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Repository-level code translation refers to translating an entire code repository from one programming
language to another while preserving the functionality of the source repository. Many benchmarks have been
proposed to evaluate the performance of such code translators. However, previous benchmarks mostly provide
fine-grained samples, focusing at either code snippet, function, or file-level code translation. Such benchmarks
do not accurately reflect real-world demands, where entire repositories often need to be translated, involving
longer code length and more complex functionalities. To address this gap, we propose a new benchmark, named
RepoTransBench, which is a real-world repository-level code translation benchmark with an automatically
executable test suite. We conduct experiments on RepoTransBench to evaluate the translation performance of
11 advanced LLMs. We find that the Success@1 score (test success in one attempt) of the best-performing
LLM is only 7.33%. To further explore the potential of LLMs for repository-level code translation, we provide
LLMs with error-related feedback to perform iterative debugging and observe an average 7.09% improvement
on Success@1. However, even with this improvement, the Success@1 score of the best-performing LLM is
only 21%, which may not meet the need for reliable automatic repository-level code translation. Finally, we
conduct a detailed error analysis and highlight current LLMs’ deficiencies in repository-level code translation,
which could provide a reference for further improvements.

1 INTRODUCTION
Code translation refers to translating code from one programming language to another while
preserving the functionality of the source code [1–4]. It has broad applications, including refactoring
code written in outdated languages [5], transitioning from simple but slow languages to more
complex and faster ones [6], enabling programming languagemigration in software development [7–
14], and addressing data scarcity issues through synthetic data generation [15, 16]. Automatic code
translation can significantly reduce manual effort and has thus garnered widespread attention in
recent years [17–25]. With the popularity of large language models (LLMs), researchers are trying
to translate code with LLMs, yielding promising results [26–28].
To evaluate the performance of code translation tools, various benchmarks have been intro-

duced [29–38]. Based on translation granularity, current fine-grained code translation bench-
marks can be classified into three levels [1]: snippet-level, function-level, and file-level. Specif-
ically, snippet-level code translation benchmarks, such as CoST [29], XLCost [30], typically
refer to evaluating the translation of program segments, that are located between two consecu-
tive code comments. Function-level code translation benchmarks, such as TransCoder-test [31],
CodeXGlUE [32], HumanEval-X [33] and EvalPlus [34], focus on evaluating the translation of a
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function. File-level code translation benchmarks which include CodeNet [35], Avatar [36], Code-
Scope [37] and CodeTransOcean [38] refer to evaluating the translation of a complete program
file. However, these fine-grained code translation benchmarks may not meet the demands of real
development scenarios, which require the translation of entire repositories. Recently, Pan et al. [1]
manually study two open-source repositories (Apache Commons CLI [39] and Python Click [40]),
and find that current LLMs struggle to perform code translation for entire repositories. Although
this work has conducted preliminary research on repository-level code translation, we identify the
following problems:

• Problem 1: Limited Data Scale. Current works lack enough repository samples to evaluate
repository-level code translation. For instance, Pan et al. [1] conduct their research on only two
repository samples, which limits the representativeness.

• Problem 2: Lack of Automated Test Suite. Although Pan et al. [1] manually inspect two
repository translations, it is impractical to conduct manual inspections on large-scale datasets.
Therefore, an automated test suite is needed to evaluate the performance of translators.

• Problem 3: Ignoring the Resource Files.A real-world code repositorymigration often requires
the migration of corresponding resources in the repository as well. However, Pan et al. [1] ignore
resource files [1], which are commonly found in code repositories. Some resource files may
interact with the program data flows during execution through I/O operations. Neglecting the
handling of these resource files may result in translated code that is not functionally equivalent
to the source code.

• Problem 4: Ignoring the Configuration File. The configuration file is often required for an
entire repository. For example, a Java Maven [41] repository requires a “pom.xml” file to manage
repository configuration and dependencies. However, Pan et al. [1] only consider the translation
of functional code files, ignoring the generation of the corresponding configuration file.

In this paper, we introduce a repository-level code translation benchmark, named Repo-
TransBench. RepoTransBench includes 100 repository samples and provides an automatic test
suite to evaluate the compilability and functional correctness of the translated repositories to
address the aforementioned problem. To construct RepoTransBench, firstly, we collect real-world
repositories from The Stack [42] and The Stack v2 [43], which are the training data of StarCoder
series LLMs [44, 45]. Secondly, we select two popular languages from the TIOBE index [46] as our
translation pair. We further filter the repositories to exclude those with fewer than 50 stars, those
that contain language-specific packages, those lacking test cases, and those that are not executable.
Ultimately, we obtain the candidate repositories that meet these criteria. Thirdly, to provide the
automatic test suite, we construct test cases of the target language through a collaborative effort
involving LLMs and human translators to ensure both quality and efficiency. Specifically, we first
translate automatically using LLM. Then, we perform iterative manual checking based on the
execution of test cases. Finally, we obtain 100 repository samples with corresponding automatic
test suites.
To evaluate the translation performance of current LLMs on RepoTransBench, we conduct

experiments with 11 advanced LLMs, which include 8 general LLMs (4 open-source and 4 closed-
source LLMs) and 3 code LLMs. Our experimental results show that LLMs are far from satisfactory
for repository-level code translation. The best-performing LLM, Claude-3.5-Sonnet, only achieves
7.33% on Success@1 (test success in one attempt) and 12% on Success@3 (test success in three
attempts). We also observe that LLMs with limited parameters may not have the ability to perform
repository-level code translation. The experiment results indicate that even after three attempts,
Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct [47] fails to generate even one compilable translation.
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To further explore the potential of LLMs for repository-level code translation, we follow Pan et
al. [1] and adopt an iterative debugging approach, providing error-related information to LLMs. After
five iterative debugging phases, the Success@1 scores of all LLMs achieve an improvement ranging
from 3.47% to 17%, except for Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct and CodeLlama-34B-Instruct. However, the
best-performing LLM, GPT-4o, only achieves 21% on Success@1 and 34% on Success@3, respectively.
Such performance may still fall well short of meeting the need for reliable automatic repository-level
code translation.
To investigate the cause of errors in repository-level code translation, we conduct a study on

errors that occur in the translation and debugging phase. We categorize the common errors into five
categories: configuration file issues, limited understanding ability issues, incomplete generation
issues, language feature issues, and encoding issues. The error study highlights current LLMs’
deficiencies in repository-level code translation and may suggest directions for future improvement.

The key contributions of this research are:

• We introduce a large-scale real-world repository-level code translation benchmark named
RepoTransBench with an automatic execution-based test suite. RepoTransBench has a longer
code length (more tokens and lines) and higher functional complexity (more functions and
import statements) than previous fine-grained code translation benchmarks.

• We evaluate the translation performance of 11 advanced LLMs on RepoTransBench. We find
that the Success@1 score of the best-performing LLM is only 7.33%, revealing that current
LLMs may struggle to achieve repository-level translation.

• We provide LLMs with error-related feedback to perform debugging and observe an average
7.09% improvement on Success@1. However, the Success@1 score of the best-performing LLM
is still only 21%, whichmay fall short of meeting the need for reliable automatic repository-level
code translation.

• We conduct a detailed error analysis on the translation and debugging process and categorize
the common errors made by LLMs when used for code translation into five categories. The
error study highlights current LLMs’ deficiencies in repository-level code translation and
provides a reference for further improvements in translation tools.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 Code Translation
Code translation involves converting source code written in one programming language into
another language while preserving the original program’s functionality and logic [1–4]. This
process is essential in software engineering for several reasons, such as migrating legacy systems to
modern languages [7, 8], improving code performance by translating to more efficient languages [5]
and enabling cross-platform compatibility [6]. As programming languages continue to evolve, the
demand for accurate and efficient code translation techniques has grown, making it a critical area of
research and development [17–25]. Many studies focus on code translation, which can be broadly
divided into two main categories: non-learning-based and learning-based approaches [1].

