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With the widespread application of LLM-based dialogue systems in daily life, quality assurance has become
more important than ever. Recent research has successfully introduced methods to identify unexpected
behaviour in single-turn scenarios. However, multi-turn dialogue testing remains underexplored, with the
Oracle problem in multi-turn testing posing a persistent challenge for dialogue system developers and
researchers. In this paper, we propose MORTAR, a MetamORphic multi-TuRn diAlogue testing appRoach,
which mitigates the test oracle problem in the assessment of LLM-based dialogue systems. MORTAR automates
the generation of follow-up question-answer (QA) dialogue test caseswithmultiple dialogue-level perturbations
and metamorphic relations. MORTAR employs a novel knowledge graph-based dialogue information model
which effectively generates perturbed dialogue test datasets and detects bugs of multi-turn dialogue systems
in a low-cost manner. The proposed approach does not require an LLM as a judge, eliminating potential of any
biases in the evaluation step. According to the experiment results on multiple LLM-based dialogue systems
and comparisons with single-turn metamorphic testing approaches, MORTAR explores more unique bugs in
LLM-based dialogue systems, especially for severe bugs that MORTAR detects up to four times more unique
bugs than the most effective existing metamorphic testing approach.

CCS Concepts: • Software and its engineering→ Software testing and debugging.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: metamorphic testing, generative AI testing, dialogue system testing

1 INTRODUCTION
The rapid development of large language models (LLMs) has lead to substantial capability improve-
ments in downstream applications, particularly in dialogue systems [Algherairy and Ahmed 2024].
From a system developer’s perspective, comprehensive testing is essential to ensure the service
quality of dialogue systems. However, testing such AI systems inevitably encounters the oracle
problem [Aleti 2023]. In software testing, the test oracle is crucial, as it determines whether the
system under test (SUT) behaves as expected. Traditionally, the implementation of test oracles
relies on the experience and design of test cases from system testers. Crowd source workers also
play an important role in producing dialogue datasets as test cases. Several evaluation datasets and
methods, e.g. HotpotQA [Yang et al. 2018], DecodingTrust [Wang et al. 2023a], etc.,can be used
to simulate user input and evaluate if the generated content matches common sense and human
values. Some datasets, e.g. MMLU [Hendrycks et al. 2020], GPQA [Rein et al. 2023], etc., offer
high-quality test cases that require expert knowledge to answer. These datasets have successfully
revealed defects in dialogue systems during single-turn conversations with simulated users.
It is worth noting that most existing testing datasets and approaches only provide single-turn

testing capability [Chang et al. 2024]. According to real-world usage, however, over 63% of dialogues
contain more than 2 rounds [ShareGPT 2023]. This gap between system testing and development
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leads to several critical issues. One of the most harmful effects is that existing dialogue systems can
be easily jailbroken, leading to a higher likelyhood of generating improper content in multi-turn
dialogues compared to single-turn interactions [Li et al. 2024a].
Despite an increasing number of testing approaches aimed at mitigating this gap in multi-turn

dialogue testing, most either depend heavily on human annotators or rely on large language models
to generate test cases or act as a judge [Bai et al. 2024]. The former is inevitably expensive and
inaccessible to most dialogue system developers. The latter could reduce the cost of testing and
realise human-like evaluation, but LLM judges are generally biased and could harm the reliability of
evaluation [Huang et al. 2024b]. Considering the gap between existing approaches, which primarily
focus on single-turn interactions, and the multi-turn nature of real-world systems, this research
aims to propose a new approach for multi-turn dialogue testing.
Metamorphic testing (MT), a well-established software testing method, has shown potential to

alleviate the oracle problem in the testing of generative AI (GenAI) systems [Aleti 2023]. Several MT-
based approaches have been introduced to support single-turn testing for question-answering (QA)
systems and large language models (LLMs) [Chen et al. 2021; Hyun et al. 2024; Shen et al. 2022a].
Metamorphic relations such as perturbations in character level, word level, and sentence level have
been shown to be effective in some testing scenarios. However, relying solely on single-turn and
lower-level perturbations in multi-turn dialogue testing fails to account for the essential differences
between single-turn and multi-turn interactions, as these basic perturbations are insufficient to
verify the context dependence intrinsic to multi-turn dialogues.

