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ABSTRACT
Large language models (LLMs) have behaved well in function-level
code translation without repository-level context. However, the
performance of LLMs in repository-level context code translation
remains suboptimal due to complex dependencies and context,
hindering their adoption in industrial settings. In this work, we
propose a novel LLM-based code translation technique K3Trans,
which leverages triple knowledge augmentation to enhance LLM’s
translation quality under repository context in real-world software
development. First, K3Trans constructs a translation knowledge
base by extracting relevant information from target-language code-
bases, the repository being translated, and prior translation results.
Second, for each function to be translated, K3Trans retrieves rel-
evant triple knowledge, including target-language code samples,
dependency usage examples, and successful translation function
pairs, serving as references to enhance LLM for translation. Third,
K3Trans constructs a knowledge-augmented translation prompt
using the retrieved triple knowledge and employs LLMs to gen-
erate the translated code while preserving repository context. It
further leverages LLMs for self-debugging, enhancing translation
correctness.

The experiments show that K3Trans substantially outperforms
the baseline adapted from previous work by 19.4%/40.2% relative
improvement in pass@1 and 0.138 in CodeBLEU. Furthermore, the
code generated by K3Trans is of higher quality, as indicated by the
higher DSR@1 metric of 82.1% and Repairable Ratio of 44.6%, which
suggests a greater proportion of fixable code. It is important to note
that the results also demonstrate that each knowledge significantly
contributes to K3Trans ’s effectiveness in handling repository-level
context code translation, with dependency usage examples mak-
ing the most notable contribution. Moreover, as the self-evolution
process progresses, the knowledge base continuously enhances the
LLM’s performance across various aspects of the repository-level
code translation.

1 INTRODUCTION
Code translation plays a critical role in modern software devel-
opment, as manual translation is both time-consuming and error-
prone, necessitating robust automated tools [15]. Recent advances
in large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable
performance in various natural language processing tasks, includ-
ing code translation [27, 36, 41]. Conventional benchmarks, such
as CodeTransOcean [40], have shown that LLMs perform well
on function-level translation tasks. However, these benchmarks
largely ignore the challenges posed by repository-level context,
where real-world code translation must consider complex depen-
dencies, project-specific coding styles, and evolving repository
structures [10, 26, 38, 45]. As a result, the performance of LLMs in
repository-context translation (e.g., RustRepoTrans [26]) remains
below expectations, limiting their practical adoption in industrial
applications. Ou et al. [26] demonstrates that even the best model
experiences a 30.8% performance drop (Pass@1 from 74.3% to
43.5%) when handling repository-level context compared to previ-
ous benchmarks without such context.

In real-world software development, code translation is not per-
formed on isolated functions. Instead, developers translate code
incrementally, maintaining the project’s architecture while manag-
ing intricate interdependencies. Figure 1 illustrates three translation
examples using Basic LLM from the RustRepoTrans benchmark
that highlight common translation failures. (1) Dependency Mis-
use: An LLM fails to correctly apply dependency usage, leading
to errors. Injecting a relevant dependency usage example from the
repository into the translation prompt resolves this issue. (2) Syn-
tax Misinterpretation: LLM produces code that violates target
language syntax (e.g., error “cannot borrow ‘p’ as mutable, as it
is not declared as mutable”). Providing an example from an open-
source project with similar syntax characteristics guides the LLM
toward correct syntax. (3) Syntactical Difference Confusion: An
LLM fails to recognize syntactical differences between the source
language and the target language, resulting in unnecessary checks,
such as redundant null pointer or memory safety validations, which
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pub fn new(items: Option<Vec<CharsetMatch>>) -> Self {
…
resort(&mut result.items);
…

}

Without Dependency Usage Example
Dependency Usage Example

<source code of dependency>
……
</source code of dependency>
<example of dependency invocation>
CharsetMatches::resort(&mut self.items)
</example of dependency invocation>

Without Target-Language Code Sample
Target-Language Code Sample

## Rust code examples
Here are some rust codes for reference.
[rust code 1]

…
let mut P = emap(&mut v, sv);
P.add(&mut W);

Error Message

error[E0425]: cannot find function 
`resort` in this scope

Error Message

error[E0596]: cannot borrow `p` as 
mutable, as it is not declared as 
mutable

pub async fn block(context: &Context, id: ContactId) -> 
Result<()> {
……
if context.is_null() || context.magic != 

DC_CONTEXT_MAGIC || contact_id.is_special() {
return Ok(());

}
…

}

Without Successful Translation Function Pair
Error Message

error[E0599]: no method named `is_null` 
found for reference `&context::Context` 
in the current scope

error[E0609]: no field `magic` on type 
`&context::Context`

pub fn new(items: Option<Vec<CharsetMatch>>) -> Self {
let mut items = items.unwrap_or_default();
CharsetMatches::resort(&mut items);
CharsetMatches { items }

}

With Dependency Usage Example

pub fn encoding(rng: &mut RAND, e: &mut [u8]) -> isize {
…
let mut p = ECP::new_bigs(&u, &v);
…
let sv = p.gets();
let rn = unmap(&mut v, &mut p); 
…

}

With Target-Language Code Sample

pub async fn block(context: &Context, id: ContactId) -> 
Result<()> {
……
if contact_id.is_special() {

return Ok(());
}
…

}

With Successful Translation Function Pair

Successful Translation Function Pair

## Translation examples
Here are some translation example for reference.
[Translation example 1]
[source code]

…
if (context==NULL || context>magic!=DC_CONTEXT_MAGIC) {

goto cleanup;
}
…

[translation result]
…
// no need to check null pointer and memory safety in Rust 
…

pub fn encoding(rng: &mut RAND, e: &mut [u8]) -> isize {
…
let p = ECP::new_bigs(&u, &v);
…
let sv = p.gets();
let rn = unmap(&mut v, &mut p); 
…

}

Figure 1: Motivation Examples

are necessary in the source language, but do not align with the tar-
get language’s paradigms. A reference to successful translation
function pairs, where such checks are omitted, enables the LLM
to avoid these pitfalls. Existing work [4] using RAG to enhance
LLM code translation has only provided code translation pairs as a
single type of knowledge. It doesn’t take into account repository
context information in real-world software development scenarios
and the fact that in real translation tasks, the target language is
often an emerging, low-resource language [26]. As a result, pre-
vious approaches overlook the importance of dependency usage
knowledge and target language syntax knowledge, resulting in poor
performance in real translation scenarios.