Non-Learning-Based Methods. Existing non-learning-based code translation techniques can
be categorized into several main groups. Parser-based tools like ANTLR [48] rely on manually
defined grammar rules to translate source code between languages. Transpilers such as Babel [49],
Emscripten [50], JSweet [51], and GWT [52] convert source code from one language to another,
often used to ensure compatibility across platforms or systems. Domain-specific translators like
CxGo [53], C2Rust [54], and JavaToCSharp [55] focus on specific language pairs, offering targeted
translation solutions. Intermediate language compilers like Haxe [56] compile code to a variety of
target languages by using an intermediate format. Interface generators such as SWIG [57] create
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Diff 1: Complex Functional Implementation
Diff 2: Challenging File Management
Diff 3: Resource Existence
Diff 4: Test Case Existence

def isPrime(n):
for i in range(2, int(n**0.5) + 1):

if n % i == 0:
return False

return True
def prime(n: int) -> int:

if n == 1:
return 2

p = 3
pn = 1
# Keep looking for n primes 
while pn < n:

if isPrime(p):
pn += 1

p += 2
# Adjust p back by 2 and return
return p-2

if __name__ == '__main__':
print(prime(10001))

Previous Fine-Grained Code Translation

Function-Level

Snippet-Level

File-Level

alanhamlett /readtime

readtime/ tests/

result.py test_readtime.pysamples/

html.html markdown.md plain_text.txt
# readtime/api.py
from . import utils

Repository-Level Code Translation

# readtime/utils.py
from .result import Result

Fig. 1. Comparison of different code translation granularity.

cross-language bindings, allowing different languages to interact with each other without direct
code translation.

Learning-Based Methods. There are many previous works investigating Learning-based code
generation tasks [58–80]. Early learning-based approaches often train a neural network to achieve
the ability of code translation [21, 22, 24, 81]. Aggarwal et al. [5] convert Python 2 code to Python
3 code using trained Moses [82], which is an open-source toolkit for statistical machine translation.
Chen et al. [18] design a tree-to-tree neural network to translate a source tree into a target one.
DeepAM [14] discusses the limitations of bilingual projects, as well as the automatic mining of API
mappings to reduce manual effort in code migration. Zheng et al. [83] propose an approach for zero-
resource NMT using maximum expected likelihood estimation. TransCoder [31] is a transformer
with 6 layers to perform code translation at function level. Besides, Some models pre-trained on
multilingual corpora like Codex [84], CodeT5 [81], and CodeGen [85] demonstrate remarkable
code translation capability. In recent years, large language models such as StarCoder [44, 45],
SantaCoder [86] and more latest models such as the Llama series [87–89], the ChatGPT series [90],
the DeepSeek series [91], and the Claude series [92] have shown remarkable performance on
traditional code translation tasks. These models are trained on large code corpus and have strong
comprehension and instruction following abilities, which can perform accurate and efficient code
translations on previous fine-grained code benchmarks. Rectifier [93] is a fine-tuned micro model
that acts as a general corrector to correct the translation errors of unknown LLMs. Vert [94]
leverages LLM’s strong few-shot learning ability to produce readable Rust translations with formal
guarantees of correctness. Bhattarai et al. [95] enhance code translation in LLMs with few-shot
learning via retrieval-augmented generation. TransAgent [96] is an LLM-based multi-agent system
for code translation. SpecTra [28] considers the different kinds of specifications that can be extracted
from a program to enhance the code translation ability of LLMs. Momoko et al. [97] propose an
LLM-based translation scheme that improves the success rate of translating large-scale C code
into compilable Rust code. SolMover [98] can convert smart contracts written in Solidity [99] to
Move [100]with LLMs. CCTrans [101] can transpile concurrent Java files to JavaScript usingmultiple
workers while maintaining identical behavior. GlueTest [102] systematically and semiautomatically
validates translations for non-trivial libraries. UniTrans [26] is a unified code translation framework
applicable to various LLMs to unleash their power in code translation.
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2.2 Code Translation Granularity
Figure 1 shows a comparison of code granularities used in different code translation approaches.
Most previous works focus on the translations with a granularity not exceeding a single code file
(left-hand side). Specifically, snippet-level code translation [29, 30] typically refers to evaluating
the translation of program segments that are located between two consecutive code comments,
and each program may consist of one or more code snippets. Function-level code translation [29–
34] refers to translating a function into another programming language, with the data sources
often being manually crafted datasets [103] or coding practice websites [104]. File-level code
translation [35–38, 93, 105] often refers to translating a complete program file into the target
language. The data sources are usually from code contest platforms [106–109] or task solutions
websites [110–112]. G-TransEval [113] also provides a more fine-grained taxonomy, including
token-level, syntax-level, library-level, and algorithm-level, which is part of a function.

Unlike the previous fine-grained granularity code translation, repository-level code translation
involves migrating an entire repository from one language to another. Recently, repository-level
code translation has gradually gained the attention of researchers [1]. As shown in the right-hand
side of Figure 1, a typical code repository contains functional code files and test code files and
may also include resource files and configuration files. Functional code files refer to those code
files that implement specific functionalities of the code repository, such as the files located in the
readtime/ directory. Test code files refer to the files used to verify the correctness of the functional
code where test_readtime.py is an example. Resource files like those in samples/ folder are used
to test the functional correctness of the functional code. The functional code needs to implement
how to perform I/O operations with these resources. In addition, for certain language-specific
frameworks, it is necessary to complete the configuration file correctly, such as the “pom.xml” file
in Java’s Maven [41] repositories.

Compared with previous fine-grained code translation granularity, repository-level code transla-
tion has the following four differences:
• Diff 1: Complex Functional Implementation. Real-world code repositories typically include
numerous functions, classes, and import statements to realize complex functionalities. This
characteristic requires translators to have an understanding of the entire repository, which may
involve a long code length, necessitating that translators have sufficient processing ability.

• Diff 2: Challenging File Management. Code repositories often exhibit complex file structures,
necessitating that translators effectively manage these structures during translation. Furthermore,
code repositories may require an appropriate setup of configuration files, such as the “pom.xml”
file in a Java Maven repository, to make the project compilable.

• Diff 3: Resource Existence. Except for migrating code files, those resource files that may
perform I/O operations with code files should also be migrated together. This aspect has not
been explored in previous work [1].

• Diff 4: Test Case Existence. Unlike previously crafted datasets [35, 36], for repository-level
code translation, the source repository usually contains corresponding test cases, so making full
use of the existing test cases may achieve better performance.
Recent studies have shown interest in repository-level code translation. Pan et al. [1] attempt to

perform mutual conversion between Python and Java projects [39, 40], but find that the advanced
LLMs are largely ineffective, with success rates of 8.1% for GPT-4 and 0% for the rest of the models.

3 REPOTRANSBENCH
In this section, we will introduce the two steps of building RepoTransBench : data collection and
test case construction. Besides, we will provide the statistics between RepoTransBench and previous
fine-grained benchmarks.
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The Stack v1&v2

Preliminary Filtering

Language Selection

Star Counting

Raw Repo List

Info Updating

Forked Repo Redirection

Star Updating

Language Percentage

Updated Repo List

Repo Downloading

Cloning to Local

Raw Repos

Final Filtering

Package Blocking

Test Case Existence

Repo Executable

Candidate Repos

Fig. 2. Data Collection Pipeline.