In this paper, we propose MORTAR, a MetamORphic multi-Turn diAlogue testing appRroach,
which mitigates the test oracle problem in the assessment of LLM-based dialogue systems. MORTAR
automates the generation of follow-up question-answer (QA) dialogue test cases with multiple
dialogue-level perturbations and metamorphic relations. MORTAR employs a novel knowledge
graph-based dialogue information model which effectively generates perturbed dialogue test
datasets and detects bugs of multi-turn dialogue systems in a low-cost manner. The proposed
approach does not require an LLM as a judge, eliminating potential of any biases in the evaluation
step. According to the experiment results on multiple LLM-based dialogue systems and comparisons
with single-turn metamorphic testing approaches, MORTAR explores more unique bugs in LLM-
based dialogue systems, especially for severe bugs that MORTAR detects up to four times more
unique bugs than the most effective existing metamorphic testing approach.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

(1) We proposeMORTAR, ametamorphic testing approach aimed at uncovering bugs in dialogue
systems and addressing the test oracle problem in multi-turn dialogue system testing.

(2) We introduce a series of novel metamorphic relations, perturbation, and corresponding
automation schemes for dialogue test case generation.

(3) We develop a novel ontology-based answerability check procedure to detect MR conflicts.
(4) We conduct a set of experiments where MORTAR successfully explores bugs in different

dialogue systems through MR conflict detection, which is a bias-free approach. Experiments
show that MORTAR can detect more unique bugs when compared with state-of-the art
single-turn MT approaches.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the background andmotivation.
Section 3 elaborates on the details of MORTAR. Section 4 describes the setting and configuration of
our experiments. Section 5 presents the experiment results analysis and discussion, and Section 6
reports threats to validity. Finally, Section 7 introduces relate works and Section 8 concludes and
discusses potential future works.
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2 BACKGROUND ANDMOTIVATION
2.1 Testing and evaluation of LLM-based dialogue systems
Dialogue systems are now broadly applied in many domains, especially after the recent rapid
development of LLMs [Fan and Luo 2020; Guo et al. 2023]. To ensure the quality of the natural
language generation applications, multiple datasets and evaluation methods emerged to test the
dialogue system from many different aspects [Hendrycks et al. 2020; Li et al. 2024b; Mehri et al.
2020; Wang et al. 2023a]. These testing and evaluations are generally based on human-annotated
datasets and are conducted in reference-based scheme [Deriu et al. 2021]. However, most existing
approaches are conducted in a single-turn way, i.e., feed dialogue system with a single input and
examine if the output meets expectations. Besides, the acquisition of testing datasets remains
difficult and expensive [Chen et al. 2021]. Another concerning phenomenon is that existing LLM
training datasets are suspicious to have been contaminated, and the testing based on them might
not effective as before [Mirzadeh et al. 2024].
On multi-turn testing, problems mentioned in single-turn testing are more serious. Multi-turn

dialogue testing are not as abundant as single-turn ones[Sun et al. 2024]. According to recent survey
[Chang et al. 2024], only 2 out of 46 evaluation datasets are multi-turn oriented. Oracle problem
constantly troubles multi-turn dialogue system testers.
To mitigate the oracle problem, generating datasets through prompting LLMs become recent

trend. Latest multi-turn testing focus on using LLM to generate test cases or invite LLMs function
as judges to score the output of SUT [Bai et al. 2024; Duan et al. 2024; Kwan et al. 2024; Wang et al.
2023c; Zheng et al. 2023]. The disturbing point of using LLMs to generate test cases for LLM-based
dialogue system testing is that LLMs are trained on massive datasets to converge and act normally,
but testing requires test cases to be abnormal and diversified. Besides, the usage of LLM in testing
and other software engineering tasks faces issues such as hallucination in test case generation, lack
of diversity of test cases, non-deterministic threats, privacy leaks and bias in evaluation [Huang
et al. 2024b; Ouyang et al. 2024]. These factors lead to the incomplete testing of LLM-based dialogue
systems. As multi-turn testing tends to explore more defects than single turn testing [Li et al. 2024a;
Yu et al. 2024], there exists a notable gap between current testing approaches and expectations to
LLM-based dialogue systems.