Motivated by these challenges, this work proposes K3Trans, a
novel LLM-based code translation technique that leverages triple
knowledge augmentation to enhance translation quality under
repository context. Specifically, K3Trans integrates: (1) Target-
language Code Samples drawn from existing projects, which
provide real-world syntax and style references; (2) Dependency
Usage Examples extracted from the repository being translated,
offering insights into proper dependency invocation. (3) Successful
Translation Function Pairs from translation history, serving as
concrete examples for correct code transformation.

By building a continuously updating dynamic knowledge base,
K3Trans adapts to evolving repository contexts and improves the
LLM’s ability to generate accurate, context-aware code. Our ex-
periments, conducted on the newly introduced RustRepoTrans
benchmark, demonstrate that incorporating triple knowledge not
only mitigates common translation errors but also significantly
enhances overall translation performance. We comprehensively
evaluate K3Trans on the repository-level context code translation
benchmark RustRepoTrans. First, we compare K3Trans with LLM-
based with PE and Basic RAG adapted from [4], the results show
that K3Trans outperforms the baselines in all both match-based

metrics and execution-based metrics. Specifically, compared to Ba-
sic RAG, the Pass@1 metric surges from 48.3% to 67.7%, while the
CodeBLEU score improves from 0.595 to 0.733. Furthermore, even
prompt design in K3Trans alone can achieve slightly better results
than the baseline adapted from previous work. Second, we explore
the impact of different types of knowledge in the knowledge base
on K3Trans by progressively reducing the provided knowledge cat-
egories. The results demonstrate that each knowledge significantly
contributes to K3Trans ’s effectiveness in handling repository-level
context code translation, with dependency usage examples making
the most notable contribution. Third, we evaluate the impact of the
self-evolution process on K3Trans and find that as the self-evolution
process progresses, the knowledge base continuously enhances the
LLM’s performance across various aspects of the repository-level
code translation.

In summary, our contributions are as follows, data and code will
be publicly available later.

• Triple Knowledge Base Construction: We propose a self-
evolving method to construct three complementary knowl-
edge bases—dependency usage examples, target-language
code samples, and successful translation function pairs—to
enhance repository-level code translation.

• Triple Knowledge-Augmented Translation: We intro-
duce a novel LLM-based translation approach that integrates
triple knowledge to improve translation quality while pre-
serving repository context.

• Extensive Evaluation: We conduct comprehensive exper-
iments on the RustRepoTrans benchmark, demonstrating
significant improvements over existing methods in accuracy
and robustness.
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Figure 2: Overview of K3Trans

2 APPROACH
2.1 Overview
To improve code translation within a repository context, this work
introduces K3Trans, an LLM-based technique that enhances transla-
tion through triple knowledge augmentation from three key sources:
(1) target-language code samples from existing projects, (2) depen-
dency usage examples from the repository being translated, and (3)
successful translation function pairs from code translation history.
Figure 2 presents the framework of K3Trans. Given a repository-
level context function to translate, K3Trans leverages triple knowl-
edge to generate target-language code. The framework consists
of three phases: Phase-1 (Translation Knowledge Base Construc-
tion) is performed offline, whereas Phase-2 (Translation Knowledge
Retrieval) and Phase-3 (Knowledge-Augmented Code Translation)
operate online.

• Phase-1: Translation Knowledge Base Construction (Sec-
tion 2.2). K3Trans constructs a translation knowledge base by
extracting relevant information from target-language codebases,
the repository being translated, and prior translation results.

• Phase-2: Translation Knowledge Retrieval (Section 2.3). For
each function to be translated, K3Trans retrieves relevant triple
knowledge, including target-language code samples, dependency
usage examples, and successful translation function pairs, serving
as references for translation.

• Phase-3: Knowledge-AugmentedCode Translation (Section
2.4). K3Trans constructs a knowledge-augmented translation
prompt using the retrieved triple knowledge from Phase-2 and
employs LLMs to generate the translated code while preserving
repository context. It further leverages LLMs for self-debugging,
enhancing translation correctness.

K3Trans operates as a self-evolving framework, continuously
improving translation quality as target-language codebases, repos-
itory structures, and translation history evolve over time. By dy-
namically incorporating up-to-date translation knowledge, K3Trans
enhances the adaptability and accuracy of code translation.

2.2 Translation Knowledge Base Construction
In K3Trans, the translation knowledge base consists of three parts:
target-language code samples from projects in target language (in
Section 2.2.1), dependency usage examples from target projects (in
Section 2.2.2), and translation pair examples from previous success-
ful translation (in Section 2.2.3), which are aimed to enhance the
LLM’s understanding of the target language’s syntax, its ability to
correctly recognize and invoke dependencies, and its capability to
identify syntax differences.

2.2.1 Target-language Code Samples Extraction. Existing work has
shown that providing the model with code snippets similar to the
target code as a reference improves the quality of the generated
code in code generation tasks [11, 13]. Since code implementing
the same functionality often uses similar function names and vari-
able names, leading to higher textual similarity [46], retrieving
the target-language code with the highest textual similarity to the
source function allows us to effectively identify code samples from
similar-domain projects that implement comparable functionality.
These code samples could help improve translation as well. To
simulate the most comprehensive reference code for the target
language currently available, we obtained open source projects on
GitHub that were created before March 31, 2022, from the The Stack
dataset [18] to directly assess function-level code samples. Then,
using the official GitHub API, we crawled open source projects
created after March 31, 2022, based on the condition ‘language:
$target_language created:2022-04-01..2025-02-01’, and then used tree-
sitter [37] to extract function from source file. To prevent potential
data leakage in the knowledge base, we remove all projects with
the same name as those involved in evaluation benchmark [26],
regardless of whether their creators are the same, considering the
possibility of project forks. These two parts together form the Gen-
eral Projects of the knowledge base, containing a total of 113,882,369
target language code examples from 671,240 projects, which are
used to enhance the code generated by the LLM to better conform
to the syntax requirements of the target language.
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# Code Translation
## Task Description                    
Translate the focal c function to rust 

## Basic Details about the function
Here are the basic details about the function under translation
<focal c function>
[source code of function])
</focal c function>
<rust function signature>
……. 
</rust function signature>
<rust function dependencies, and data type declarations>
pub async fn symm_decrypt<T: std::io::Read + std::io::Seek>(

passphrase: &str,
ctext: T,

) -> Result<Vec<u8>> {
……

}

……
</rust function dependencies and data type declarations>
<rust function dependency libraries>
……
</rust function dependency libraries>

## Steps to Translate
Please translate the function following the given steps 
……

## Note
The translation process must adhere to the following rules:

- Do not perform a simple one-to-one translation; instead, 
consider the functional consistency of the code. The 
translated result only needs to achieve the same functionality 
as the original language's function.

