained iteratively using contrastive

triplets we construct. We utilize iterative negative mining for contrastive learning to improve the model’s ability to

distinguish between semantically similar code files. Considering the input into the HRL pipeline is a set of candidate

files, we utilize our then-trained CodeRetriever to retrieve buggy candidate files for a given bug report and repository.

CodeRetriever produces a candidate file pool which we utilize downstream to train our HRL framework. If CodeRetriever

fails to retrieve the correct buggy file for a given sample, we inject the ground-truth file into the fixed-size candidate

set, ensuring that the HRL framework has a valid target to learn from. We further explain in detail the training setup

and protocols for CodeRetriever and the HRL framework in Section 5 and Section 6, respectively.

5 CodeRetriever

This section describes CodeRetriever, the retrieval component that forms the first stage of C2C. Its goal is to reduce

the repository-level search space by mapping a bug report to a ranked set of candidate files that are likely to contain

the bug. We first describe the design and motivation of the retrieval module, then the iterative contrastive training

procedure and the construction of the vector index.

5.1 Overview and Design Rationale

CodeRetriever is a semantic retrieval module based on a fine-tuned CodeBERT encoder and a FAISS vector database.

During training, CodeBERT is fine-tuned via iterative contrastive learning with hard negative mining to align stack

traces and code files in a shared embedding space.

We selected CodeBERT as the backbone of CodeRetriever because our first-stage task is fundamentally a cross-modal

retrieval problem: the model must map bug reports, represented primarily as stack traces, and source-code files into a

shared embedding space for nearest-neighbor search. CodeBERT is a bidirectional encoder pretrained jointly on natural

language and code, making it a strong fit for this setting. In contrast to decoder-only code models, which are primarily

optimized for generation, our retrieval stage depends on fixed-dimensional embeddings that can be indexed efficiently
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in FAISS and compared at scale across entire repositories. We therefore chose CodeBERT not as a claim that it is the

universally best code model for bug localization, but because its encoder architecture, joint NL-code pretraining, and

computational efficiency align with the requirements of dense semantic retrieval in C2C.

5.2 Iterative Contrastive Fine-Tuning

During the training phase, we fine-tune CodeBERT to produce semantically meaningful embeddings for both stack

traces and code files. This fine-tuning uses a hybrid loss function that combines (1) in-batch contrastive loss and (2)

margin-based triplet loss, aligning stack trace embeddings with corresponding buggy file embeddings in a shared latent

space.

The process begins with the construction of initial triplets (𝑎, 𝑝, 𝑛), where 𝑎 (anchor) is the stack trace embedding, 𝑝

(positive) is the correct buggy file embedding, and 𝑛 (negative) is a randomly sampled non-buggy file from the repository

at HEAD SHA. The in-batch loss encourages similarity between anchors and their corresponding positives while

discouraging similarity to valid in-batch negatives, scaled by temperature 𝜏 . To prevent false negatives, we exclude

from the denominator any pair (𝑖, 𝑗) where 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖 but triplet 𝑗 shares the same issue ID as 𝑖 , or whose positive file has

the same path as 𝑝𝑖 — since such pairs carry nearly identical embeddings despite being distinct training examples. Let

V(𝑖) denote the valid index set for anchor 𝑖: all 𝑗 such that 𝑗 = 𝑖 , or both issue( 𝑗) ≠ issue(𝑖) and path(𝑝 𝑗 ) ≠ path(𝑝𝑖 ).
The loss is:

Lin-batch = − 1

𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

log

exp(sim(𝑎𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 )/𝜏)∑
𝑗∈V(𝑖 ) exp

(
sim(𝑎𝑖 , 𝑝 𝑗 )/𝜏

) ,
where sim(·, ·) denotes dot-product similarity and 𝜏 = 0.1 is the temperature. We additionally compute Lin-batch in the

symmetric direction (positive-to-anchor) and average both directions to improve embedding consistency.

The margin-based loss explicitly pushes anchor-positive pairs closer while separating anchor-negative pairs by a

margin𝑚:

Lmargin =
1

𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

max (0,𝑚 − sim(𝑎𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 ) + sim(𝑎𝑖 , 𝑛𝑖 )) ,

where𝑚 = 0.2.

These two losses are combined into a hybrid objective:

Lhybrid = Lin-batch + Lmargin .

To enhance the embedding space, we adopt hard negative mining. After the initial fine-tuning, we embed the

entire corpus and index it in FAISS. For each buggy file, we identify semantically similar non-buggy files from the FAISS

index to serve as hard negatives. These hard negatives are then used in a second fine-tuning phase, allowing CodeBERT

to more effectively distinguish subtle differences between buggy and non-buggy files. Figure 3 illustrates the iterative

contrastive fine-tuning process for CodeBERT.

At inference, CodeRetriever leverages the fine-tuned CodeBERT and FAISS index to encode the stack trace and

retrieve the top-𝐾 most relevant candidate files, which are then passed to the HRL agents for multi-granular localization.
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Fig. 3. Iterative CodeBERT fine-tuning pipeline in C2C. Raw bug reports and source code are distilled into triplets, then used to
fine-tune CodeBERT. After each training pass, a FAISS index mines hard negatives that feed back into the next retraining cycle. The
final FAISS index produces the hierarchical evaluation dataset.

5.3 Vector Database Construction

To support scalable and efficient similarity search over large codebases, we build a FAISS-based vector database. Each

source file is encoded into a 768-dimensional vector using CodeBERT, and indexed with cosine similarity for fast

nearest-neighbor queries.

For both the Elasticsearch and SWE-bench datasets, we establish the base corpus by indexing all source files from

the latest repository SHA. To accurately represent the bug context, we then inject the ground-truth buggy files extracted

from their respective pre-fix SHAs. To prevent data duplication and ensure the retriever targets the correct historical

state, we explicitly exclude the latest-SHA versions of those specific buggy files from the index. By indexing the full

repositories in this manner, we preserve the extreme natural class imbalance found in real-world software development,

providing a highly realistic retrieval challenge.

We build one FAISS index per repository: a single index for Elasticsearch (one repository) and separate indices for

SWE-bench (11 repositories), which avoids conflating embeddings across projects. Before embedding, source files are

preprocessed for both datasets, details for which are mentioned in Section 5.4

During training, we first construct the vector database using embeddings from CodeBERT fine-tuned on randomly

sampled triplets. We then perform hard negative mining by retrieving non-buggy files that are semantically similar to

buggy ones, forming a more challenging triplet dataset for a second round of fine-tuning. The final FAISS index is built

by re-encoding the original corpus using the updated CodeBERT model.