3.1 Data Collection
As shown in Figure 2, the data collection pipeline of RepoTransBench consists of four steps:
Preliminary Filtering, Info Updating, Repo Downloading, and Final Filtering.

3.1.1 Preliminary Filtering. We select Python as the source language and Java as the target language
for our benchmark. Referring to the TIOBE index [46] for programming language popularity, the
top five languages are Python, C++, Java, C, and C#. Given Python’s popularity for its simplicity,
ease of use, and suitability for rapid prototyping, alongside Java’s reputation for enterprise-level
applications due to its better performance, stability, and faster execution [6], we explore translating
Python code to Java. For the data source, we choose to use the training data of StarCoder [44, 45]
series models, The Stack and The Stack v2. We download the Python portion information of The
Stack and The Stack v2 from Hugging Face [114] and group the information by repository name
(“max_stars_repo_name” for The Stack and “repo_name” for The Stack v2) to aggregate code files
belonging to the same repository. To ensure that the repositories we select are publicly recognized,
we filter out those with fewer than 10 stars, obtaining the Raw Repo List. It is worth noting that the
star count here is outdated and tends to be lower than the actual number. Further filtering will be
conducted later.

3.1.2 Information Updating. Due to using the early-released data source, some information may be
outdated in Raw Repo List, where star counts tend to be lower than the actual numbers, and many
repositories are forks (a commonly occurring phenomenon, especially in The Stack), we use the
GitHub REST API [115] to update the information and apply further filtering. We check whether a
repository exists, removing non-existing repositories. For those repositories forked from others,
we redirect to the origin repository and use the original repository information. We also find that
although we filter the data from the Python dataset in Section 3.1.1, many repositories have a main
language other than Python. To ensure we obtain a Python repository, we require the percentage
of Python language to be the largest among all languages in a repository, excluding those frontend
languages (e.g., HTML, CSS). We then use the updated star count for further filtering, retaining
repositories with more than 50 stars. Then we obtain the cleaned Updated Repo List.

3.1.3 Repository Downloading. We clone the raw repositories in the Updated Repo List to the local
environment using Git command [116] to enable further filtering.

3.1.4 Final Filtering. To ensure the quality of the repositories, we perform further filtering on
downloaded repositories. Firstly, we use a blacklist to block repositories with packages which is
difficult to implement from scratch. It is worth noting that we aim to evaluate individual repositories.
However, due to contributions from the open-source community, a Python repository may include
many third-party packages, like pytorch [117], tensorflow [118], etc. These packages do not have
corresponding implementations in Java language, and it is challenging to implement these libraries
from scratch. Therefore, these libraries are not within the scope of our research. We manually
review 200 Python repositories and obtain a package blacklist. If a repository contains any package
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alanhamlett /readtime

readtime/ tests/

result.py utils.py api.py test_readtime.pysamples/

html.html markdown.md plain_text.txt

Source Repository (Python)

AlanhamlettReadtimeJava

src/main/java/Readtime/ src/test/java/

Result.java Utils.java API.java TestReadtime.javaresource/

html.html markdown.md plain_text.txt

Resource Migration

Path Transformation

Target Repository (Java)

One-to-One 
File/Class Mapping

Fig. 3. Overview of the translation process.

from the blacklist, it would be excluded. Examples of packages on the blacklist include (1) deep
learning libraries like pytorch [117], tensorflow [118], and nltk [119], (2) data science libraries like
scikit-learn [120] and jupyter-notebook [121], (3) data visualization libraries like seaborn [122] and
matplotlib [123]. However, we retain repositories that contain libraries like numpy [124] selectively
if it is just used for basic calculations.

Additionally, we ensure that test cases in the source repository are available. By parsing file paths
and searching file contents, we retain repositories with test cases available. Then, we manually
review the filtered repositories, run the test cases, and only keep repositories that successfully pass
all the test cases. Finally, we obtain the Candidate Repos.

3.2 Test Case Construction
To evaluate the quality of the translations, test cases of target code are needed. HumanEval-X [33]
involves manually rewriting test cases into the target language, whereas EvalPlus [34] utilizes
ChatGPT [125] for the automated generation of test cases. However, relying solely on manual
translation to generate test cases for repository-level code can be quite labor-intensive, requiring
human translators with substantial development expertise in both Python and Java. While test
cases generated exclusively by LLMs may not always be reliable. Therefore, we choose to construct
test cases of the target language through a collaborative effort involving human translators and
LLMs to ensure both quality and efficiency. The test case construction pipeline consists of four
steps, including (1) Translation Demonstration, (2) Automatic Translation, (3) Resources Migration
and Path Transformation, and (4) Execution-Based Iterative Manual Checking.

3.2.1 Translation Demonstration. To ensure the quality of the translation assessment, we standard-
ize the format of the translations, as the implementation of the repository code may vary during
translation. We provide a demonstration shown in Figure 3 to help understand the translation
process. We will introduce the translation demonstration from three aspects: framework selection,
mapping method, and language feature handling.

1) Framework Selection. Weuse the popular Java frameworkMaven [41] as the standard framework
for target Java repositories. Figure 3 is an example of translating a Python repository into a Java
Maven repository. In this example, paths and resources need to be migrated according to Maven
conventions. We expect functional code to be placed in the “src/main/java” directory and test
code to be placed in the “src/test/java” directory. Resource files in Python can exist anywhere,
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def of_text(text, wpm=None):
"""Get the read time of some text.
:param text: String of text (Assumes utf-8).
"""
return utils.read_time(text, format='text', wpm=wpm)

Source (Python)

public static Result ofText(String text) {
return Utils.readTime(text, "text", null);

}

public static Result ofText(String text, Integer wpm) {
return Utils.readTime(text, "text", wpm);

} Target (Java)

Default Argument Method Overloading

Translate

Fig. 4. Language Feature Problem: An example that translates a Python function with default argument to
Java language with method overloading.

but we follow Maven’s conventions and expect them to be located in the “src/main/resources” or
“src/test/resources” directories in the Java repository.

2) Mapping Method. For previous function-level code translation, we expect a Python function to
be translated into a Java function wrapped in a class [33, 34]. However, translating all functions in a
Python repository into individual Java classes and combining them to form the Java repository may
not align with the style of real-world Java repositories. To observe how LLMs perform mapping,
we conduct a preliminary experiment with GPT-4o [126] on 50 Python repositories using a simple
prompt: “Please translate the given Python repository to a Java Maven repository”. We manually
review the translations and find that in most samples, if a Python file contains multiple classes,
each class is typically translated into a separate Java class and placed in an individual Java file.
If a Python file contains code not wrapped in a class, all that code will be mapped into a single
class when translated into Java. We follow this observation and name this approach One-to-One
File/Class Mapping as our mapping method. Besides, for naming convention, we use “camelCase”
to replace “snake_case” from Python, referring to CodeGeeX [25].

3) Language Feature Handling. The language features of Python and Java include many dif-
ferent implementations, such as data types, object initialization methods, the implementation
of multiple inheritance, etc. After reviewing the results of the preliminary experiment, we in-
troduce two common different implementations as follows. When using Python language to
perform member variable access, we typically access through a format of “object._attribute”
or “object._ClassName__attribute”, even though sometimes the attribute may be a protected
attribute (with a “_” prefix) or a private attribute (with a “__” prefix). However, for a Java class,
member variables are usually declared with the “private” modifier and are accessed or modified
through “getters” and “setters”. We ensure the test cases constructed meet the characteristics
through manual checks rather than token-by-token translation, which omits the language fea-
tures [1]. For Java language, there is no equivalent implementation for Python function with default
arguments. Instead, method overloading can be used to mimic similar functionality. Figure 4 is a
simple example, a function with default arguments in Python repositories will be implemented by
method overloading in our test case construction phase.