……

## Output Format
```rust
** (only reply with the translated result of the focal function) 
**
```

Repository-level Code Translation(Baseline)

1

2

Instruction For 
Translation

Translation’s 
Required 
Information

7 Output Format

6 Translation CoT

Target-Language Code Sample

## Rust code examples
Here are some rust codes for reference.
[rust code 1]
……
[rust code 2]
……

Dependency Usage Example

<rust function dependencies, and data 
type declarations>
<dependency 1>
<source code of dependency>
pub async fn symm_decrypt<T: 
std::io::Read + std::io::Seek>(

passphrase: &str,
ctext: T,

) -> Result<Vec<u8>> {
……

}
</source code of dependency>
<example of dependency invocation>
pgp::symm_decrypt(passphrase, file)
</example of dependency invocation>
</dependency 1>
……
</rust function dependencies and data 
type declarations>

# Code Translation
## Task Description                    
Translate the focal c function to rust 

## Basic Details about the function
……
<rust function dependencies, and data type declarations>
<dependency 1>
<source code of dependency>
pub async fn symm_decrypt<T: std::io::Read + std::io::Seek>(

passphrase: &str,
ctext: T,

) -> Result<Vec<u8>> {
……

}
</source code of dependency>
<example of dependency invocation>
pgp::symm_decrypt(passphrase, file)
</example of dependency invocation>
</dependency 1>
……
</rust function dependencies and data type declarations>
<rust function dependency libraries>
……
</rust function dependency libraries>
## Rust code examples
Here are some rust codes for reference.
[rust code 1]
……
[rust code 2]
……

## Steps to Translate
……

## Output Format
……

Repository-level Code Translation(K³Trans)

1

2

Instruction For 
Translation

Translation’s 
Required 
Information

7 Output Format

6 Translation CoT

3 Dependency 
Usage Example

4 Target-Language 
Code Sample

Successful Translation Function Pair

## Translation examples
Here are some translation example for 
reference.
[Translation example 1]
…… <rust function dependencies, and data type declarations>

<dependency 1>
<source code of dependency>
pub async fn symm_decrypt<T: std::io::Read + std::io::Seek>(

passphrase: &str,
ctext: T,

) -> Result<Vec<u8>> {
……

}
</source code of dependency>
<example of dependency invocation>
pgp::symm_decrypt(passphrase, file)
</example of dependency invocation>
</dependency 1>
……
</rust function dependencies and data type declarations>

## Rust code examples
Here are some rust codes for reference.
[rust code 1]
……
[rust code 2]
……

## Translation examples
Here are some translation example for reference.
[Translation example 1]
……

5 Successful 
Translation 
Function Pair

Figure 3: Overview of Prompt Construction (using C to Rust as example)

This component is self-evolving by automatically detecting and
downloading newly added target-language projects from GitHub
with pre-configured update interval.

2.2.2 Dependency Usage Examples Extraction. Since the same de-
pendency is often called multiple times within the same project, the
way a dependency is called elsewhere in the project can serve as
a useful reference for its usage in the target function. Specifically,
when the scope is the same, the same dependencywill have the same
call path and identical types of input parameters. When the scope
differs, the call path will be similar and the input parameters will
still be of the same type. Therefore, for each dependency involved
in a translation task, we extract the corresponding dependency call
statements from the code in the current project that shares the same
scope as the target function. If multiple call statements are found,
only the first occurrence is retained as the example. Specifically,
by utilizing tree-sitter [37], we extract function dependencies by
identifying call_expression nodes to retrieve all function invoca-
tion statements. These statements are then filtered based on the
names of the target function dependency, obtaining the required
dependency invocation statements. For variable dependencies, we
extract code execution statements and filter them according to the
names of the target variable dependency, thereby obtaining the
corresponding variable dependency invocation statements. Ulti-
mately, for each dependency, we constructed the corresponding
dependency usage examples with [source code of dependency]
and [usage example] (if no corresponding invocation statement
was retrieved, [usage example] is set to None). These extracted

statements form the dependency usage examples, enhancing the
LLM’s ability to correctly identify and call dependencies.

This component is self-evolving by continuously performing the
previously mentioned dependency extraction operations during
the translation process.

2.2.3 Successful Translation Function Pair Examples Collection. Pro-
viding the model with information of the same category as the
target task could maximize its performance on the current task.
However, due to the scarcity of existing repository-level context
code translation datasets [26], it is difficult to obtain a large number
of high-quality function-level equivalence pairs to construct suc-
cessful translation function pairs base, for repository-level context.
Therefore, we collect successful translation function pairs during
the translation process and add them to the knowledge base, con-
structing the successful translation function pairs knowledge base,
which are used to enhance the model’s ability to recognize syntactic
differences when performing code translation tasks.

This component is self-evolving by constantly extracting suc-
cessful translation function pairs, which has been evaluated by test
cases, from prior translation history.

2.3 Translation Knowledge Retrieval
The input of the repository-level context code translation task con-
sists of three parts: the source code of the function under translation,
the function signature of target function, and the target function
dependencies. For a given repository-level context code translation
task, K3Trans retrieves relevant translation knowledge from the
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constructed translation knowledge to construct translation prompt
(as shown in 3) base in a three-step retrieval process: focal func-
tion and dependencies extraction, candidate knowledge retrieval,
candidate knowledge re-ranking.