At inference, CodeRetriever encodes the input stack trace and retrieves the top-𝐾 most relevant files using this final

index. To minimize storage overhead, function and line-level embeddings are generated on demand during downstream

localization.

5.4 Implementation Details

To address CodeBERT’s 512-token context limit, we apply a sliding window of 512 tokens (stride 510) to split large files

into chunks, embedding up to 50 chunks per file with the final representation taken as the mean of chunk embeddings.
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Before embedding, source files are preprocessed to reduce noise. Python files have docstrings removed via AST analysis

and comments stripped; Java files have block and line comments, import statements, package declarations, and blank

lines removed. Preprocessing is applied to code files only; stack traces are embedded as-is.

Both fine-tuning rounds use the AdamW optimizer with an effective batch size of 64. In the first round (random

negatives), the learning rate is 2×10
−5

with a linear warmup over 10% of training steps and early stopping with patience

3 over a maximum of 10 epochs. The second round (hard negatives) warm-starts from the first-round checkpoint with

a reduced learning rate of 1 × 10
−5
, no warmup, patience 5, and up to 15 epochs. The best checkpoint is selected by

validation loss in both rounds.

6 HRL Localization

After CodeRetriever narrows the repository-level search space, C2C performs fine-grained localization through a

hierarchy of reinforcement learning agents. This section describes how bug localization is formulated as a sequential

decision process over files, functions, and lines, and explains the design of the hierarchical architecture, the reward

mechanism and the training strategy.

6.1 HRL Formulation of the Task

We model the hierarchical bug localization task as an HRL problem, characterized by a sequence of inter-related RL

agents making progressively finer-grained decisions to pinpoint the exact file, function, and line containing a bug.

Each agent operates as an RL policy within a Markov Decision Process (MDP), wherein at each hierarchical level an

agent observes a state 𝑠 , selects an action 𝑎 from a learned policy distribution 𝜋 (𝑎 |𝑠), and subsequently receives a scalar

reward 𝑟 based on the accuracy of its prediction.

Formally, an MDP is represented as a tuple (S,A, 𝜋, 𝑅,𝛾), where S denotes the state space, A the action space,

𝜋 the learned policy, 𝑅 the reward function, and 𝛾 the discount factor. In our methodology, the state space at each

level integrates a bug report embedding 𝑠bug ∈ R768
generated via CodeBERT, alongside embeddings of candidate code

entities (file, functions, or lines). The action space involves selecting one candidate from a discrete set at each level of

granularity. Rewards are either intermediate (provided at each decision step) or sparse (given exclusively at the final

prediction stage). Due to the hierarchical structure, each agent’s decision and subsequent state representation depend

explicitly on the outcomes of higher-level agents.

6.2 HRL Architecture

Our bug localization framework is structured as a hierarchical reinforcement learning (HRL) architecture consisting of

three specialized agents, each operating at a different level of granularity: file, function, and line.

File-Level Agent. The hierarchy begins with the file-level agent, which is responsible for identifying the most

probable buggy file. This agent receives 𝑁 candidate files retrieved through semantic search based on the bug report. The

agent’s policy, 𝜋𝑓 (𝑎𝑓 |𝑠𝑓 ), processes each file by first creating a unified representation. This is achieved by concatenating

the bug report’s embedding with the embedding of the candidate file. This combined representation is then fed into a

feed-forward network to generate a relevance score for the file. These scores are subsequently normalized to create a

probability distribution over the 𝑁 candidate files. The action, 𝑎𝑓 , corresponds to selecting a file index based on this

distribution.

Function-Level Agent. Once the file-level agent predicts a file, the function-level agent is activated to pinpoint the

specific function containing the bug within that file. Its policy, 𝜋func (𝑎func |𝑠func), evaluates𝑀 candidate functions that
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Fig. 4. C2C hierarchical training pipeline. The diagram shows the sequential training strategy (TWF), where agents are trained using
ground-truth oracle inputs to ensure stability.

have been extracted from the selected file using static analysis (AST parsing for Python; regex-based brace matching

for Java). Similar to the file-level agent, it computes a relevance score for each function by concatenating the bug report

embedding with the candidate function’s CodeBERT embedding. These scores are then used to form a probability

distribution over the function indices. To ensure the agent is trained effectively, it is only activated and supervised

when the file predicted by the higher-level agent is correct. For bugs that are not confined to a specific function, a

synthetic "global function" is created to represent the file’s global scope, ensuring all code is considered.

Line-Level Agent. At the lowest level of the hierarchy, the line-level agent performs fine-grained localization by

identifying the exact buggy line within the function selected by the function-level agent. Given 𝑇 candidate lines from

the predicted function, the agent’s policy, 𝜋ℓ (𝑎ℓ |𝑠ℓ ), computes a probability distribution over the line indices. It follows

the same scoring mechanism as the other agents, creating a combined representation from the line’s embedding and

the bug report’s embedding. The activation of this agent is contingent upon the correct identification of both the file

and the function, providing it with a highly relevant context for precise localization.

Architecturally, the file-level and line-level agents each employ a Bidirectional LSTM (BiLSTM) encoder to capture

sequential dependencies among candidate embeddings, while the function-level agent uses an MLP encoder. The

line-level agent additionally incorporates sinusoidal positional encoding to preserve line-order information. All agents

share the same downstream structure: a feature-fusion MLP that concatenates the bug report embedding with the

encoded candidate representation, followed by separate ranking and confidence heads.

The overall architecture is depicted in Figure 4. Training details are provided in Section 6.4.

6.3 Reward Design

To effectively train our hierarchical agents, we designed a reward system that provides immediate and informative

feedback at each level of the decision-making process. The core of our approach is an intermediate rewardmechanism

that assigns credit based on the accuracy of each agent’s predictions, rather than waiting for the final outcome.