3.2.2 Automatic Translation. Here we translate not only the test code files but also the functional
code files to further ensure the correctness of the generated test cases (details in Section 3.2.4).
We leverage GPT-4o [126] as the backbone LLM to perform translation. The context window
of GPT-4o is 128k. For repositories where the total token count exceeds this limit, we split the
repository into several chunks, making sure that each chunk consists of several complete code
files and does not exceed the context window. These chunks are then provided to GPT-4o in a
multi-turn conversion format. Through the above approach, we obtain the raw translations without
corresponding resources.

3.2.3 Resource Migration and Path Transformation. As shown in Figure 3, after obtaining the
raw translations from the previous step, we manually migrate the resources to the corresponding
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Table 1. Statistics of RepoTransBench compared to other existing code translation datasets. Considering the
translation of Python to Java, we report the number of samples and the average number of tokens, lines,
functions, classes, and import statements per sample of each task. #Tokens counts are based on OpenAI’s
tiktoken tokenizer (https://github.com/openai/tiktoken). #Funcs, #Classes and #Imports counts are based on
tree-sitter (https://tree-sitter.github.io). Code comments are removed before computation.

Dataset Year Source Level Config File Evaluation #Samples #Tokens #Lines #Funcs #Classes #Imports

TransCoder-test [31] 2020 GeeksforGeeks [104] Function Not Req Execution 868 127 12 1 0 0
CodeNet [35] 2021 AIZU [108], AtCoder [107] File Not Req Execution 200 99 12 1 0 0
Avatar [36] 2021 AtCoder [107], etc1 File Not Req Execution 250 175 18 1 0 1

CoST [29] 2022 GeeksforGeeks [104] Snippet Not Req Similarity 351 33 3 0 0 0
Function Not Req Similarity 69 173 15 1 0 0

XLCoST [30] 2022 GeeksforGeeks [104] Snippet Not Req Similarity 6861 24 2 0 0 0
Function Not Req Similarity 864 196 19 1 0 0

HumanEval-X [33] 2022 HumanEval [103] Function Not Req Execution 164 65 8 1 0 0
G-TransEval [113] 2023 HumanEval [103], etc2 <Function3 Not Req Similarity 400 90 10 1 0 0
xCodeEval [105] 2023 Codeforces [106] File Not Req Execution 1942 209 22 1 0 1
EvalPlus [34] 2023 HumanEval [103] Function Not Req Execution 164 65 8 1 0 0
CodeScope [37] 2023 Codeforces [106] File Not Req Execution 30 259 28 1 0 1
CodeTransOcean [38] 2023 Rosetta Code [112], d2l-ai [111] File Not Req Similarity 1029 253 24 2 0 1
RepoTransBench 2024 The Stack v1&v2 [42, 43] Repository Require Execution 100 3431 352 34 5 12

directory (“src/main/resources” or “src/test/resources”) in the Java repositories. Then, we transform
any incorrect file path in the Java repositories to align with the mapping method and language
features mentioned in Section 3.2.1.

3.2.4 Execution-Based Iterative Manual Checking. To ensure the test cases are complete and free
from syntax errors and calls to non-existent APIs, which may be difficult to discover and labor-
intensive by manual inspection, we use compilability as a metric to evaluate the quality of test cases.
We execute the repositories obtained from the previous step to evaluate the compilability. Three of
the authors are involved as participants to check the correctness of test cases. These participants
have 3-6 years of coding experience. Two of the participants independently check the completeness
of the test cases to ensure their test range is consistent with those in the source repository. They
also correct errors that occur during the execution until the repository is compileable or more than
30 minutes are consumed. For repositories that fail to be compiled, the two participants ensure
the errors do not originate from the test cases by inspecting and fixing related code. Another
participant performs a double-check on the results of the previous two participants. For repositories
deemed contentious by the three participants, they discuss and achieve a mutually agreed solution.
Ultimately, 83% of the repositories compile successfully from the processing results of the two
participants, which means the test cases of these repositories are free from syntax errors and calls
to non-existent APIs. For the remaining 17% of the repositories, the three participants discuss and
maintain that the issues mentioned above are not present in the test cases.

3.3 Statistics of RepoTransBench
Table 1 shows the statistics of RepoTransBench compared with other existing code translation
benchmarks. To ensure fair statistics, we only take into account the portions of multilingual
benchmarks where Python serves as the source language. Unlike previous fine-grained benchmarks,
RepoTransBench uses the entire repository as its data samples. Since the goal of translation is to
translate the entire code repository, it also requires the correct configuration of project files, such
as the “pom.xml” file for a Java Maven project. To better evaluate the syntactic and functional

1The source of AVATAR includes open-source programming contest sites: AtCoder [107], AIZU Online Judge [108], Google
Code Jam [109], Codeforces [106], and online platforms: GeeksforGeeks [104], LeetCode [127], Project Euler [128].
2The source of G-TransEval includes humaneval [103], GeeksforGeeks [104], .NET samples [110].
3Taxonomy of G-TransEval includes four types: token-level, syntax-level, library-level, and algorithm-level. These granular-
ities are all part of a function. To simplify, the statistics are calculated based on the entire function.
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Table 2. Overview of subject LLMs.
Type Source Model Name Company Size Context WindowRelease Date

General
LLM

Open
Source

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct [47] Meta 8B 128k July 2024
Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct [130] Meta 70B 128k July 2024
Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct [131] Meta 405B 128k July 2024

DeepSeek-V2.5 [91] DeepSeek 236B1 128k Sep 2024

Closed
Source

GPT-3.5-Turbo-16k [125] OpenAI - 16k Jun 2023
GPT-42 [132] OpenAI - 128k Dec 2023
GPT-4o [126] OpenAI - 128k May 2024

Claude-3.5-Sonnet [133] Anthropic - 200k Jun 2024

Code
LLM

Open
Source

CodeLlama-34B-Instruct [134] Meta 34B 100k Aug 2023
Codestral-22B [135] Mistral AI 22B 32k May 2024

DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct [136] DeepSeek 236B1 128k Jun 2024

correctness of the repository, we use execution-based metrics (Success@k, Build@k, and APR,
details in Section 4.3). Through the data collection process described in Section 3.1, we ultimately
obtain 100 repository samples (#Samples). According to our statistics, the average number of tokens
(#Tokens) and lines (#Lines) per sample are 3431 and 352, respectively, which are 13 times the
previous benchmark. Additionally, By utilizing tree-sitter [129], we obtain the average number
of functions (#Funcs), classes (#Classes), and import statements (#Imports) to be 34, 5, and 12,
respectively. In contrast, none of these statistics exceed 2 in the previous fine-grained benchmarks.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
4.1 ResearchQuestions
We aim to answer the following key research questions (RQs) that explore the utility of RepoTrans-
Bench for evaluating diverse LLMs for the repository-level code translation task:

• RQ1 (Performance of Translation): How do the recent advanced general and code LLMs
perform in repository-level code translation?

• RQ2 (Performance of Iterative Debugging): Can iterative error-related information feed-
back to LLMs further improve their performance?

• RQ3 (Effect of Code Length Functional Complexity): How do code length and functional
complexity of the repository affect the performance of translation?

• RQ4 (Error Analysis): What are the main types of errors that occur in repository-level code
translation?