2.3.1 Focal Function and Dependencies Extraction. For each
repository-level context code translation task, K3Trans follows
the segmentation method described in the evaluated dataset to
extract different parts of the translation task. With pattern match-
ing, it separately extracts the source code of the function under
translation and its corresponding dependencies. The source code of
the function under translation is used to retrieve target-language
code examples and successful translation function pairs (details in
Section 2.3.2). Meanwhile, the dependencies are matched against
the [source code of dependency] in the Dependency Usage
Examples and the corresponding [usage example] is extracted as
the dependency usage example for the dependency.

2.3.2 Candidate Knowledge Retrieval. For each focal function to
be translated, K3Trans adopts BM25 [31], a method widely used
in search engines due to its efficiency and effectiveness [2], based
on Elasticsearch [12], an open source high-performance, RESTful
search and analytics engine, to retrieve the top n, where n = 100 for
target-language code sample and n = 10 for successful translation
function pairs in our experiments, knowledge items for each query
function. In the field of information retrieval, BM25 calculates the
similarity score between a query 𝑞 and the documentation 𝑑 for
retrieval. BM25 computes the similarity score according to the fol-
lowing Equation 1, where 𝑓 (𝑤𝑖 , 𝑞) is the word𝑤𝑖 ’s term frequency
in query 𝑞, and 𝐼𝐷𝐹 (𝑤𝑖 ) is the inverse document frequency of word
𝑤𝑖 . The hyperparameters 𝑘 (where 𝑘 = 1.2 and 𝑏 = 0.75) are em-
ployed to normalize term frequencies and control the influence of
document length. Prior to calculating the BM25 similarity, both
the query and the retrieval documentation undergo essential pre-
processing procedures, including tokenization, lemmatization, and
stop word removal [5].

Sim𝐵𝑀25 (𝑞, 𝑑) =
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐼𝐷𝐹 (𝑤𝑖 ) × 𝑓 (𝑤𝑖 , 𝑞) × (𝑘 + 1)

𝑓 (𝑤𝑖 , 𝑞) + 𝑘
(
1 − 𝑏 + 𝑏 × |𝑞 |

𝑎𝑣𝑔𝑑𝑙

) ) (1)

2.3.3 Candidate knowledge Re-ranking. Although BM25 performs
excellently in text-based similarity calculations, it struggles to ef-
fectively identify noise, such as comments, and other critical in-
formation within code, such as the Abstract Syntax Tree (AST).
Therefore, K3Trans employs UniXcoder [14], a unified cross-modal
pre-trained model for programming languages, to re-rank the re-
trieved knowledge items by calculating cosine similarity. The top
n, where n = 2 for target-language code sample (will be discussed
further in Section 4.1) and n = 1 for successful translation function
pairs in our experiments candidate knowledge items with the high-
est UniXcoder scores are selected as the final knowledge items to
be provided to the LLM-based code translation.

2.4 Knowledge-Augmented Code Translation
We first utilize LLMs to perform translation based on retrieved
triple translation knowledge, obtaining initial results, and then
apply LLM-based code repair to fix any identified issues.

LLM-based code translation. Based on the retrieved translation
knowledge items, K3Trans leverages LLMs to translate code from
the source language to the target language. The prompt design (as
shown in Figure 3) adopts an LLM-friendly format: markdown [25],
and we also design the Chain-of-Thought strategy [39], guiding
the LLM to translate the function step by step. Firstly, the LLM
is asked to confirm the functionality to be implemented by the
current function. Second, to understand the differences between the
source and target programming languages, such as the differences
of dependencies, syntax and available local variables in detail, we
apply the recitation technique, asking the LLM to enumerate all
used dependencies and local variables as well as distinguish the
syntax differences. Finally, LLM translates the focal function based
on the functionality implemented by the function, the dependencies
used, and the syntax differences.
LLM-based code repair. The code translated by LLMs may con-
tain simple syntax errors (e.g., performing mutable operations on
immutable variables). Previous work [8] has shown that LLMs can
repair certain errors in code using compiler error messages. After
translation, K3Trans provides the LLM with specific instructions
to leverage error message and iteratively refine translation results
that fail testing due to compilation or functional errors. While this
process can be conducted for multiple iterations, our implementa-
tion limits it to one iteration for cost-effectiveness. This approach
further improves translation accuracy and assesses the percentage
of erroneous translations that can be successfully repaired. The
prompt used for code repair is shown as follows:

You were asked to translate the given {corpus_lang} func-
tion to {query_lang} according to the {query_lang} function
signature, {query_lang} function dependencies (including
function and variable dependencies), and data type decla-
rations and {query_lang} function dependency libraries I
provide (delimited with XML tags). Some errors occurred
when executing your code.
Fix the error in your previous response.
Only response the function results.
## Basic Details about the function (the same as Transla-
tion’s Required Information in translation process)
......

3 EXPERIMENT SETUP
We evaluate the effectiveness and usefulness of K3Trans by answer-
ing the following five research questions:

• RQ1 (Performance of K3Trans): How does K3Trans perform
compared to other LLM-based methods?

• RQ2 (Ablation Study): How does each component of K3Trans
contributed to the final performance?

• RQ3 (Impact of Retrieval Strategy): What is the impact of
different retrieval strategies in Translation Knowledge Retrieval
phase of K3Trans?

• RQ4 (Impact of Self-evolution): What is the impact of the
self-evolution process on K3Trans?

• RQ5 (Bad Case Study): Why does K3Trans fail in translating
some codes?
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3.1 Benchmark
We choose RustRepoTrans [26] for the following reasons. RustRe-
poTrans is the first repository-level context code translation bench-
mark, constructed from GitHub projects that reflect the complex-
ities of real-world software development. As shown in previous
work [26], LLMs exhibit much poorer performance on RustRepo-
Trans than on other benchmarks due to the repository-level depen-
dencies and context. This shortcoming of LLM in dealing with real
translation scenarios is exactly what K3Trans aims to solve.
Studied Programming Languages. We focus on repository-level
code translation for translating code from C, Java and Python to
Rust, which are the same supported language pairs in RustRepo-
Trans. A more important reason is that Rust, as the target language,
is closer to the actual requirements of real-world code translation
scenarios [34]. Furthermore, without language-specific adaptation,
if K3Trans performs well with a low-resource language such as Rust,
it can be reasonably inferred that K3Trans would also be applicable
to other high-resource languages.