Position-Based Intermediate Rewards. The reward for each agent is determined by the rank of the ground-truth

item within its predicted list. We define a reward vector𝑊 = [𝑤1,𝑤2, . . . ,𝑤𝐾 ] where the weights are positive and
monotonically decreasing (𝑤1 > 𝑤2 > · · · > 𝑤𝐾 > 0). If an agent places the correct item at position 𝑝 in its top-K

ranking, it receives a reward of 𝑟 =𝑤𝑝 . If the correct item is not within the top-K predictions, the reward is zero. This

structure incentivizes the agents to rank the correct item as highly as possible.
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This position-based reward, 𝑟 , is applied conditionally at each level of the hierarchy:

• File-Level Reward (𝑟file): The file-level agent receives a reward, 𝑟file, based on the rank of the ground-truth

buggy file in its prediction list.

• Function-Level Reward (𝑟func): The function-level agent is rewarded only if the file-level agent’s prediction

was correct. If this condition is met, it receives a reward, 𝑟func, based on the rank of the correct buggy function.

• Line-Level Reward (𝑟line): The line-level agent is rewarded only if both the file and function predictions were

correct. If this condition is met, it receives a reward, 𝑟line, based on the rank of the correct buggy line.

The total reward, 𝑅total, for a full localization sequence is a weighted sum of the rewards from each agent:

𝑅total = 𝜆file · 𝑟file + 𝜆func · 𝑟func + 𝜆line · 𝑟line

Here, 𝜆file, 𝜆func, and 𝜆line are hyperparameters used to balance the contribution of each agent to the overall learning

signal. For joint strategies, including VT and the joint fine-tuning stage of PT, we optimize the hierarchy using the

composite reward 𝑅total, with a shared critic estimating state values for advantage computation across levels. In contrast,

under the decoupled strategies (TWF and T1B1), each agent is optimized independently via per-position REINFORCE

using a local reward at its own granularity; TWF uses oracle parent inputs, whereas T1B1 uses frozen upstream

predictions. Each decoupled agent uses its own critic conditioned only on the bug report embedding as an unbiased

baseline.

Baseline Sparse Reward Strategy. For comparison, we also evaluate a traditional sparse reward strategy. This approach
provides a non-zero reward only if the entire prediction chain—file, function, and line—is correct. The reward function

is defined as:

𝑅sparse =


1 if file, function, and line predictions are all correct

0 otherwise.

While simple, this strategy suffers from an infrequent and less informative feedback signal, which can hinder learning

efficiency. Its performance is analyzed in our ablation studies in Section 7.3.3.

6.4 Training Strategy

Training a hierarchy of agents is notoriously challenging due to the problem of compounding errors: incorrect
predictions from higher-level agents propagate down the hierarchy, providing noisy and misleading input for subsequent

agents. This inherent instability can severely hinder or even prevent effective learning.

To overcome this, we experimented with multiple training protocols (as detailed in Section 7.3.4) and found that a

purely Training with Teacher Forcing (TWF) strategy yielded the best results. This approach decouples the agents

during the training phase, ensuring that each one learns from a clean, stable, and accurate signal. It entirely avoids the

issue of compounding errors by never training a downstream agent on the noisy predictions of an upstream agent.

The training process is as follows:

(1) File-Level Agent Training: First, the file-level agent is trained independently using the complete dataset of

bug reports. Its sole objective is to learn a policy that maps a bug report to the correct source file.

(2) Function-Level Agent Training: Next, the function-level agent is trained. Critically, during its training, it is

always provided with the ground-truth buggy file, regardless of what the file-level agent would have predicted.
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This form of teacher forcing ensures the function-level agent can focus exclusively on learning to identify the

correct function within a perfect context.

(3) Line-Level Agent Training: Finally, the line-level agent is trained. Similarly, it is always provided with

both the ground-truth file and the ground-truth function. This allows it to learn the fine-grained task of line

localization without being penalized by any potential upstream errors.

By training each agent on a perfectly curated set of inputs, this sequential strategy ensures that every component of

the hierarchy becomes a strong and specialized expert in its specific task. While the agents operate as a cascade during

inference, this training method guarantees they are individually robust, leading to the superior performance of our

final model. Concretely, each agent is optimized via per-position REINFORCE with a per-agent critic baseline, using

teacher-forced inputs to ensure each agent trains on clean, correct context.

6.5 Implementation Details

All agents are trained using Adam with a learning rate of 1 × 10
−4

and a batch size of 32, for up to 40 epochs per phase.

During training, agents use epsilon-greedy exploration with 𝜀 annealed from 0.3 to 0.05 (decay factor 0.995 per step),

reset at the start of each phase. The file-level agent ranks up to 𝑁=5 candidates; function- and line-level agents rank up

to 15 candidates each. For intermediate rewards, position weights are [1.0, 0.8, 0.6, 0.4, 0.2].

7 Experiments and Results

We evaluated C2C against a suite of metrics and two baselines: (1) RLocator and (2) LLMAO. In the following section,

we detail our experimental setup, selected evaluation metrics, and show the results of each methodology at the file,

function, and line levels, where applicable. We also performed ablation studies to better understand the importance of

each component in our proposed framework.

7.1 Evaluation Setup

7.1.1 Baselines. We evaluated C2C against two baselines representing different localization granularities.

RLocator. First, we compare against RLocator [4], an RL method capable of bug localization at the file level, but

which lacks finer-grained resolution. This baseline provides a strong benchmark for single-stage RL-based localization.

RLocator formulates bug localization as an MDP and learns to rerank candidate files using CodeBERT representations

and a CNN+LSTM ranking model trained with A2C, but its output remains a ranked list of files.

LLMAO. Second, we compare against LLMAO [47], a decoder-only language model-based approach designed

explicitly for fine-grained, line-level bug localization. This comparison illustrates performance at the opposite end of

the localization granularity spectrum. Given a buggy file, LLMAO predicts the buggy line over the entire file, skipping

function level localization and performing strict line-level prediction. We therefore use LLMAO and determine its top

buggy lines, aggregating across these predictions to derive function-level hit rates and MRR. LLMAO is built upon the

350M-parameter CodeGen model [31], making it a relevant point of comparison for our CodeBERT-based retrieval and

HRL localization framework. Because CodeGen is limited to 2,048 input tokens, LLMAO uses a 128-line sliding window

with a random offset during training to control context length and reduce positional bias. As a result, LLMAO operates

over a substantially smaller effective search space, considering the median lines per buggy file for Elasticsearch and

SWE-bench Verified are 327 and 670, respectively.
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7.1.2 Evaluation Strategies and Metrics. We assess our model’s performance using two distinct evaluation protocols,

each designed to probe different aspects of our hierarchical framework. The final performance for each bug report,

identified by a unique issue ID, is measured using a consistent set of ranking-based metrics.