4.2 Model Selection
As shown in Table 2, we select 11 advanced LLMs from five different companies as our subject
LLMs, which include 8 general LLMs (4 open-source and 4 closed-source LLMs) and 3 code LLMs.
For general open-source LLMs, we include Meta’s three latest LLMs, Llama-3.1-Instruct, with
parameter sizes of 8B, 70B, and 405B. The 405B LLM is claimed to be comparable with closed-
source LLMs. Additionally, we study DeepSeek-V2.5 [91], a Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) LLM that
was updated in early September 2024 by DeepSeek. DeepSeek-V2.5 combines DeepSeek-V2-Chat
and DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct, integrating the general and coding abilities of the two previous
versions. The coding and math capabilities surpass many closed-source LLMs [137]. For general
closed-source LLMs, we examine three well-known LLMs from OpenAI, GPT-3.5-Turbo-16k [125],
GPT-4 [132], and GPT-4o [126]. Furthermore, we also evaluate one of Anthropic’s advanced LLM,
Claude-3.5-Sonnet [133], in our experiments. For code LLMs, we select three advanced LLMs from

1DeepSeek-V2.5 and DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct are Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) LLMs with 21B activated parameters.
2We use GPT-4-0125-Preview in our experiments.
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three companies. CodeLlama-34B-Instruct [134] is an early-released code LLM in 2023. Codestral-
22B [135] and DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct [136] are two code LLMs released recently. Notably,
most of the LLMs used in our experiments support a long context window, which may help to
understand long code in repository-level code translation.

4.3 Evaluation Metrics
We evaluate the translation and debugging performance by the following metrics:

• Success@k (test success in k attempts): The metric Success@k measures the percentage of
repositories that successfully pass all test cases in at least one of the 𝑘 selected rounds of
experiments.
Let 𝑇𝑖 represent the set of repositories that pass all test cases in the 𝑖-th round of experiments.
|𝑇𝑖 | denotes the number of repositories that have test success in round 𝑖 .
The general formula for Success@k is given by:

Success@k =
1(

𝑛
𝑘

)
× 𝑁

∑︁
1≤𝑖1<𝑖2<· · ·<𝑖𝑘 ≤𝑛

��𝑇𝑖1 ∪𝑇𝑖2 ∪ · · · ∪𝑇𝑖𝑘

�� (1)

where
(
𝑛
𝑘

)
is the binomial coefficient, representing the number of ways to choose 𝑘 rounds

from the 𝑛 rounds of experiments. 𝑇𝑖1 ∪𝑇𝑖2 ∪ · · · ∪𝑇𝑖𝑘 represents the union of test success sets
from the selected 𝑘 rounds.
In our experiments, 𝑛 = 3 and 𝑁 = 100 because we repeat the experiments three times under
the same settings and the number of repository samples in our benchmark is 100.

• Build@k (build success in k attempts): The metric Build@k measures the percentage of
repositories that successfully build in at least one of the 𝑘 selected rounds of experiments.
Let 𝐵𝑖 represent the set of repositories successfully built in the 𝑖-th round of experiments. |𝐵𝑖 |
denotes the number of repositories that build successfully in round 𝑖 .
The general formula for Build@k is analogous to Success@k and is given by:

Build@k =
1(

𝑛
𝑘

)
× 𝑁

∑︁
1≤𝑖1<𝑖2<· · ·<𝑖𝑘 ≤𝑛

��𝐵𝑖1 ∪ 𝐵𝑖2 ∪ · · · ∪ 𝐵𝑖𝑘

�� (2)

where
(
𝑛
𝑘

)
is the binomial coefficient, representing the number of ways to choose 𝑘 rounds

from the 𝑛 rounds of experiments. 𝐵𝑖1 ∪ 𝐵𝑖2 ∪ · · · ∪ 𝐵𝑖𝑘 represents the union of build success
sets from the selected 𝑘 rounds.

• APR (average pass rate of test cases): The metric 𝐴𝑃𝑅 measures the average percentage
of test cases passed across all repositories and rounds in the benchmark. It is calculated as
follows:

APR =
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑗=1

©« 1𝑁
𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑁
(𝑖, 𝑗 )
pt

𝑁 𝑖
at

ª®¬ (3)

where 𝑁
(𝑖, 𝑗 )
pt represents the number of passed test cases for the 𝑖-th repository in the 𝑗-th

round, and 𝑁 𝑖
at represents the total number of test cases for the 𝑖-th repository. 𝑛 is the total

number of experimental rounds, and 𝑁 is the total number of repositories in the benchmark.
It is worth noting that many previous works use similarity-based metrics like BLEU [138],

CodeBLEU [16], or other metrics which calculate the overlapping tokens between references and
translations [5, 7, 38, 139, 140] to evaluate the quality of translations. However, similarity-based
metrics ignore the syntactic correctness and functional correctness of translations [31]. On the
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Translation
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Command
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Docker Container

Evaluation Result
Build Success: True/False
Test Success: True/False
Pass Rate: XX%

Command
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System 
Prompt

Java Test Files

System 
Prompt

Java Test Files

LLM
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Debugging
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Fixed File Java Repo

Command

docker cp…

Translation

Debugging

Verification
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- Cow.EYES.get(eyeType);

+ Cow.getEye(eyeType);

Error Info
[ERROR]src/main/java/Co
wacter.java:[36,24] EYES 
has private access in Cow

Fig. 5. Overview of the evaluation process.

one hand, translations with high similarity to the reference cannot avoid having grammatical errors
and functional errors. On the other hand, equivalent programs with different implementations may
have low similarity. Therefore, we decide to use execution-based metrics mentioned above to
evaluate the performance.

4.4 Execution Environment
To prevent LLMs from generating malicious code that could execute on the local machine and cause
damage, we run the generated code in a sandbox (an isolated environment). We use Docker [141]
as our code execution space. To check the executability of the Python projects in Section 3.1.4, we
install both Python 2.7 [142] and Python 3.10 [143] versions in the Docker container and all needed
packages by PyPI pip [144]. For the Java environment, we consistently use the Oracle JDK 11 [145].
Additionally, we bridge Docker’s network with the local machine, allowing it to access the internet
to ensure the dependencies in the “pom.xml” file can be successfully installed.

4.5 Evaluation Process
As shown in Figure 5, the evaluation process includes three phases: translation, verification, and
debugging. We conduct three rounds of experiments in the same setup. Each round of experiments
consists of one translation phase and five debugging phases, with each phase followed by a
verification phase.

Translation: In previous function-level code translation benchmarks [33, 34], test cases are
given to let LLMs know the input and output format. We follow this practice for the repository-level
code translation. Given a Python repository, we provide the corresponding Java test cases in the
system prompt as the translation goal. We perform a topological sort using tree-sitter [129] on
the files within the Python repository based on their call relationships, which ensures that any
file being called appears before the file that calls it. Then we provide the sorted Python files and
Java repository tree to form the translation prompt. We provide the system prompt and translation
prompt to the LLM to generate a series of Java files (including functional code files and configuration
files, without test code files). In our experiment, we follow the sampling strategy of the LLMs as
adopted by Pan et al. [1], using a temperature of 0.7. For translations that are not fully generated in
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Table 3. Translation performance on RepoTransBench.
Model Success@1 Success@2 Success@3 Build@1 Build@2 Build@3 APR

Llama-3.1-8B-Inst 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Llama-3.1-70B-Inst 1.33% 2.33% 3.00% 2.67% 4.33% 6.00% 1.30%
Llama-3.1-405B-Inst 2.67% 3.33% 4.00% 5.67% 8.00% 10.00% 4.70%
DeepSeek-V2.5 3.00% 4.67% 6.00% 12.00% 17.00% 20.00% 6.20%
GPT-3.5-Turbo 0.67% 1.00% 1.00% 2.33% 4.00% 5.00% 1.10%
GPT-4 2.33% 3.33% 4.00% 4.33% 7.00% 9.00% 2.00%
GPT-4o 4.00% 6.33% 8.00% 9.00% 14.67% 19.00% 6.40%
Claude-3.5-Sonnet 7.33% 10.33% 12.00% 28.33% 37.67% 42.00% 16.50%

CodeLlama-34B-Inst 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.37% 0.67% 1.00% 0.00%
Codestral-22B 2.08% 3.33% 5.00% 5.90% 8.33% 12.00% 2.60%
DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Inst 4.86% 6.33% 7.00% 16.84% 20.33% 24.00% 8.40%

one generation, we prompt the LLM with “Continue” until the translation is completely generated
or reaches the maximum continuation count, which is set as 5 in our experiments. The generated
functional code files and configuration files, combined with our given Java test files, form the
Java repository. Then, the Java repository will be transferred to the docker container to perform
verification in the next step.