3.2 Baselines
We evaluates the performance of K3Trans with two baselines: LLM-
based with prompt engineering (PE) and Basic RAG.
LLM-based with PE. Specifically, prompt engineering (as shown
in Figure 3) refers to adding explicit instructions like ‘Do not per-
form a simple one-to-one translation; instead, consider the functional
consistency of the code’ and translation CoT in the prompt with
LLM-friendly format: markdown to guide the model not to per-
form a direct one-to-one translation, thereby improving its ability
to recognize differences. The difference between LLM-based with
prompt engineering and K3Trans is that the knowledge base in
LLM-based with prompt engineering is empty, representing the
cold-start translation phase.
Basic RAG is adapted from [4], using the exact same prompt for-
mat and the same 1-shot strategy as K3Trans to provide the most
similar translation function example. The source of the translation
function example is the remaining projects in the dataset excluding
the current project, simulating the design in [4] where translation
examples are drawn from an external pre-existing knowledge base.

3.3 Metrics
In line with previous works [16, 26, 32, 40], we adopt the follow-
ing match-based metrics, and execution-based metrics to evaluate
the effectiveness of different repository-level code translation tech-
niques.
Match-based Metrics. The matching-based metrics aim to evalu-
ate the quality of generated code through static code analysis. We
employed CodeBLEU and AST Match Score for evaluation:

• CodeBLEU : CodeBLEU [29] is a metric used to evaluate the qual-
ity of generated code, especially in the context of code generation
tasks. It pays attention to the keywords, leverages the tree struc-
ture and considers the semantic logic information as expressed
in Equation 2.

CodeBLEU = 𝛼 ·BLEU+𝛽 ·BLEUweight+𝛾 ·Matchast+𝛿 ·Matchdf (2)

• Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 : The Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 is part of CodeBLEU, the reason we
extracted it separately is to evaluate the ability of LLMs to rec-
ognize syntax differences. If the model can accurately identify
syntax differences and avoid generating corresponding check
statements (e.g. if statements) in the target language, the paths
of generated code are more similar to the ground truth, thus
resulting in a higher Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 .

Execution-based Metrics. The execution-based metrics aim to
assess the quality of generated code through the execution status
of the code. We employed Compilation@k, Pass@k, and DSR@k
for evaluation:
• Compilation@k: Compilation@k as expressed in Equation 3 is
a crucial evaluation metric that measures the proportion of trans-
lated code snippets that compiles successfully without errors
within 𝑘 rounds, directly reflecting the syntactic and structural
correctness of the translated code. A higher CA indicates that
the model generates syntactically valid code that adheres to the
grammar and compilation rules of the target programming lan-
guage. 𝐶 (𝑖, 𝑘) = 1 if the 𝑖𝑡ℎ code sample compiles successfully
within 𝑘 attempts; otherwise 𝐶 (𝑖, 𝑘) = 0. In this study, Compi-
lation@k metrics were calculated with 𝑘 = 1, allowing for one
generation attempt.

Compilation@k =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐶 (𝑖, 𝑘) (3)

• Pass@k: This widely-used metric [6] calculates the percentage
of tasks correctly solved based on 𝑘 generated code samples per
task, as expressed in Equation 4. A task is considered solved if
at least one of the generated code samples passes all the corre-
sponding test cases. Following recent research [27], the focus was
on calculating the Pass@1 metric, where 𝑘 = 1. This approach
reflects the model’s ability to produce a correct translation on
the first attempt.

Pass@k = EProblems

[
1 −

(𝑛−𝑐
𝑘

)(𝑛
𝑘

) ]
(4)

• DSR@k: The DSR@k (Debugging Success Rate@k) metric, pro-
posed in previous work [40], evaluates whether the generated
code successfully executes and produces the expected results (i.e.,
passing all test cases) within 𝑘 rounds of debugging, as expressed
in Equation 5. 𝑆 (𝑖, 𝑘) = 1 if the 𝑖𝑡ℎ code sample succeeds within
𝑘 attempts; otherwise 𝑆 (𝑖, 𝑘) = 0. In this study, DSR@k metrics
were calculated with 𝑘 = 1, allowing for one debugging attempt.

DSR@k =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑆 (𝑖, 𝑘) (5)

• Repairable Ratio: Repairable Ratio (RR), as expressed in Equa-
tion 6, is an evaluation metric for code translation tasks that
measures the proportion of incorrect translations that can be au-
tomatically repaired using a LLM. This metric reflects the model’s
ability to generate code that, while initially incorrect, is close
enough to a correct implementation that it can be fixed with
minimal intervention.

RR =
DSR@k - Pass@k

1 - Pass@k
(6)
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3.4 Implementations
We construct the 100% state of the knowledge base, where all func-
tions except the target function have been successfully translated
and can serve as sources for dependency usage examples and trans-
lation function pair examples, along with all currently available
GitHub open-source repositories to build target-language code
samples. This setup, referred to as K3Trans in this paper, is used to
evaluate the theoretical best performance that an LLM enhanced
with self-evolving RAG can achieve in code translation tasks. Addi-
tionally, for online code translation, we use the Claude-3.5-Sonnet
model [3] as it outperformed the other LLMs in repository-level
context code translation [26]. For the knowledge retrieval process,
we utilize Elasticsearch [12] as our search engine, which based on
the Lucene library using BM25 as the default score function.

4 RESULT
4.1 RQ1: Performance of K3Trans
As shown in Table 1, K3Trans achieved better results than two
baselines in all execution-based metrics, with Compilation@1 and
Pass@1 reaching 75.7% and 67.7%, respectively, substantially out-
performing the best baseline LLM-based with PE by 17.8% and 18.6%.
Significant improvements demonstrate the advantage of K3Trans
in handling repository-level context code translation. Furthermore,
K3Trans achieved 82.1% in DSR@1 and 44.6% in Repairable Rate,
surpassing the baseline Basic RAG by 12.2% and 2.8%, respectively.
This indicates that the code generated by K3Trans is of higher
quality with higher repairability. In terms of match-based metrics,
K3Trans also significantly outperforms the best baseline, achieving
0.733 of CodeBLEU and 0.562 of Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 , representing substantial
improvements over the baseline scores of 0.604 and 0.401. This fully
demonstrates that the code generated by K3Trans is more similar
to the ground truth and better captures the syntactic differences
between programming languages.