Evaluation Protocols.

• End-to-End (E2E): This protocol measures the end-to-end performance of the C2C hierarchical localization

framework, with the ground-truth file guaranteed to be present in the candidate set. The agents operate

sequentially: the file-agent produces a ranked list of files and selects its top-ranked file, the function-agent ranks

functions within the selected file and selects its top-ranked function, and the line-agent ranks lines within the

selected function. This sequential evaluation captures error propagation across the hierarchy, as downstream

agents operate on the predictions made by upstream agents. CodeRetriever’s standalone retrieval performance

is evaluated separately using its unmodified rankings.

• Oracle: In the ORACLE setting, downstream localization is evaluated under perfect upstream context. Concretely,

the function-level agent is evaluated with the ground-truth buggy file, and the line-level agent is evaluated with

the ground-truth buggy file and buggy functions, so errors from earlier stages do not propagate downward. This

protocol isolates the ranking ability of each agent at its own granularity and measures performance assuming

the higher-level decision was correct. Unlike the end-to-end protocol, ORACLE therefore reflects the upper

bound of the hierarchical localizers under ideal parent selection.

• LLMAO: To facilitate a direct comparison to the LLMAO baseline, this protocol provides the ground-truth
file directly to the function-level agent. For each issue ID, the evaluation then proceeds to rank the functions

within that correct file, and subsequently the lines within those functions. The final rank is determined by the

highest-ranking path (function and line) that matches the ground truth. This provides a focused assessment of

the function and line-level agents’ performance, independent of any file-level prediction errors.

Metrics. The final rank generated by each protocol for an issue ID is used to compute the following standard

performance metrics:

• Mean Reciprocal Rank (MRR): The average of the reciprocal of the final rank of the first correct prediction

across all issues. This metric rewards models that place the correct bug location higher in the final ranked list.

• Hits@K: The percentage of evaluated bug-location instances for which a correct bug location is identified

within the top-𝐾 positions of the ranked list (for 𝐾 ∈ {1, 5, 10}).
• Recall@K: Used specifically for the file-retrieval stage, this measures the percentage of unique issues for which

at least one ground-truth buggy file is retrieved within the top-𝐾 candidate files.

7.2 Results

Table 2 presents a comprehensive performance comparison of our C2C framework against the RLocator and LLMAO

baselines on the Elasticsearch dataset. The results reported for C2C utilize our most effective sequential training strategy

(TWF). All reported results are averaged across 3 random seeds. It is important to preface in comparing baseline

results a significant methodological limitation of LLMAO across both Elasticsearch and SWE-bench Verified evaluations.

LLMAO’s reliance on the CodeGen model family restricts its input context window to 2,048 tokens, effectively limiting

its analysis to files no larger than 128 lines of code. Accordingly, incoming files provided to LLMAO have been truncated

– therefore LLMAO’s reported performance may be inflated relative to C2C, which is evaluated on the complete file.
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Table 2. Comparison of C2C with baseline methods for localization accuracy (%) on the Elasticsearch dataset (single Java repository).
LLMAO-style evaluation provides the ground-truth file to the agent. E2E results reflect sequential end-to-end performance across the
hierarchical localization agents, with the ground-truth file present in the candidate set. Results are averaged across 3 random seeds.

Method File Hit@1 File Hit@5 File MRR Func Hit@1 Func MRR Line Hit@10 Line MRR

RLocator 36.62 – – – – – –

LLMAO – – – 4.90 0.0617 41.76 0.2149

C2C (TWF, E2E) 36.62 80.28 0.5005 43.66 0.5450 54.55 0.2932

C2C (TWF, ORACLE) 36.62 80.28 0.5005 54.55 0.6298 73.06 0.3863
C2C (TWF, LLMAO Style) – – – 53.52 0.6574 58.33 0.2251

Table 3. Comparison of C2C with baseline methods for localization accuracy (%) on the SWE-bench Verified dataset (11 Python
repositories). LLMAO-style evaluation provides the ground-truth file to the agent. E2E results reflect sequential end-to-end performance
across the hierarchical localization agents, with the ground-truth file present in the candidate set. Results are averaged across 3
random seeds.

Method File Hit@1 File Hit@5 File MRR Func Hit@1 Func MRR Line Hit@10 Line MRR

RLocator 21.74 – – – – – –

LLMAO – – – 4.39 0.0719 23.03 0.1149

C2C (TWF, E2E) 21.74 76.09 0.4156 19.57 0.2815 50.00 0.1000

C2C (TWF, ORACLE) 21.74 76.09 0.4156 32.14 0.4298 51.72 0.2846
C2C (TWF, LLMAO Style) – – – 23.91 0.3548 0 0

Elasticsearch Results. In the End-to-End (E2E) evaluation, our model demonstrates robust performance across

the hierarchy. C2C, trained with TWF training strategy, achieves a file-level MRR of 0.5005 and correctly identifies the

buggy file as its top prediction in 36.62% of cases (Hit@1). Following this, it achieves a function-level MRR of 0.5450

and a Hit@1 of 43.66%, and finally, a line-level MRR of 0.2932 with a Hit@1 of 6.5%. For a detailed breakdown including

other metrics like Hits@5 and Hits@10, please refer to Table 2.

To ensure a fair and direct comparison with the LLMAO baseline, we use the LLMAO evaluation, which isolates the

performance of the downstream agents. Under these conditions, C2C (trained with TWF training) achieves a function-

level MRR of 0.6574 (Hit@1 of 53.52%) and a line-level MRR of 0.2251 (Hit@1 of 6.2%). These results significantly

outperform the reported LLMAO baseline on function level metrics, scoring function-level Hit@1 of 4.90% while at the

line-level, LLMAO achieves an MRR of 0.2149, competitively lower than C2C. A full comparison can be found in Table 2.