2.2 Metamorphic testing
MT is first proposed by Chen et al in 1998 [Chen et al. 2020]. Over past development, MT has
been widely used to solve the Oracle problem in software testing, especially for those low resource
testing scenarios with limited availability of testing datasets [Segura et al. 2016]. The fundamental
idea of MT is to build metamorphic relations (MRs) and generate follow-up test cases, then validate
if the output of SUT with metamorphic test cases conflicts with expectation. The conflict shall be
regarded as a bug of SUT.
According to recent researches, MT has been widely used in both testing traditional software

systems and machine learning software systems [Chen et al. 2018; Zhang et al. 2020]. On testing
dialogue systems, MT is promising in exploring more unique bugs with limited testing seeds [Chen
et al. 2021; Hyun et al. 2024; Shen et al. 2022b]. However, there lacks best practice of applying MRs
in multi-turn dialogue testing. Previous testing generally run in a single-turn manner. Few applied
perturbations to dialogue data and run MT on dialogue system [Božić 2022; Liu et al. 2021; Tu et al.
2021], but the perturbations used are limited to lower-level including character-level, word-level,
and sentence level. Dialogue-level perturbation has not been proposed for its intrinsic difficulty in
modelling and implementation.
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In summary, realising metamorphic testing for multi-turn dialogue system remains challenging
for the following reasons:

• Relatively limited availability of multi-turn dialogue datasets
• Lack of well-designed context data model for dialogue-level perturbation
• Challenge of metamorphic relation building in multi-turn scenarios
• Difficulty in automation of test case generation and bug detection

To our knowledge, we are the first to systematically introduce dialogue-level metamorphic rela-
tions with implementation of effective metamorphic test case generation pipelines and metamorphic
relation conflict detection in multi-turn dialogue testing.

3 APPROACH
Different from single-turn testing, having multi-turn dialogue requires higher level abilities, espe-
cially seeking information in context.

3.1 Problem formulation: dialogue as a test case
Given a dialogue data 𝐷𝑅 with 𝑅 rounds of question 𝑞 and answer 𝑎:

𝐷𝑅 = {𝑞𝑟 , 𝑎𝑟 |𝑟 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑅}

where 𝑞 and 𝑎 be within natural language space N. There, all questions form a question set
𝑄𝑅 = {𝑞1, . . . , 𝑞𝑅}, all answers form an answer set 𝐴𝑅 = {𝑎1, . . . , 𝑎𝑅}, then dialogue data can also
be represented as a union of 𝑄𝑅 and 𝐴𝑅 :

𝐷𝑅 = {𝑄𝑅, 𝐴𝑅}

When having dialogues, human response 𝐻 can be modelled as:

𝐻 (𝐷𝑟−1, 𝑞𝑟 ) → 𝑎𝑟

where 𝑞𝑟 is the target question at round 𝑟 ; 𝐷𝑟−1 is the dialogue history of all previous rounds before
round 𝑟 , which contains context information. Specially, 𝐷𝑟−1 will be empty when having the first
round dialogue.
A dialogue system 𝐷𝑆 (·) generates response 𝑜 when given context information and target

question:
𝐷𝑆 (𝐷𝑟−1, 𝑞𝑟 ) → 𝑜𝑟

With every question in 𝑄𝑅 and dialogue history feed into dialogue system, the output of dialogue
system form a collection 𝑂𝑅 = {𝑜1, . . . , 𝑜𝑅}. The target of dialogue system is to have human-like
conversation with user, i.e. minimize the difference between 𝐻 (·) and 𝐷𝑆 (·). Thus the quality
evaluation task is implemented through measuring the difference of each output in 𝑂𝑅 and human
response in 𝐴𝑅 . The smaller difference indicates better generation quality of dialogue system. In
practice, if the difference exceed a preset threshold 𝜖 , an output 𝑜∗ would be regarded unsatisfying
and a bug is revealed.
The foregoing describes how a dialogue data can be used as test cases. In a more practical

scenario, to comprehensively evaluate the dialogue system, the system tester would prepare a large
testing dataset D composed of𝑀 different dialogues:

D = {𝐷1
𝑅1
, 𝐷2

𝑅2
, . . . , 𝐷𝑀𝑅𝑀 } = {{𝑄𝑅1 , 𝐴𝑅1 }, {𝑄𝑅2 , 𝐴𝑅2 }, . . . , {𝑄𝑅𝑀 , 𝐴𝑅𝑀 }, }

Each dialogue in D can be used as a test case. Some well-designed dialogue datasets could measure
the performance on specific ability-attribute of dialogue system.
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Fig. 1. The workflow of MORTAR