In particular, LLM combined with the instructions designed in
K3Trans outperforms Basic RAG adapted from previous work on
four out of six metrics. This indicates that even the prompt design
in K3Trans alone can effectively enhance LLM performance in
repository-level context function translation.

Finding 1: K3Trans outperforms the baselines in all metrics.
Even prompt design in K3Trans alone can achieve slightly better
results than the baseline adapted from previous work.

4.2 RQ2: Ablation Study
K3Trans introduces three types of knowledge to improve LLM’s
ability of code translation: 1) the successful translation function
pair, i.e. previously successful translation knowledge, enhancing the
LLM’s ability to recognize syntax differences between languages, 2)
target-language code samples, i.e. retrieving similar target language
code to lead LLM in generating code that conforms to the syntax of
the target language, 3) dependency usage examples, i.e. providing
relevant statement to teach LLM to correctly identify and invocate
dependencies.

We explored the impact of different types of knowledge in the
knowledge base on K3Trans by progressively reducing the provided

knowledge categories. As shown in Table 2, each type of knowl-
edge in the knowledge base significantly contributes to K3Trans
’s effectiveness in handling repository-level context code transla-
tion. With the inclusion of more types of knowledge, nearly every
metric exhibits a clear trend of linear improvement. In particular,
the comparison between LLM-based with PE and K1 demonstrates
that dependency usage examples lead to a substantial increase in
execution-based metrics, with a maximum relative improvement of
28.1%. This is because dependency usage examples provide the LLM
with the correct invocation paths and methods for dependencies,
effectively reducing the likelihood of LLMs incorrectly invoking
dependencies, resulting in minimized compilation errors in the
generated code, leading to more executable code.

On the other hand, from the comparison results of K1 Trans
and K2 Trans, we can know that target-language code samples
have a significant impact on match-based metrics, leading to a
12.4% and 23.4% relative improvement in CodeBLEU and Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 ,
respectively. This demonstrates that target-language code samples
enhance the static quality of the LLM-generated code that better
conforms to the syntax and style of the target language.

Finding 2: Each knowledge significantly contributes to
K3Trans ’s effectiveness in handling repository-level context
code translation, with dependency usage examples making the
most notable contribution.

4.3 RQ3: Impact of Retrieval Strategy
The scale of knowledge provided to the LLM influences its perfor-
mance to some extent: too little knowledge may fail to cover critical
information, preventing the LLM from generating correct answers,
while too much knowledge may introduce noise that misleads the
model, resulting in degraded performance. Therefore, we explore
the optimal number of target-language code samples to provide in
the repository-context code translation scenario.

As shown in Table 3, increasing the number of target-language
code samples from one to two leads to improvements across Compi-
lation@1, Pass@1, CodeBLEU, and Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 , with Compilation@1
increasing notably from 64.8% to 68.0%. This indicates that adding
more target-language code samples initially has a positive effect
on the LLM. However, when the number is increased to three, the
metrics no longer show significant improvements, and some, such
as Compilation@1, even decrease, suggesting that excessive target-
language code samples can introduce noise. Furthermore, as shown
in RQ2 (Section 4.2), target-language code samples primarily impact
match-based metrics like CodeBLEU and Match Score. Therefore,
K3Trans ultimately sets the number of target-language code sam-
ples to two, as this configuration achieves the best performance on
Compilation@1, Pass@1, CodeBLEU, and Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 .

Finding 3: The optimal number of target-language code sam-
ples to provide in the repository-context code translation sce-
nario is two.

4.4 RQ4: Impact of Self-evolution
To evaluate the impact of the self-evolution process on K3Trans,
we design three knowledge base stages—0%, 50%, and 100%—to
simulate different stages of self-evolution. Here, 0% corresponds
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Table 1: Comparison of K3Trans and Baselines

Tech. Compilation@1 Pass@1 DSR@1 Repairable Ratio CodeBLEU Match𝑎𝑠𝑡
LLM-based with PE 57.9% 49.1% 69.6% 40.3% 0.604 0.401

Basic RAG 55.2% 48.3% 69.9% 41.8% 0.595 0.383
K3Trans 75.7% 67.7% 82.1% 44.6% 0.733 0.562

Table 2: Ablation Study. K1 Trans means with Dependency usage examples, K2 Trans means with Dependency usage examples
and Target-language Code Samples

Tech. Compilation@1 Pass@1 DSR@1 Repairable Ratio CodeBLEU Match𝑎𝑠𝑡
LLM-based with PE 57.9% 49.1% 69.6% 40.3% 0.604 0.401

K1 Trans 72.3% 62.9% 78.6% 42.3% 0.630 0.432
K2 Trans 73.9% 65.6% 79.2% 39.5% 0.708 0.533
K3Trans 75.7% 67.7% 82.1% 44.6% 0.733 0.562

Table 3: Impact of Retrieval Strategy

Retrieval Strategy Compilation@1 Pass@1 DSR@1 Repairable Ratio CodeBLEU Match𝑎𝑠𝑡
BM25 + UniXcoder to get top1 64.8% 57.1% 74.7% 41.0% 0.697 0.531
BM25 + UniXcoder to get top2 68.0% 57.6% 72.8% 35.8% 0.706 0.536
BM25 + UniXcoder to get top3 67.2% 57.6% 73.6% 37.7% 0.704 0.533

Table 4: Translation performance under different stages of the knowledge base: 0%, 50%, and 100%.