SWE-bench Verified Results. Table 3 reports C2C’s performance on the SWE-bench Verified dataset, which spans

11 Python repositories. In the E2E evaluation, the TWF strategy achieves a file-level Hit@1 of 21.74% and MRR of 0.4156,

a function-level MRR of 0.2815, and a line-level MRR of 0.1000. The substantially lower file-level Hit@1 compared to

Elasticsearch (36.62%) may reflect the differences between Python and Java-based bug localization. Prior work notes

that the dynamic nature of Python may affect the effectiveness of classic bug localization techniques [36], especially

stack trace-based methods, with Java stack traces often exposing rich identifiers such as package, class, and method

names [27]. Nevertheless, the file-level Hit@5 of 76.09% shows that the file agent ranks the correct file within its top five

candidates in most cases. Under the LLMAO-style evaluation (ground-truth file provided), function Hit@1 improves to

23.91% while line MRR drops to 0. Considering the median lines per buggy file for SWE-bench Verified is 670 (Table 1),

LLMAO artificially simplifies retrieval by operating over a reduced context. LLMAO achieves a function Hit@1 of 4.39%

and a line MRR of 0.1149.
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Table 4. Multi-location coverage of the TWF-trained C2Cmodel. The Retrieval column reports the fraction of ground-truth buggy files
retrieved within the top-10 by CodeRetriever. The File Agent column reports top-5 coverage under the HRL candidate-set evaluation.
Multi-line recall measures the fraction of ground-truth buggy lines recovered by the full cascade (5 files × 15 functions × 15 lines).

Multi-File Recall Multi-Line Recall

Dataset Retrieval File Agent Full Cascade

Elasticsearch 36.36 54.29 17.58

SWE-bench 65.00 66.25 12.50

Computational Cost Analysis. As C2C introduces a multi-stage retrieval and hierarchical localization pipeline, it is

important to assess whether its added complexity imposes a practical latency burden. In bug localization, inference speed

matters because the system is intended to support interactive developer workflows, where delays can reduce usability.

Although our ablations (Section 7.3) show that the additional components of C2C provide measurable performance

gains, these gains are only meaningful in practice if they do not come at prohibitive runtime cost. We therefore evaluate

inference latency to determine whether C2C remains practical for real-world use.

At inference time, the full C2C pipeline—file ranking, function extraction, and line ranking—processes a bug report in

approximately 840ms on average (p50: 810ms, p95: 1.6 s) on a single H100 GPU. The latency is dominated by CodeBERT

embedding computation for candidate files and functions; the three-agent ranking cascade itself adds negligible overhead

(<5ms), as the ranking heads are lightweight MLPs.

Coverage of Multi-Location Bugs. Many real-world bugs span multiple files or lines. Although C2C is trained

to identify a single correct target at each hierarchical level, the ranked lists produced by each agent provide natural

coverage over multiple locations. We measure multi-file recall at two stages: the fraction of ground-truth buggy

files retrieved within the top-10 by CodeRetriever (results in Table 5), and the fraction ranked within the top-5 by the

file agent. We further measuremulti-line recall as the fraction of all ground-truth buggy lines recovered by the full

cascade (5 files × 15 functions × 15 lines per issue). Results are shown in Table 4.

The file-agent evaluation yields a top-5 coverage of 54.29% on Elasticsearch and 66.25% on SWE-bench Verified,

compared with CodeRetriever’s top-10 multi-file recall of 36.36% and 65.00%, respectively. Since these results are

computed at different stages of the pipeline and under different candidate-set representations, they should not be

interpreted as a direct stage-by-stage improvement in retrieval recall. Multi-line recall is 17.58% and 12.50%, respectively,

reflecting the increasing selectivity of the three-stage pipeline where only lines within highly ranked functions of

highly ranked files are considered.

We emphasize that this multi-location coverage is emergent from the top-𝐾 ranking mechanism and is not an explicit

training objective — each agent is optimized to rank a single correct target highly, and any additional ground-truth

locations that receive high scores are a byproduct of the learned representations. Extending C2C to explicitly optimize

for multi-target recall, for example through set-based reward functions or multi-label ranking losses, is a promising

direction for future work.

7.3 Ablation Studies

To better quantify the contributions of individual components within C2C, we conducted a series of ablation studies.

These experiments systematically isolate key architectural and training elements to assess their effect on overall system

performance.
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Table 5. Impact of iterative contrastive fine-tuning on retrieval performance (test set). Hit@K: percentage of evaluated bug-location
instances for which at least one ground-truth buggy file associated with the issue appears in the top-𝐾 . Recall@K: percentage of
unique issues for which at least one ground-truth buggy file is retrieved within the top-𝐾 . Panel A shows the Elasticsearch (Java)
dataset; Panel B shows SWE-bench Verified (Python, 11 repos).

Panel A: Elasticsearch

Training configuration @3 @5 @10 @20 @50
Hit Recall Hit Recall Hit Recall Hit Recall Hit Recall

No contrastive loss 0.16 0.04 0.16 0.04 0.16 0.04 3.29 0.83 6.18 1.56

1st-iteration contrastive loss 23.94 15.15 41.95 21.21 55.93 33.33 56.57 36.36 75.21 57.58
2nd-iteration contrastive loss 29.66 15.15 41.53 21.21 57.84 36.36 61.23 39.39 72.88 51.52

Panel B: SWE-bench Verified

Training configuration @3 @5 @10 @20 @50
Hit Recall Hit Recall Hit Recall Hit Recall Hit Recall

No contrastive loss 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69 2.50

1st-iteration contrastive loss 52.41 35.00 57.24 45.00 62.07 55.00 80.00 67.50 91.03 77.50

2nd-iteration contrastive loss 50.34 35.00 60.00 47.50 69.66 65.00 87.59 77.50 93.79 85.00

7.3.1 Impact of Contrastive Fine-Tuning and Hard Negative Mining. We first evaluate the effect of iterative contrastive

loss fine-tuning and hard negative mining on CodeRetriever’s performance. As shown in Table 5, without contrastive

fine-tuning, both the hit rate and recall are negligible on both datasets. After the first training iteration with triplet loss,

performance improves substantially.

On the Elasticsearch dataset (Panel A), the second iteration, which incorporates hard negative mining using

a FAISS index, further boosts retrieval quality over the initial model, improving Hit@10 from 55.93% to 57.84% and

Recall@10 from 33.33% to 36.36%, eventually reaching a Hit@50 of 72.88%.