3.2 Overview of MORTAR
As is shown in Fig. 1, given the original dialogue dataset, MORTAR first generates the question
sequence of MT dataset questions with 5 dialogue-level perturbations (Section 3.3). Second, an
answerability check on each round will verify the answerability of the question in each round and
assign expected answers accordingly (Section 3.4) with LLM-based pipelines (Section 3.5). Finally,
after running follow-up tests on LLM-based dialogue systems, MORTAR detects MR conflicts in
generated outputs, which would be regarded as bugs of SUT.

3.3 Dialogue-level perturbations and metamorphic relations
Unlike previous perturbation from character-level, word-level and sentence-level [Božić 2022; Hyun
et al. 2024; Liu et al. 2021], in MORTAR, dialogue-level perturbations are adopted. The crucial
difference between single-turn testing and multi-turn testing lies in strong context reliance of
multi-turn testing scenarios.
When testing with dialogue datasets, we expect the dialogue system to understand what the

question in each round is asking about and generate the correct answer to the question. As ellipsis
and anaphora phenomenons widely exist in dialogues [Sun et al. 2024], it is necessary for the
dialogue system to refer to information from context to resolve the current question. From the
tester side, answer to all questions are clearly label in dataset. To ensure contextual consistency and
solidity in reference resolution, questions in dialogue testing datasets are usually well-designed to
remain answerable when incorrect answer exists in previous rounds if the ellipsis information in
the current round question is resolved.
Given a multi-turn QA dialogue testing dataset, for each questions in it, we have following

expectations to the SUT:

• A question in a dialogue should be correctly answered if the question itself or context
contains sufficient information to resolve it.

• A questions in a dialogue should be answered with "Unknown" if insufficient information is
provided to resolve it.

To ensure contextual consistency and solidity in reference resolution, questions in dialogue
testing datasets are usually well-designed to remain answerable when incorrect answer exists
in previous rounds if the ellipsis information in current round question is resolved. Humans
answer multi-turn questions in a similar way of self-correction and context resolution. This brings
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feasibility to dialogue-level perturbations. Unlike existing character-level, word-level and sentence-
level perturbations, in the research, we propose dialogue-level perturbations to create new dialogues
questions from original question set 𝑄𝑅 as follows:

• Perturbation DS: Dialogue round shuffle:

𝑄 ′
𝑅 = 𝑆ℎ𝑢𝑓 𝑓 𝑙𝑒 (𝑄𝑅) = {𝑞𝑟 ′ |𝑟 ′ = 𝑃𝑆 (𝑟 ), 𝑟 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑅}

where 𝑃𝑆 (𝑟 ) is a bijective mapping from original round index to shuffled round index.
• Perturbation DR: Dialogue round reduction:

𝑄 ′
𝑅− 𝐽 = 𝑅𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑒 (𝑄𝑅) = {𝑞𝑟 |𝑃𝑅 (𝑟 ) = 𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑒, 𝑟 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑅}

where 𝑃𝑅 (𝑟 ) : {1, 2, . . . , 𝑅} → {𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑒, 𝐹𝑎𝑙𝑠𝑒}, 𝑃𝑅 (·) decides whether a round is reduced in
new dialogue with a preset reduction ratio, 𝐽 is the amount of reduced rounds.

• Perturbation DD: Dialogue round duplication:

𝑄 ′
𝑅+𝐾 = 𝐷𝑢𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒 (𝑄𝑅) = {𝑞𝑟 ′ |𝑟 ′ = 𝑃𝐷 (𝑟 ), 1, 2, . . . , 𝑅}

where 𝑃𝐷 (𝑟 ) : {1, 2, . . . , 𝑅} → {1, 2, . . . , 𝑅 + 𝐾} is a mapping from original round index to
new round index, 𝑃𝐷 (·) decides whether a question will be duplicated in another round
with a preset duplication ratio, 𝐾 is the amount of extra rounds.