Tech. Compilation@1 Pass@1 DSR@1 Repairable Ratio CodeBLEU Match𝑎𝑠𝑡
0% knowledge base 57.9% 49.1% 69.6% 40.3% 0.604 0.401
50% knowledge base 69.6% 61.6% 76.3% 38.3% 0.695 0.507

100% knowledge base (K3Trans) 75.7% 67.7% 82.1% 44.6% 0.733 0.562

to the baseline (LLM-based with Prompt Engineering), and 100%
corresponds to K3Trans. To comprehensively assess the practicality
of the self-evolution process in different translation scenarios and
to account for the randomness in the translation order of the target
functions, we construct 50% knowledge base as follows: Target-
language Code Samples: We randomly select 50% projects from the
collected projects and extract functions to construct the samples.
Dependency usage examples: For each target function, we randomly
retain 50% of the dependency usage examples available at the 100%
stage. The remaining 50% dependencies have their dependency
usage examples set to empty, representing no reference is available
in current project’s context. Successful translation function pairs:
For each target function, we randomly select 50% of the successful
translation function pairs available at the 100% stage. These selected
pairs are then used as candidates for the top-1 successful translation
function pair retrieval.

As shown in Table 4, when the knowledge base expands from 0%
to 50%, execution-based metrics show significant improvements:
Compilation@1, Pass@1, and DSR@1 increase by 11.7%, 12.5%, and
6.7%, respectively, despite a slight decrease in Repairable Ratio.
Similarly, match-based metrics exhibit substantial growth, with
CodeBLEU increasing from 0.604 to 0.695 and Match𝑎𝑠𝑡 from 0.401
to 0.507. When the knowledge base further expands from 50% to
100%, translation performance continues to improve, with relative
improvement in variousmetrics ranging between 5.5% and 16.4%. As

previous analyzed, the self-evolution process significantly enhances
translation performance in both stages (0% to 50% and 50% to 100%).
However, the improvements from 50% to 100% are less pronounced
compared to the initial stage (0% to 50%). This suggests that after
reaching 50%, the remaining challenges may not be fully addressed
through knowledge-driven enhancements alone, which we will
explore in detail in RQ5 (Section 4.5).

Finding 4: As the self-evolution process progresses, the knowl-
edge base continuously enhances the LLM’s performance across
various aspects of the repository-level code translation.

4.5 RQ5: Bad Case Study
To understand the limitation of K3Trans, we further manually ana-
lyze the bad cases. In particular, we separately analyze the propor-
tions of compilation errors and functional implementation errors
in bad cases both before and after self-debugging. Furthermore, we
classify compilation errors into finer-grained categories based on
the taxonomy defined in RustRepoTrans [26]. This analysis helps
us identify which errors persist despite the triple-knowledge en-
hancement, as well as which errors can be easily fixed through
self-debugging and which cannot. By doing so, we can pinpoint ar-
eas where future work should focus on improving LLM capabilities
to further enhance performance in repository-level context code
translation.
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Table 5: The Number of Each Error Causes of K3Trans Before Self-debugging and After Self-debugging. One bad case can
include more than one error

Error Type Error Causes Number
Before Self-debugging After Self-debugging

Compilation
Error

Data type Misinterpretation 89 54
Syntactic Differences Misinterpretation 0 2
Function Differences Misinterpretation 309 28
Variable Differences Misinterpretation 105 16
Data Type Differences Misinterpretation 17 9

Dependency Resolution Differences Misinterpretation 0 6
Function Signature Inconsistencies 1 0

Source Code (Java)

(Bad) Target-Language Code Sample

…
W[0].copy(&self);
…

pub fn mul(&self, e: &Big) -> ECP2 {
…
W[0].copy(&self);
…

}

Erroneous Translation Result

public ECP2 mul(BIG e){
…
W[0]=new ECP2();
W[0].copy(this);
…

}

(Bad) Dependency Usage Example

// Empty, Because the corresponding function in Rust is 
clone, a build-in function

[source code]
…
K=new ECP2(); K.copy(T);
…
[translation result]
…
let mut K = T.clone();
…

(Good) Successful Translation Function Pair

Figure 4: Example of Bad Case

59.3%

20.2%

17.1%

3.3%
0.2%

Errors
Function Differences Misinterpretation
Variable Differences Misinterpretation
Data type Misinterpretation
Data Type Differences Misinterpretation
Function Signature Inconsistencies

Figure 5: Distribution of Error Causes of K3Trans before self-
debugging

Before self-debugging, compilation errors account for 79.3%,
which is already significantly lower than the 94.8% reported in [26]
evaluating Basic LLM on RustRepoTrans. This indicates that triple
knowledge enhancement effectively reduces issues such as depen-
dency misuse, syntax misinterpretation, and syntactical difference
confusion, thereby improving compilation rates. As shown in Fig-
ure 5, the highest proportion of compilation error types is Function
Differences Misinterpretation, accounting for 59.3%, with a total
of 309 occurrences (detailed in Table 5). Through case analysis,
we found that K3Trans sometimes fails to provide LLM with fully
corrective knowledge, particularly when the dependencies in the

47.0%

24.3%

13.9%

7.8%

5.2%

1.7%

Errors
Data type Misinterpretation
Function Differences Misinterpretation
Variable Differences Misinterpretation
Data Type Differences Misinterpretation
Dependency Resolution
Differences Misinterpretation
Syntactic Differences Misinterpretation

Figure 6: Distribution of Error Causes of K3Trans after self-
debugging

source project do not exist in the target project. as shown in Fig-
ure 4, for the source code statement: W[0].copy(this), K3Trans
fails to provide the correct knowledge in both Target-Language
Code Sample and Dependency Usage Example. This is because the
dependency copy in the source project does not have a direct coun-
terpart in the target project but should instead be implemented by
using the built-in function clone in the target language. Since copy
is not implemented in the target project, K3Trans cannot retrieve a
valid dependency usage example for it. Additionally, a higher tex-
tual similarity does not always guarantee a functionally equivalent
match. As a result, in some cases, the retrieved code sample fails to
provide the correct translation guidance. Therefore, even though
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Successful Translation Function Pair provides a correct example,
the noise introduced by the other two types of knowledge misleads
the LLM, ultimately leading to an incorrect translation.