On the SWE-bench Verified dataset (Panel B), the iterative procedure yields substantial gains at the K values

critical for downstream HRL: hard-negative mining improves Hit@5 from 57.24% to 60.00% and Hit@10 from 62.07% to

69.66%. Absolute retrieval performance is higher on SWE-bench Verified than on Elasticsearch at these depths (e.g.,

Hit@10 of 69.66% vs. 57.84%), despite the multi-repository setting. Overall, the progression from the base model to the

hard-negative model is consistent across both datasets, confirming the value of iterative contrastive training.

7.3.2 Effect of Hierarchical Structure and Encoders on Localization Accuracy. We investigate the role of key architectural

components in C2C’s performance, as shown in Table 6. Removing the LSTM encoder, which models sequential

dependencies among candidate embeddings, degrades function- and line-level localization across both datasets: on

Elasticsearch, function-level MRR drops from 0.5450 to 0.4893, and on SWE-bench Verified the line-level MRR collapses

from 0.1000 to 0.0000. The mixed effect at the file level (a slight gain on Elasticsearch, a drop on SWE-bench Verified)

suggests that file-level ranking is less reliant on sequential context than finer-grained localization, where ordering

among candidates carries a stronger inductive signal.

We further examine the effect of the hierarchy itself by comparing C2C against a flat variant that predicts lines

directly, bypassing the file-and-function decomposition. This ablation produces a dramatic drop in line-level MRR on

both datasets—from 0.2932 to 0.0682 on Elasticsearch and from 0.1000 to 0.0000 on SWE-bench Verified—confirming

that the hierarchical structure is not merely beneficial but essential for fine-grained localization. Together, these results
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Table 6. Impact of Network Components on C2C Performance (MRR).

Elasticsearch SWE-bench Verified

Component Metric Base Ablated Change Base Ablated Change

LSTM Encoder

File MRR 0.5225 0.5653 +0.0428 0.4112 0.3627 −0.0485
Func MRR 0.5450 0.4893 −0.0557 0.2259 0.2165 −0.0094
Line MRR 0.2932 0.2925 −0.0007 0.1000 0.0000 −0.1000

Hierarchy Line MRR 0.2932 0.0682 −0.2250 0.1000 0.0000 −0.1000

Table 7. Effect of Reward Mechanism on C2C Performance (MRR).

Elasticsearch SWE-bench Verified

Metric Intermediate Sparse Intermediate Sparse

File MRR 0.5225 0.5005 0.4112 0.3413

Function MRR 0.5450 0.5223 0.2259 0.2122

Line MRR 0.2932 0.2377 0.1000 0.0000

establish that both the contextual LSTM encoding and the hierarchical decomposition are critical components of C2C’s

architecture.

7.3.3 Impact of Reward Shaping: Intermediate vs. Sparse Rewards. We assess the impact of level-specific feedback on

hierarchical learning by comparing intermediate and sparse reward strategies across both datasets, as shown in

Table 7. On Elasticsearch, intermediate rewards consistently outperform sparse rewards at every level of the hierarchy:

file MRR improves from 0.5005 to 0.5225, function MRR from 0.5223 to 0.5450, and line MRR from 0.2377 to 0.2932.

The pattern is even more pronounced on SWE-bench Verified: while intermediate rewards yield a line-level MRR of

0.1000, the sparse strategy fails entirely at the line level, achieving an MRR of 0.0000. This finding is consistent across

both Java and Python settings and highlights a fundamental challenge of sparse reward RL in hierarchical localization:

credit assignment across three sequential agents becomes intractable when the reward signal is withheld until the full

prediction chain is correct. Intermediate rewards resolve this by providing a stable, informative signal at each stage of

the hierarchy, allowing agents to learn effective policies independently before the joint cascade is evaluated.

7.3.4 Comparison of Training Strategies for Hierarchical Agents. The strategy used to train a hierarchical model is

critical, as the sequential dependency between agents can lead to compounding errors. A poorly trained upstream agent

provides a noisy, non-stationary learning signal to downstream agents, which can severely destabilize and hinder the

learning process. We systematically evaluated four distinct training strategies:

• Vanilla Training (VT): A naive end-to-end approach where all three agents are trained jointly from random

initialization. The output of the file agent is passed directly to the function agent, and its output to the line

agent, with gradients flowing back through the entire hierarchy. This strategy performs poorly because the

function and line agents are initially fed incoherent, near-random inputs, preventing them from learning a

meaningful policy.

• Pretraining Agents Sequentially (PT): This strategy mitigates the instability of VT by first pretraining each

agent sequentially and then fine-tuning them jointly. While pretraining provides a better starting point, the joint
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Table 8. Comparison of training strategies using oracle evaluation (ground-truth candidate always present). Elasticsearch results are
from a single seed; SWE-bench results are averaged across 2 seeds. Best results per row and dataset are bolded.

Elasticsearch SWE-bench Verified

Level Metric PT VT T1B1 TWF PT VT T1B1 TWF

File

Hit@1 0.3662 0.3662 0.3662 0.3662 0.2174 0.2174 0.2174 0.2174

Hit@5 0.8028 0.8028 0.8028 0.8028 0.7391 0.7391 0.7391 0.7391

Hit@10 0.8028 0.8028 0.8028 0.8028 0.7391 0.7391 0.7391 0.7391

MRR 0.5225 0.5225 0.5225 0.5225 0.4112 0.4112 0.4103 0.4112

Function

Hit@1 0.3727 0.4091 0.5500 0.5455 0.1339 0.1429 0.2500 0.3214
Hit@5 0.7182 0.7227 0.7500 0.7636 0.3750 0.3482 0.5536 0.5714
Hit@10 0.7909 0.7909 0.8136 0.8091 0.6250 0.5536 0.6875 0.7321
MRR 0.5247 0.5356 0.6376 0.6298 0.2611 0.2483 0.3817 0.4286

Line

Hit@1 0.2256 0.2290 0.1987 0.2323 0.1207 0.1983 0.1810 0.1638

Hit@5 0.6263 0.5960 0.5522 0.5791 0.4311 0.3621 0.4138 0.3707

Hit@10 0.7508 0.7643 0.6869 0.7306 0.5862 0.5604 0.5690 0.6207
MRR 0.4004 0.4027 0.3530 0.3863 0.2675 0.2793 0.2897 0.2773

fine-tuning phase re-introduces instability: gradients from the still-learning downstream agents can disrupt the

already well-trained upstream agents, leading to suboptimal results.