• Perturbation DSR: Dialogue round shuffle and reduction:

𝑄 ′′
𝑅− 𝐽 = 𝑅𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑒 (𝑆ℎ𝑢𝑓 𝑓 𝑙𝑒 (𝑄𝑅))

where 𝐽 is the amount of reduced rounds, 𝑄 ′′
𝑅− 𝐽 can be generated through the combination

of round shuffle and reduction.
• Perturbation DSD: Dialogue round shuffle and duplication:

𝑄 ′′
𝑅+𝐾 = 𝐷𝑢𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑒 (𝑆ℎ𝑢𝑓 𝑓 𝑙𝑒 (𝑄𝑅))

where𝐾 is the amount of duplicated rounds,𝑄 ′′
𝑅+𝐾 can be generated through the combination

of round shuffle and duplicate.
If these perturbations are applied to dialogue testing dataset, the order and amount of rounds

will be significantly changed. As the context information of each round might change as well,
some questions will be unanswerable in perturbed dataset. When the SUT is tested with these
unanswerable questions, we expect it to answer "unknown" or different answer when compared
with original answers. In this sense, with these dialogue-level perturbation, we bring new challenge
to dialogue systems and propose following metamorphic relations:

• MR1: In a perturbed dialogue, all questions shall be answered with similar answers
in the original dialogue, unless they are unanswerable.. All perturbations mentioned
above can be applied in generating follow-up test cases under this MR. Take DD for ex-
ample, a target question in original dialogue and perturbed dialogue with same coverage
of necessary information in context, indicating same answerability and shall be answered
with semantically similar answers. With DR, some important ellipsis information might be
explicitly declared in a previous round. If that critical round is reduced in perturbed dialogue,
all following questions with reference to that information will become unanswerable. In
practice, we expect "unknown" if a question under certain context is unanswerable.

• MR2: In different perturbed dialogue testing, same question with same answerabil-
ity shall be answered with similar answers. Take DD for example, some questions are
selected as duplication and will be asked in another round within the extended dialogue. If
the same question in different rounds or in other perturbed dataset have same answerability,
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i.e. have same necessary information coverage in context, they shall be answered with
similar semantic answers.

• MR3: In different perturbed dialogue testing, same question with different answer-
ability shall be answered differently. TakeDSD for example, a target question is selected
as duplication and used in different rounds. As the dialogue goes, necessary information
for target question’s resolution might be completely covered in context information after a
critical round. Before and after the critical round, the answerability of target question is
different, thus different semantic answers are expected. The same question with different
answerability in other perturbed dataset can also be used to detect the conflict to this MR.

3.4 Answerability check and expected answers in perturbed dialogue
Questions in a dialogue generally have reliance on context. Some information is missing in a
question so that answering it independently is not feasible. Retrieving information in context and
resolving the current question is a natural language processing problem: anaphora and coreference
resolution. Anaphora is defined as phenomenon of pointing back a previously mentioned item in the
text. [Mitkov 2022]. Coreference is a broader scope than anaphora that pay extra attention to more
sophisticated scenarios. They are both crucial for full context understanding [Sukthanker et al.
2020]. In perturbed dialogues, the answerability check is based on solving the anaphora resolution
problem.
To judge if a question in perturbed dialogue is answerable, we propose 2 answerability check

methods: semantic-based resolution check and ontology-based resolution check. If one of the checks
indicated positive, the question is regarded as answerable in that round, and the original answer
will be expected.

Semantic-based resolution check: If a question contains implied information which explicitly
declared in previous rounds, the question will become unanswerable if perturbation caused inacces-
sibility of the source information. Pronouns are typical anaphora in sentences. End-to-end models
have shown good performance in pronoun resolution task [Mao et al. 2024]. Semantic-based reso-
lution check aim to use coreference end-to-end models to extract pronoun-resolution information
reliance within the dialogue, especially within the question sentence.