Verification: In the verification phase, we switch to the root directory of the Java repository and
execute the “mvn clean test” command to compile and execute the test cases in the repository.
Notably, all dependencies referenced in the “pom.xml” file will be automatically installed. This
process yields evaluation results and corresponding error messages.
Debugging: For repositories that execute failed in the verification phase, the error log will be

used to compose the debugging prompt with the Java repository files. The system prompt and
sampling strategy are the same as the translation phase. Then, we prompt the LLM to generate the
fixed file and replace the original file in the previous Java repository. Figure 5 shows an example of
fixing the private member variable access issue by employing a “getter”.

5 EVALUATION RESULTS
5.1 RQ1: Performance of Translation
Table 3 provides an overview of the code translation performance on studied LLMs. The results
illustrate significant differences in the abilities of these LLMs to perform repository-level code
translation. Claude-3.5-Sonnet, which is the best-performing LLM among all LLMs, achieves 7.33%
on Success@1, 28.33% on Build@1, and 16.5% on APR. However, it achieves only 12% test success
even for three attempts. For open-source general LLMs and open-source code LLMs, the best-
performing LLM only achieves 6% and 7% on Success@3, respectively. These results indicate that
the current capabilities of LLMs are limited and insufficient to consistently generate executable
and functionally correct translations.

Finding 1: The best-performing LLM only achieves 7.33% on Success@1 and 28.33% on Build@1
when testing on RepoTransBench, indicating that it is difficult for current LLMs to perform
reliable repository-level code translation.

GPT-3.5-Turbo, which is an earlier-released LLM, achieves only 1% on Success@3. Its performance
falls short compared to other closed-source LLMs. The poor performance may be due to its outdated
training and optimization. Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct performs even worse and fails to generate even one
compilable translation across three rounds. The result indicates that LLMs with limited parameters
may not have enough abilities to perform repository-level code translation. CodeLlama-34B-Instruct
only achieves one compilable translation, which fails to test successfully. This may be due to its
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Origin 1 2 3 4 5
Iteration

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct

Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct

Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct

DeepSeek-V2.5

GPT-3.5-Turbo-16k

GPT-4

GPT-4o

Claude-3.5-Sonnet

CodeLlama-34B-Instruct

Codestral-22B

DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct

0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33

1.33 3.00 3.33 3.67 4.67 6.00

2.67 3.67 4.67 7.67 9.00 10.67

3.00 4.33 6.67 9.33 10.67 12.00

0.67 2.33 3.33 4.00 5.33 7.00

2.33 4.67 6.67 7.00 9.00 10.00

4.00 6.33 12.00 15.33 18.67 21.00

7.33 10.00 13.33 14.33 15.33 16.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1.74 2.78 4.17 4.17 4.86 5.21

4.86 10.07 14.24 15.28 15.97 17.71

Success@1 (%)

Origin 1 2 3 4 5
Iteration

0.00 0.00 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67

2.33 5.00 5.67 6.00 8.00 10.67

3.33 5.33 7.33 12.33 14.67 17.00

4.67 6.33 10.33 15.00 16.67 18.00

1.00 3.33 4.67 6.00 8.33 11.33

3.33 7.67 10.67 11.33 15.00 16.33

6.33 10.67 19.67 24.67 28.67 30.33

10.33 13.67 17.67 18.67 19.67 20.67

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.47 5.21 7.99 7.99 9.38 9.72

6.60 13.19 19.44 20.49 21.18 21.88

Success@2 (%)

Origin 1 2 3 4 5
Iteration

0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

3.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 10.00 14.00

4.00 7.00 10.00 16.00 19.00 22.00

6.00 8.00 13.00 19.00 21.00 23.00

1.00 4.00 6.00 8.00 11.00 15.00

4.00 10.00 14.00 15.00 20.00 21.00

8.00 14.00 24.00 30.00 34.00 34.00

12.00 15.00 20.00 21.00 22.00 23.00

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.21 7.29 11.46 11.46 13.54 13.54

7.29 15.62 22.92 22.92 23.96 25.00

Success@3 (%)

Origin 1 2 3 4 5
Iteration

Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct

Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct

Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct

DeepSeek-V2.5

GPT-3.5-Turbo-16k

GPT-4

GPT-4o

Claude-3.5-Sonnet

CodeLlama-34B-Instruct

Codestral-22B

DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct

0.00 1.00 1.67 1.67 1.67 1.67

2.67 6.33 11.67 17.33 21.33 24.33

5.67 12.67 20.00 25.00 27.67 32.33

12.00 23.67 29.67 32.67 34.00 36.00

2.33 7.67 14.33 21.33 25.00 27.67

4.33 9.33 13.00 15.33 17.33 18.67

9.00 23.00 36.00 41.00 47.00 51.33

28.33 38.00 45.67 50.33 52.33 54.33

0.37 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.74

4.51 9.37 11.81 14.93 17.71 22.22

16.32 35.07 45.83 49.65 53.13 54.86

Build@1 (%)

Origin 1 2 3 4 5
Iteration

0.00 2.00 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.33

4.33 10.33 19.00 26.67 32.33 37.33

8.00 19.67 30.00 37.00 39.33 45.33

17.00 30.00 36.67 40.00 42.00 45.00

4.00 11.67 21.67 33.33 38.67 42.00

7.00 15.67 22.00 26.33 29.33 31.67

14.67 36.33 52.67 57.33 63.00 67.00

37.67 48.67 58.33 63.67 65.33 68.33

0.74 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.48

8.68 16.67 19.79 25.35 29.17 34.72

21.18 46.87 57.29 60.76 63.54 65.28

Build@2 (%)

Origin 1 2 3 4 5
Iteration

0.00 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

6.00 13.00 24.00 33.00 39.00 45.00

10.00 25.00 36.00 45.00 46.00 53.00

20.00 34.00 41.00 46.00 48.00 52.00

5.00 15.00 27.00 42.00 48.00 51.00

9.00 20.00 28.00 34.00 37.00 40.00

19.00 46.00 60.00 63.00 69.00 73.00

42.00 54.00 64.00 68.00 69.00 72.00

1.11 2.22 2.22 2.22 2.22 2.22

12.50 21.88 25.00 32.29 36.46 42.71

25.00 54.17 62.50 65.62 68.75 69.79

Build@3 (%)
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Fig. 6. Iterative debugging performance on RepoTransBench.

limited instruction following capabilities, making it difficult to understand the prompt and fail to
generate code in the required format.

Compared to Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, Llama-3.1-70B-Instruct achieves 3% on Success@3 and 6% on
Build@3, while Llama-3.1-405B-Instruct performs better, achieving 4% and 10% respectively. These
results indicate that LLMs with larger parameters may have more likelihood of generating both
syntactically and functionally correct translations, which may be due to the stronger instruction
following and code generation capabilities.