After self-debugging, the proportion of compilation errors fur-
ther decreased to 59.7%. Notably, the most frequent compilation
error before self-debugging—Function Differences Misinterpreta-
tion—dropped from 59.3% to 24.3%, with occurrences drastically
reducing from 309 to just 28. This suggests that many of the ex-
isting shortcomings in K3Trans can be effectively addressed by
self-debugging. It is important to note that Data Type Misinterpre-
tation did not show a significant reduction after self-debugging.
This is most likely because the target language (Rust) in the evalu-
ated dataset is a low-resource language with stringent compile-time
checks enforced by its ownership model and borrow checker. As a
result, LLMs struggle with Rust-specific constraints in ways that
cannot be easily mitigated by simply providing code samples. We
will further explore and address this challenge in future work.

Finding 5: K3Trans fails to provide LLM with fully corrective
knowledge in certain cases, such as when the dependencies in
the source project do not exist in the target project. However,
many of the existing shortcomings in K3Trans can be effectively
addressed by self-debugging.

5 THREATS TO VALIDITY
Threats in benchmark. There might be potential data leakage
issue between the repository-level context code translation bench-
mark RustRepoTrans and sources of target-language code samples.
However, we remove all projects with the same name as those
involved in RustRepoTrans during projects collection, regardless
of whether their creators are the same, considering the possibil-
ity of project forks. Furthermore, ablation study shows that even
without target-language code samples, K3Trans still significantly
outperforms the baselines.
Threats in generalization. The only target language of the bench-
mark is Rust and the only tested LLM is Claude-3.5, which might
limit the generalization of K3Trans. The reason of choosing the best-
performing LLM, Claude-3.5, is that we aim to explore the upper
limit of LLM performance on the challenging task of repository-
level context code translation. This allows us to identify the gaps
between the current capabilities of LLMs and the requirements
of real-world translation scenarios. Additionally, our approach is
not limited to Rust and can be extended to any other language in
the future. This is because there is no language-specific adapta-
tion in any phase of K3Trans. Therefore, to apply K3Trans to other
programming languages, one only needs to collect relevant code
for the target language and ensure the ability to analyze code in
that language to extract target code sample. Extending the target
language and the tested LLM would be part of our future work.

6 RELATEDWORK
6.1 Code Translation
Code translation is a vital tool in software development, enhancing
interoperability and enabling code reuse. It is crucial for updating
legacy systems and integrating components in different languages.
Research shows that code translation improves productivity by

reducing manual translation time and costs [21, 28], and supports
the maintenance of multilingual projects.

Initially, rule-based systems were used in code translation, rely-
ing on manually defined syntax and semantic rules. While effective
for simple translations, this approach struggled as projects became
more complex. As research progressed, Statistical Machine Transla-
tion (SMT) introduced mapping common code patterns, improving
accuracy in datasets like Java-C and CoffeeScript-JavaScript [7, 24].
Subsequently, neural networks replaced rule-based systems, offer-
ing better flexibility. However, early models like Recurrent Neural
Networks (RNNs) faced challenges with complex syntax [9, 42, 43].

Despite the progress made with LLMs, challenges such as incor-
rect translations and limited adaptability to coding styles persist
[30, 47]. This has led to a focus on evaluating translation quality
and prompt engineering. Jiao et al. [15] developed the G-TransEval
benchmark, highlighting that models excel at simple tasks but strug-
gle with complexity. Pan et al. [27] found that context-rich prompts
improve reliability, while Yang et al. [41] proposed strategies using
test cases to boost accuracy. Macedo et al. [22] emphasized con-
trolled prompts and post-processing for reliable benchmarking. Ou
et al. [26] proposed the first repository-level context code transla-
tion benchmark, narrowing the gap between existing evaluation
datasets and real translation scenarios. Our work focuses on the
repository-level context translation task, which has not been fully
considered in previous studies. By addressing this gap, we aim to
enhance the practical adoption of LLMs in industrial applications,
ensuring that they can generate more accurate and executable trans-
lations within real-world software development environments.

6.2 Retrieval-Augmented Generation
Traditional LLMs like GPT and BERT rely on their training knowl-
edge to handle tasks, exhibiting strong text generation but facing
challenges like outdated knowledge, lack of domain expertise, and
"hallucinations" in specialized tasks. RAG addresses these by in-
tegrating external information sources into the model’s process
[17, 20, 23, 35, 44]. Specifically, RAG adds a retriever to the gen-
erative model, retrieving relevant data from external sources to
improve performance.

RAG shows great potential in code translation tasks. Traditional
models like Seq2Seq, which rely on large code pairs for training,
face limitations. For example, the Seq2Seq model by Acharjee et
al. [1] was trained on the SPoC dataset containing pseudocode
and source code pairs, which helps improve translation accuracy.
However, such models often struggle with limited training data
and emerging language features. In contrast, RAG overcomes these
limitations by enhancing translation through dynamic retrieval
of information from code repositories and documentation, which
significantly improves both accuracy and quality.

However, RAG faces challenges. One is maintaining a retrieval
database, as Lin et al. [19] suggest addressing domain-specificity
and knowledge base heterogeneity through continuous pretraining
and a unified knowledge format. Another challenge is ensuring
the retriever quickly identifies relevant documents, as Sawarkar et
al. [33] demonstrate by using semantic search and blended query
strategies to improve retrieval performance. Our work constructs a
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self-evolving translation knowledge base to leverage triple knowl-
edge to continuously improving translation quality of LLMs.

7 CONCLUSION
In this work, we propose a novel LLM-based code translation tech-
nique K3Trans, which leverages triple knowledge augmentation to
enhance LLM’s translation quality under repository context in real-
world software development. The experiments show that K3Trans
substantially outperforms the baseline adapted from previous work
by 19.4%/40.2% relative improvement in pass@1 and 0.138 in Code-
BLEU. Furthermore, the code generated by K3Trans is of higher
quality, as indicated by the higher DSR@1 metric of 82.1% and
Repairable Ratio of 44.6%, which suggests a greater proportion of
fixable code It is important to note that the results also demonstrate
that each knowledge significantly contributes to K3Trans ’s effec-
tiveness in handling repository-level context code translation, with
dependency usage examples making the most notable contribution.
Moreover, as the self-evolution process progresses, the knowledge
base continuously enhances the LLM’s performance across various
aspects of the repository-level code translation.
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