Fig. 2. Ontology-based answerability check procedure

Ontology-based resolution check: Semantic-based resolution check’s performance of handling
domain-specific short sentence is not satisfying in our preliminary practice. To improve answerabil-
ity check performance, we additionally use knowledge graph-based dialogue information model
to realize ontology-based resolution check. We regard all entities and relation involved in the
whole dialogue’s utterance to form a whole knowledge graph 𝐺 (𝑉 , 𝐸). Before the occurrence of
first round, the context information graph 𝐺0 (𝑉0, 𝐸0) is empty. As shown in Fig. 2, as the dialogue
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testing progresses, entities and relations in a round are extracted and added to context information
graph, such that next round’s context information graph will contain information extracted from
previous rounds as reference.
In round 𝑟 , the entities and relations in original question is 𝐺𝑟 (𝑉𝑟 , 𝐸𝑟 ). The question can be

filled with information to become independently answerable, the entities and relations in this
independently answerable question is 𝐺𝑟 (𝑉𝑟 , 𝐸𝑟 ). All entities and relations explicitly mentioned in
previous rounds before round 𝑟 is 𝐺𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡𝑟 = (𝐺1,𝐺2, . . . ,𝐺𝑟−1). If 𝐺𝑟 = 𝐺𝑟 , the original question
contains all information and can be answered independently, namely self-resolvable. If𝐺𝑟 ⊂ 𝐺𝑟 .,
the original question is not self-resolvable and need additional information for resolution. If the
missed information appear in context information:𝐺𝑟 \𝐺𝑟 ⊆ 𝐺𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑥𝑡𝑟 , the original question remain
answerable, namely context-resolved.

Fig. 3. Ontology-based answerability check procedure

The implementation of ontology-based answerability check is shown in Fig. 3. To judge whether
target question "Which country grow it the most?", we use question decontextualization tool to form
full question, and use information extraction (IE) tool to extract context graph, target question
graph and full question graph. It can be observed that the word "it" in original question indicates
the entity Plant: Tea, and this entity is the complement entity for full question. In the context graph,
entity Plant: Tea has been explicitly mentioned, so that the word "it" in target question can be
resolved, and the target question can be answerable, we generate expected answer "India" to it,
which is the annotated answer in original dialogue dataset. For another sample question "When did
he take it?", do question decontextualization in original dataset will get full question "When did
Shen Nong take the tea?", the complement entities consists of the entity Plant: Tea and Person: Shen
Nong. As the entity Person: Shen Nong does not exist in context graph, to resolve the word "he" in
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this question is not feasible, thus this question is unanswerable. An expected answer of "Unknown"
will be additionally filled in perturbed dialogue dataset.

Dataset-specified additional resolution check: for reading comprehension datasets, addi-
tional semantic-based resolution check will be added. Such that even if a pronoun has never been
mentioned in context, as long as it is used in the story, this pronoun will be regarded resolvable,
namely story-resolvable. For question in Fig. 3, although the entity Person: Shen Nong does not exist
in current round’s context information graph, if Shen Nong is referred as "he" in the story document,
the question might remain answerable if this is the only missing information from context. This
resolution check simulated a smart reader searching information from the story and give the most
potential answer to a question.

Above answerability check guides the generation of expected answer. If a question can pass any
resolution check, it is an answerable question, and the originally annotated answer will be filled as
expected answer. If the question can not pass any resolution check, it will be tagged unanswerable,
and "Unknown" will be additionally filled as an expected answer. In this way, the whole perturbed
dialogue dataset can be generated. The metamorphic testing dataset generation is illustrated in Fig.
4.

Fig. 4. Diagram of metamorphic test dataset generation in MORTAR

3.5 Information Extraction and Multi-functional LLM-based Pipelines
Inspired by GraphRAG and EDC approach for knowledge graph construction[Edge et al. 2024;
Zhang and Soh 2024], a series of expert-designed prompts (see Appendix)) are used to process
dialogue data. With these prompt templates, we implemented a set of Multi-functional LLM-based
pipelines with following functions:

• Declarative information extraction: input: dialogue data, output: declarative sentences,
function: turn each round of dialogue into a declarative sentence.

• Question Decontextualization: input: dialogue data, output: filled dialogue data, function:
turn each question and answer into an independently understandable sentence

• Topic Extraction: input: document, output: topic sentence, function: extract the topic of a
document e.g., dialogue data.

• Entity Type Extraction: input: declarative sentences, topic sentence, output: List of entity
types, function: extract a list of entity types from a document

• Graph Extraction: input: document topic, document, entity types, output: list of entities
with description, list of relations with description, function: given document with its topic
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and entity types, extract all entities from entity types, and relation between entities, each
entity and relation will also be given a description

• Dialogue Round Graph: input: all entities, all relations, dialogue data, output: entities
and relations in each question and answer, function: choose entities and relations involved
in each question and answer from provided entities and relations.