Finding 2: Earlier-released LLMs or smaller parameter LLMs, such as GPT-3.5-Turbo, CodeLlama-
34B-Instruct, and Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct, may not have enough ability to generate executable
repositories. While LLMs with larger parameters may have more likelihood of generating both
syntactically and functionally correct repository code translations.

5.2 RQ2: Performance of Iterative Debugging
Figure 6 presents the iterative debugging performance of LLMs across five iterations. We observe an
average 7.09% improvement on Success@1 across all LLMs. GPT-4o performs best on most metrics
after five rounds of iterative debugging. Specifically, the Success@1 and Success@3 increase from
4% to 21% and from 8% to 34%, respectively. Notably, from the 3-th iteration of iterative debugging,
GPT-4o surpasses Claude-3.5-Sonnet in all Success@k metrics, despite Claude-3.5-Sonnet being the
best-performing LLM in the previous translation-only evaluation. This improvement is likely due to
GPT-4o’s superior debugging capabilities, which allow it to refine and enhance its translations more
effectively across iterations. Despite these improvements, the best-performing LLM, GPT-4o, only
achieves 21% on Success@1 and 34% on Success@3, respectively. This performance may indicate
that current LLMs still cannot consistently achieve reliable repository-level code translation.
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Fig. 7. The effect of code length and functional complexity. The light color ( ) represents the results of
“non-success/non-build”, while the dark color ( ) represents “success/build”. In each subplot, the first
two groups ( ) display the results of “success/non-success”, while the last two groups ( ) show
“build/non-build”. To improve clarity, we’ve hidden some outliers, entries where <#Tokens, #Lines, #Functions,
#Imports> exceed <8,000, 800, 80, 100> have been omitted.

Finding 3: LLMs can improve their performance on repository-level code translation through
iterative debugging, leading to obtaining more executable and functionally correct repositories.
Despite these advancements, all the LLMs still cannot consistently achieve reliable repository-
level code translation. Besides, different backbone LLMs perform differently across tasks, with
some excelling in translation and others showing stronger capabilities in debugging.

For open-source LLMs, DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct performs the best. After five iterations, the
Success@1 and Success@3 of DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct achieve 17.71% and 25.00%, respectively,
which even surpasses Claude-3.5-Sonnet, one of the latest closed-source LLM. The Build@1 score
of DeepSeek-Coder-V2-Instruct stands at 54.86%, marking it as the best performer among all LLMs.
Besides, DeepSeek-V2.5, the best-performing LLM among all open-source general LLMs, achieves
23% on Success@3 and 52% on Build@3, which surpasses some earlier-released closed-source
LLMs, such as GPT-4 and GPT-3.5-Turbo-16k. These observations suggest that further training
open-source LLMs may be a promising direction for future improvements, potentially enabling
them to achieve even better performance, rivaling closed-source LLMs.

Finding 4: Through iterative debugging, some open-source LLMs can perform comparably to
the latest closed-source LLMs. Further training of these open-source LLMs presents a promising
direction for future improvements.

5.3 RQ3: Effect of Code Length and Functional Complexity
Figure 7 shows the effect of repository length and complexity on translation quality. We analyze
the experiment results of both translation (Section 5.1, ) and iterative debugging phases
(Section 5.2, ). It is evident that the median for success/build outcomes across almost all
four complexity metrics is lower than the median for non-success/non-build outcomes for all the
LLMs. This suggests that longer code length (with more #Tokens and #Lines) and higher functional
complexity (with more #Functions and #Imports) may be more challenging for LLMs to translate or
debug successfully. The increased code length and functional complexity lead to a higher likelihood
of failure in generating executable and functional correct translations.

Finding 5: Longer code length and higher functional complexity repositories may be more
difficult for LLMs to process, making it challenging to generate compilable and functional correct
translations.
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<dependency>
<groupId>com.github.rjeschke</groupId>
<artifactId>txtmark</artifactId>
<version>0.16</version>

</dependency>

[ERROR] Could not resolve dependencies for project com.example:readtime-java:jar:1.0-
SNAPSHOT: Could not find artifact com.github.rjeschke:txtmark:jar:0.16 in central

<plugin>
<groupId>org.apache.maven.plugins</groupId>
<artifactId>maven-compiler-plugin</artifactId>
<version>3.8.1</version>
<configuration>

<source>1.8</source>
<target>1.8</target>

</configuration>
</plugin>

[ERROR] Source option 5 is no longer supported. Use 6 or later.
[ERROR] Target option 1.5 is no longer supported. Use 1.6 or later.

E1.1 E1.2

Explicit Configuration Needed

Fig. 8. Error Type 1: Configuration File Issues.
public static String encodeUrl(int n, int min_length) {

UrlEncoder encoder = new UrlEncoder(DEFAULT_ALPHABET, DEFAULT_BLOCK_SIZE);
return encoder.encodeUrl(n, min_length);

}
public String encodeUrl(int n, int min_length) {

return enbase(encode(n), min_length);
}

[ERROR] src/main/java/ShortUrl.java:[45,19] method encodeUrl(int,int) is 
already defined in class ShortUrl

FMFTRLMachine learner = new FMFTRLMachine(fmDim, 
fmInitDev, L1, L2, L1Fm, L2Fm, D, alpha, beta, alphaFm, 
betaFm);

[ERROR] . . . constructor FMFTRLMachine cannot be applied to given types; required: 
int,double,double,double,double,double,int,double,double,double,double,double . . .

E2.1 E2.2

Fig. 9. Error Type 2: Limited Understanding Ability Issues.

5.4 RQ4: Error Analysis
We conduct an error analysis across three rounds of experiments, ultimately identifying common
errors in repository-level code translation. These errors are classified into five categories: E1
(Configuration File Issues), E2 (Limited Understanding Ability Issues), E3 (Incomplete Generation
Issues), E4 (Language Feature Issues), E5 (Encoding Issues). Limited by the space, we provide two
cases for each category.
E1. Configuration File Issues often arise due to the configuration file (“pom.xml” in a Java

Maven project) related content not being configured correctly. Figure 8 (E1.1) shows an error due
to an unresolved dependency as the artifact cannot be found in the central Maven repository [146].
Figure 8 (E1.2) shows that the current Java version is unsupported. This occurs as the Java version
is not explicitly configured in the “pom.xml” file, the Maven project uses the default version 1.5,
and this doesn’t match the required version. Except for the two commonly occurring errors, we
notice that some APIs are imported in the functional code files, but there is not a corresponding
entry in the “pom.xml” configuration file. Some LLMs, especially those with limited instruction
following capability, sometimes generate content that does not belong in the “pom.xml” file, leading
to Leading to build failures.

Finding 6: Unlike fine-grained code translation works, repository-level code translation requires
proper configuration of files such as the “pom.xml” file in Java Maven repositories. This can lead
to dependency-related issues (e.g., non-existent dependencies, version mismatches, etc.). Solving
these problems requires a clear understanding of the related calls and the latest dependencies.

E2. Limited Understanding Ability Issues usually arise due to unfamiliarity with the code
context during translation. Figure 8 (E2.1) shows two methods with the same name and parameter
type list, leading to a semantic conflict. These occur because the previously generated method is
overlooked (which may be due to the long code length) when generating a new function. Figure 8
(E2.2) shows a function being called with incorrect argument types. This happens because the
data types in the source language are dynamically defined, making it challenging to identify
during translation. In addition to these examples, another error commonly occurring is due to a
misunderstanding of the repository structure, leading to the incorrect imports of files or directories.

Finding 7: Due to the long code length and complex repository structure, a lack of understanding
of the repository context may result in generating inappropriate code. To mitigate these issues,
taking measures to enhance the focus on relevant context within the repository might be helpful.