• Training One-by-One (T1B1): The file-level agent is trained until convergence and its weights are then frozen.

The predictions from this frozen agent serve as training data for the function-level agent, which is subsequently

frozen, and so on, with each agent optimized via per-position REINFORCE. This ensures a stable learning signal

for downstream agents, as the upstream policies do not change during their training.

• Training with Teacher Forcing (TWF): Each agent is trained independently using ground-truth oracle

selections from the preceding levels, optimized via per-position REINFORCE. The function-level agent is always

trained using the correct ground-truth file, and the line-level agent is always trained using the correct ground-

truth file and function. This completely decouples the agents during training, guaranteeing that every agent

learns from a perfect and stable signal.

To isolate each agent’s ranking ability from upstream errors, we evaluate all strategies under an oracle protocol

where the ground-truth candidate is always present in the candidate pool. This directly measures what each agent has

learned assuming the upper-level agent made the correct decision. Since all strategies operate over the same candidate

set at the file level, file-level metrics are identical across all strategies by construction, and the strategies only diverge

meaningfully at the function and line levels. Table 8 presents the evaluation results using the four training strategies

across both datasets.

From the table, we observe that at the function level T1B1 achieves the strongest performance on Elasticsearch

(Hit@1 0.5500, MRR 0.6376), while TWF dominates on SWE-bench Verified across all metrics (Hit@1 0.3214, MRR

0.4286), substantially ahead of T1B1 (MRR 0.3817). This suggests that while freezing upstream agents provides a stable

context on a single repository, training against perfect oracle inputs is more effective in the harder multi-repository

setting where greater variability in code structure and bug patterns demands a cleaner learning signal.

At the line level, no single strategy dominates across both datasets. On Elasticsearch, VT attains the highest MRR

(0.4027) and Hit@10 (0.7643), while TWF achieves the best Hit@1 (0.2323). On SWE-bench Verified, T1B1 obtains
the highest MRR (0.2897), while TWF achieves the best Hit@10 (0.6207). Despite these mixed line-level results, TWF
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Table 9. Paired statistical comparison between TWF and T1B1 using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test on per-issue reciprocal rank
scores. Statistically significant results are shown in bold.

Dataset Level TWF T1B1 Cliff’s 𝛿 𝑝-value

Elasticsearch Function 0.7047 0.7215 −0.009 0.507

Elasticsearch Line 0.6100 0.5432 0.141 0.002
SWE-bench Verified Function 0.4099 0.3903 0.058 0.173

SWE-bench Verified Line 0.2930 0.2771 0.109 0.361

and T1B1 remain the most competitive strategies overall, and they do so with a much cleaner and more stable training

signal than VT or PT.

Because TWF and T1B1 emerge as the two strongest decoupled strategies, we compare them directly using paired

statistical significance testing. Specifically, we apply the two-sidedWilcoxon signed-rank test [43] with 𝛼 = 0.05

to per-issue reciprocal rank (RR) scores under the oracle evaluation protocol, treating each bug report as one paired

observation. For bugs with multiple correct file paths, we use the maximum RR across all valid paths. We report Cliff’s
delta [10] as an effect size measure, interpreted using the thresholds of Romano et al. [37]. Scores are pooled across

three random seeds (0, 20, 42), yielding 𝑛 = 213 paired observations for Elasticsearch (71 issues × 3 seeds) and 𝑛 = 138

for SWE-bench Verified (46 issues × 3 seeds). File-level performance is not tested, since TWF and T1B1 train the file-level

agent identically and therefore produce identical per-issue scores by construction.

Table 9 shows that, on Elasticsearch at the function level, T1B1 attains a slightly higher mean RR than TWF

(0.7215 vs. 0.7047), but the difference is not statistically significant (𝑝 = 0.507; 𝛿 = −0.009, negligible). At the line
level, TWF significantly outperforms T1B1 (0.6100 vs. 0.5432; 𝑝 = 0.002), although the effect size remains negligible

(𝛿 = 0.141). On SWE-bench Verified, TWF achieves higher mean RR than T1B1 at both the function level (0.4099 vs.
0.3903) and the line level (0.2930 vs. 0.2771), but neither difference is statistically significant (𝑝 = 0.173 and 𝑝 = 0.361,

respectively). Overall, the effect sizes are negligible across all comparisons, indicating that the absolute performance

gaps are small, but the direction of the differences generally favors TWF.

Note. The mean RR values reported in Table 9 may differ slightly from those in Table 8. The training-strategy table

reports micro-averaged MRR over evaluations, whereas the statistical test uses issue-level aggregation, where each bug

contributes one paired observation and multi-file bugs use the best RR across all correct file paths.

Taken together, these results support using TWF as the primary training strategy for C2C. Although the differences

between TWF and T1B1 are usually small, TWF is more consistent across datasets, achieves the strongest function-level

performance on SWE-bench Verified, and yields the clearest statistically significant gain at the Elasticsearch line level.

8 Discussion

Our research was guided by four key questions focused on evaluating the retrieval quality, hierarchical reasoning,

and reward design of C2C. We address each question below, presenting our key findings and referencing the empirical

evidence detailed in Section 7.

8.1 RQ1: How effectively does CodeRetriever align stack traces and buggy files in the embedding space?

Key Findings: Task-specific fine-tuning is essential for aligning code and natural language representations for bug

localization. Our ablation studies (Section 7.3) show that while a general-purpose pretrained model like CodeBERT

is a good starting point, its initial alignment is weak. Iterative contrastive fine-tuning, enhanced with hard negative
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mining, proved critical to reshaping the embedding space. This process enables CodeRetriever to effectively distinguish

between correct and incorrect code, thereby producing a compact, high-quality candidate set of files for the downstream

localization agents.

8.2 RQ2: How does hierarchical decomposition improve localization over single-stage methods?

Key Findings: Hierarchical decomposition makes the complex problem of bug localization tractable. Our experiments

demonstrate that this structure is not merely beneficial but essential for high-resolution localization. As shown in

our ablation studies (Section 7.3), removing the hierarchy and attempting to predict lines directly from the bug report

causes a large drop in performance. By progressively narrowing the search space from files to functions and finally

to lines, C2C can achieve a level of precision that non-hierarchical methods struggle to match, ultimately providing

developers with a more actionable starting point for debugging.

8.3 RQ3: How do different reward strategies affect learning in hierarchical RL?

Key Findings: Decomposed, level-specific feedback is critical for training an effective hierarchical agent for bug

localization. Our experiments comparing reward strategies (Section 7.3.3) show that providing intermediate rewards
at each stage of the hierarchy consistently and substantially outperforms a single sparse reward given only for a correct

final prediction. The sparse reward signal creates a difficult credit assignment problem that hinders learning. In contrast,

intermediate rewards provide a stable, informative signal that guides each agent effectively—and on SWE-bench prove

essential for any line-level learning at all, where sparse reward yields an MRR of 0.0 while intermediate rewards enable

non-zero localization.

8.4 RQ4: Does C2C generalize across programming languages and repositories?

Key Findings: C2C’s architecture and training methodology generalize to a multi-repository Python setting, though ab-

solute performance varies with task difficulty. Our evaluation on SWE-bench Verified—spanning 11 Python repositories—

demonstrates that the key findings from the Elasticsearch (Java) evaluation hold: (1) iterative contrastive fine-tuning

with hard negative mining consistently improves retrieval quality (Table 5, Panel B); (2) decoupled training strategies

(TWF, T1B1) outperform joint strategies (VT, PT) across both datasets (Table 8); and (3) the hierarchical decomposition

successfully localizes bugs at multiple granularity levels.

The file-level Hit@1 drops from 36.62% (Elasticsearch) to 21.74% (SWE-bench), which we attribute to three factors:

(a) the SWE-bench FAISS index covers all files in each repository (thousands of candidates per query), whereas the

Elasticsearch index contains only 6,017 files total; (b) 11 diverse Python repositories present greater variability in code

structure, naming conventions, and bug patterns than a single Java project; and (c) Python stack traces may carry less

structural information (e.g., fewer package-qualified class names) than Java stack traces. Despite these challenges, the

file-level Hit@5 of 76.09% indicates that the correct file is usually among the top candidates, and the downstream agents

remain effective when the file-level retrieval succeeds (LLMAO-style function Hit@1 of 23.91%).

9 Threats to Validity

9.1 Internal Validity

This relates to the strength of the causal relationship between our method and the observed results. While we build on

the original CodeBERT model trained in early 2020, we cannot rule out the possibility that portions of the Elasticsearch
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or SWE-bench source code, specifically code segments preceding the fix commits, were included in its pretraining data.

Although the BEETLEBOX dataset was constructed in 2024 with safeguards to minimize data leakage, and the model

predates it, this potential overlap remains a threat. To mitigate this, we encourage future work to further investigate

and control for such leakage. To prevent data leakage between training and evaluation, all dataset splits are performed

at the issue level with stratification by repository, ensuring that all triplets derived from the same issue appear in the

same partition and no stack trace information is shared across splits.

9.2 External Validity

This pertains to the generalizability of our findings. Our experiments span two complementary settings: a single

large-scale Java project (Elasticsearch, 326 bug reports) and 11 Python repositories from SWE-bench Verified (393

issues). While this provides evidence of cross-language and cross-project generalizability, the evaluation remains limited

to Java and Python. Although the training data includes multi-file, multi-function, and multi-line bugs, we assume

during inference that each bug is localized to a single file, function, and line. This simplifying assumption may limit

applicability in scenarios involving cross-file dependencies or distributed bugs. Future work should evaluate additional

languages and bug types to further assess generalization. Finally, our evaluation uses CodeBERT as the retrieval encoder,

and we do not assess alternative pretrained encoding models. As a result, it remains unclear whether our findings

generalize to other backbone models, which may differ in their representation quality, cross-modal alignment ability,

and retrieval effectiveness.

Finally, we selected TWF as the primary training strategy based on the empirical results observed on Elasticsearch

and SWE-bench Verified. Although TWF showed the strongest and most consistent overall performance in our study,

this choice may not generalize to other datasets, repositories, programming languages, or model backbones, where

alternative strategies such as T1B1 could be preferable. Therefore, our conclusions regarding the superiority of TWF

should be interpreted within the scope of the evaluated settings.

9.3 Construct Validity

This threat concerns whether our experimental setup and metrics faithfully capture the bug localization ability we

intend to measure. Although we evaluate using line-level accuracy and MRR, these metrics remain imperfect proxies for

real developer utility, since they do not directly reflect debugging effort, interpretability, or how easily a ranked result

can be acted upon in practice. In addition, our training objective uses position-based rewards over Top-𝐾 rankings at the

file, function, and line levels. While this better aligns learning with ranking quality than a purely binary reward design,

it still provides a simplified approximation of bug localization usefulness. In particular, the reward structure imposes

discrete rank thresholds and assigns no credit to candidates outside the Top-𝐾 , which may underrepresent partially

useful predictions that are semantically close to the ground truth. Future work could explore more fine-grained and

context-sensitive reward signals, such as rewards informed by call graph distance, shared dependencies, control/data

flow proximity, or execution path similarity. Such extensions may better reflect the practical value of localization

results, but would require additional program analysis and execution modeling beyond the scope of this work. Our E2E

evaluation guarantees that the ground-truth file is present in the HRL file candidate set. Consequently, these results

evaluate error propagation through the hierarchical localization agents but do not include failures caused solely by

CodeRetriever omitting the correct file.
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10 Conclusion

This paper presents C2C, a novel hierarchical reinforcement learning (HRL) framework that localizes bugs at the file,

function, and line-level. By combining a recall-focused retriever with a precision-focused hierarchical policy, C2C

outperforms the compared baselines at the file level while extending localization to the function and line, offering

significantly more precise debugging guidance.

Our ablation studies confirm that each component is critical. The hierarchical structure is essential, improving

line-level MRR by 4.3× on Elasticsearch, and enabling non-zero line localization on SWE-bench where the flat model

completely fails. Likewise, our contrastive learning approach is vital for accurate retrieval, and using intermediate,

level-specific rewards during training is crucial for effective learning, consistently outperforming sparse rewards—and

on SWE-bench, proving essential for any line-level learning at all.

While promising, C2C can be improved. Future work will focus on more granular reward mechanisms and more

comprehensive code indexing strategies. C2C represents a significant step in bridging semantic code understanding with

strategic bug localization, and future work will extend these capabilities to cross-repository learning and integration

with automated program repair.
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