E3. Incomplete Generation Issues often occur due to LLMs’ limitation in instruction following
and code generation abilities. Figure 10 (E3.1) shows an example where some LLMs may struggle
to generate long code. Even though we prompt these LLMs to continue generating, their limited
instruction following capability often causes them to restart the generation from the beginning and
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Iterator<Map.Entry<String, JsonNode>> fields =
jsonNode.fields();

[ERROR] src/main/java/Forecast.java:[49,25] package Map does not exist

public static void setDerivedUnitsAndConstants() {
mS = 1e-3 * S;
uS = 1e-6 * S;
nS = 1e-9 * S;

[ERROR] src/main/java/NumericalUnits.java:[264,23] reached end of file while 
parsing

E3.1 E3.2

Early termination of generation

Missing import statement

Fig. 10. Error Type 3: Incomplete Generation Issues.

private class UrlEncoder { ... }

public static String encodeUrl(int n, int min_length) {
UrlEncoder encoder =

new UrlEncoder(DEFAULT_ALPHABET, DEFAULT_BLOCK_SIZE);
... }

[ERROR] src/main/java/ShortUrl.java:[36,30] non-static variable this cannot be 
referenced from a static context

public abstract class UnitNode {
protected Position position;
... }

root = new UnitNode(new Position("root", "", -1), 0, "");

[ERROR] src/main/java/Tree.java:[12,16] UnitNode is abstract; cannot be 
instantiated

E4.1 E4.2

Fig. 11. Error Type 4: Language Feature Issues.

System.out.println("🛠️ Building image nytimes/blender:" + tag);

[ERROR] src/main/java/Build.java:[20,37] unmappable character (0xF0) for 
encoding US-ASCII

E5.1 // checkin.json
... "teaseText": "teaseText",

“unlockText”: “unlockText 😉” ...},

[ERROR] src/test/java/TestSaveCheckin.java:[33,44] unmappable character 
(0xF0) for encoding US-ASCII

E5.2

Fig. 12. Error Type 5: Encoding Issues.

terminate around the same point again. Figure 10 (E3.2) shows an example where the LLM calls a
package “Map” but the corresponding import statement is missing. This phenomenon often occurs
when LLMs tend to generate example code while omitting elements they consider unimportant.

Finding 8: Some LLMs may struggle to continue generating due to the limited instruction
following capability, and others may tend to generate example code with some elements omitted.
These issues can be automatically identified by dependency analysis and syntax checking. Then
we can fix these issues by regenerating or replacing them with stronger LLMs.

E4. Language Feature Issues occur frequently in repository-level code translation due to its
Functional complexity. Figure 11 (E4.1) shows a case of accessing a non-static class from a static
function, which is not allowed in Java language. Figure 11 (E4.2) is an example of instantiating an
abstract class (“UnitNode”). However, abstract classes cannot be instantiated directly and must be
extended by a subclass that provides implementations for the abstract methods in Java language.
Another case is shown in Figure 5, which shows an issue of directly accessing a private member
variable. Due to the differences between Python and Java language, it is important to understand the
different language features. However, some LLMs may translate tokens from the source language
to the target language sequentially while overlooking the specific features, leading to language
feature issues that are not permissible in the target language.

Finding 9: When translating a repository to another language, some LLMsmay lack sufficient un-
derstanding of language features, leading to related issues. Providing LLMswith more information
about the language features in the prompt may help improve the translation performance.

E5. Encoding Issues occur due to incompatible repository encoding formats and can lead to
issues when using special characters, such as emojis. An example is shown in Figure 12 (E5.1),
where an error occurs due to using an emoji and US-ASCII encoding, which does not support
certain characters. Figure 12 (E5.2) is another example showing that current encoding configuration
does not support reading emojis from the resources. To resolve these errors, a possible solution is
to make sure to use UTF-8 encoding in the “pom.xml” file.
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Finding 10: Non-US-ASCII characters commonly occur in repositories, and encoding-related
issues can sometimes arise when reading or writing resources. These problems can be resolved
by configuring correct encoding format of the repository.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY
Internal Threats. The first potential internal threat is the scope of the tested LLMs. In this paper,
we evaluate 11 LLMs, including 8 general models and 3 code models. Due to the lack of large-scale,
repository-level code translation datasets, we do not apply fine-tuning methods to these LLMs,
which may impact their performance on certain tasks. In future work, we aim to fine-tune these
models to achieve more accurate results. Additionally, this threat is mitigated to some extent, as
the 3 code LLMs have already been fine-tuned on code-related tasks. Another potential threat
is the selection of programming languages. We only evaluate Python and Java, and the results
may differ for other languages. However, since these two languages are the most widely used
languages, our benchmark and findings remain important for evaluating LLM performance in this
task. Furthermore, in the future, we plan to apply the method proposed in this paper to other
programming languages to extend our benchmark and findings.
External Threats. The first external threat is the uncertainty in LLM output. In Section 4.5,
we evaluate LLMs’ performance using their outputs from the generations in the translation and
debugging phases. However, the generations may not represent the real performance of LLMs due to
the uncertainty in generation. Tomitigate this threat, we perform three rounds of experiments under
the same settings, ensuring that our findings are obtained from consistent performance rather than
isolated instances. Another potential threat is the evaluation of translated code quality. In Section 5,
we use the test cases translated from the source repositories to test the translated repositories.
However, even if the translations pass all the test cases, they could still have poor quality in terms
of readability and maintainability. Nevertheless, ensuring executability and functional correctness
is a foundational step toward achieving automatic code translation. Besides, we use test cases from
real-world repositories to evaluate the basic quality. In the future, we plan to incorporate additional
evaluations from various aspects.

7 RELATEDWORK
Many Benchmarks have been introduced to compare the performance of different translation tech-
niques objectively. CoST [29] and XLCost [30] introduce a snippet and function-level code transla-
tion benchmark. CodeXGLUE [32] includes a dataset for function-level Java-C# code translation.
TransCoder-test is the evaluation dataset for TransCoder [31], which includes the function-level
code translation on Python, Java, and C++. Some other benchmarks like HumanEval-X [33] and
EvalPlus [34] source from HumanEval [103] to construct a function-level code translation bench-
mark. G-TransEval [113] provides amore fine-grained taxonomy, including token-level, syntax-level,
library-level, and algorithm-level, which is part of a function. CodeNet [35], Avatar [36], xCodeE-
val [105] CodeScope [37] and CodeTransOcean [38] introduce file-level code translation benchmarks
which source from code contest platforms like codeforces [106], atcoder [107], aizu [108], Google
Code Jam [109], etc. or task solutions websites like samples from .Net [110], d2lai [111], rosetta
code [112], etc. Although these benchmarks can evaluate the capabilities of existing code trans-
lation techniques to some extent, they cannot evaluate the performance of current techniques
on real-world repository-level code translation tasks. Recently, pan et al. [1] manually study two
open-source repositories (Apache Commons CLI [39] and Python Click [40]) and find that current
LLMs struggle to complete the translation tasks of entire repositories. However, they do not provide
a sufficient number of repositories and corresponding automatic test suites for evaluation. Besides,
the resource and configuration files are ignored in this research.
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8 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we provide a comparison of code translation granularity, introducing the differ-
ences between repository-level code translation and previous benchmarks. We collect real-world
repositories from The Stack and The Stack v2 to build RepoTransBench. Moreover, we conduct an
experiment with 8 advanced general LLMs and 3 code LLMs to evaluate the translation abilities on
RepoTransBench. To further explore the possibility of LLMs in repository-level code translation,
we provide error-related feedback to the LLMs and observe improvements across all the LLMs after
iterative debugging. We also conduct a detailed error analysis. Our work highlights current LLMs’
deficiencies in repository-level code translation and suggests directions for future improvement.
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