• Canonicalisation: input: all entities, all entity types, name of target entity, output: group
of entities, function: canonicalisation, determine whether target entity is a group of existing
entities. If no matches, return the entity and most possible entity type.

Fig. 5. Information Extraction Procedure with Multi-functional LLM pipelines

As is shown in Fig. 5, declarative information is first extracted, then the it is used to extract
dialogue topic and entity types. With declarative information, dialogue topic and entity types,
whole graph with all entities and relation mentioned in the dialogue is extracted. Later, with each
round’s decontextualised sentences, we extract a subgraph of each round form the whole graph.
Finally, canonicalisation will filter if an unexpected entity is an alias of an existing entity or a group
of exist entities, and will update the whole graph if it is an omitted entity. Such process handles
potential unexpected generation of LLM-based pipelines.

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we introduce the research questions (RQs), setting of experiments, including baseline
methods, dataset, SUTs, and other implementation details.

4.1 ResearchQuestions
Our experiments try to answer following research questions:

RQ 1: How effective is the ontology-based answerability check procedure of MORTAR? As this
the core function of MORTAR which tags answerability for questions and guides the generation
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of expected answers, it is crucial to investigate the function quality of it. In this RQ, we focuses
on the quality of generated test dataset, more specifically, investigate if questions are correctly
tagged with answerability generated in MORTAR, and answers are correct in generated dialogue
test cases. We report how much a human agrees with the (a) answerability check results and (b)
generated answer in a sample of perturbed datasets.

RQ 2: Is MORTAR effective in detecting bugs in different dialogue systems? In this RQ, we inves-
tigate and compare the performance of MORTAR in detecting bugs in dialogue system based on
LLMs with different source and parameter size to validate the effectiveness of MORTAR.

RQ 3: How does MORTAR compare against state of the art MT approaches in detecting bugs in
dialogues systems? In this RQ, we compare the effectiveness of MORTAR in terms of detecting bugs
compared to the baseline approach, to verify the performance advantage of MORTAR in dialogue
system testing.

4.2 Detect Bugs in Dialogue Systems
Before testing starts, the description of requirements will be send to dialogue system. One special
requirement is that if dialogue system find a question is ambiguous and unanswerable, answer with
"Unknown". After feeding the question sequence and dialogue history to SUT, we get the output 𝑂 .
With another dialogue testing dataset, we obtain 𝑂 ′. For each (𝑜, 𝑜 ′) pair, we first get embedding
vector respectively, then measure the similarity with cosine function. Besides, we additionally use
exact match score, and F1 score as part of the comparison.
We calculate the dynamic average score among semantic similarity 𝑆𝑆 , exact match score 𝐸𝑀

and F1 score 𝐹1 as the mixed similarity score (MSS):

𝑀𝑆𝑆 = 𝑤𝑆𝑆 ∗ 𝑆𝑆 +𝑤𝐸𝑀 ∗ 𝐸𝑀 +𝑤𝐹1 ∗ 𝐹1

The weight is determined by their respective proportion in the total score, take𝑤𝑆𝑆 for example:
𝑤𝑆𝑆 = 𝑆𝑆/(𝑆𝑆 + 𝐸𝑀 + 𝐹1), and all weights sum up 1:𝑤𝑆𝑆 +𝑤𝐸𝑀 +𝑤𝐹1 = 1. MSS comprehensively
consider the all metric member and add punishment to wordy answers, such that short and precise
answers can be distinguished. To be short and precise is also a requirement described to SUTs
during testing. When applied in detecting bugs with MR2 and MR3, MSS is capable of amplifying
the difference between two utterances. During testing, if MSS is lower than a preset threshold 𝜖 ,
they will be regarded as different.
In MR1, after we assign expected answer to perturbed question sequence, for a question from

original dialogue remain answerable in perturbed dialogue, the MSS between pre-annotated answer
and generated answer shall be larger than 𝜖𝑎 , or the MR is conflicted. In MR2, if a question have
same answerability in two or more perturbed dialogues, MSS of these generated answer below 𝜖𝑏
indicates conflict to MR2. For MR3, for the answers generated from same question with different
answerability, any two different answerability question’s generated answers’ MSS being above 𝜖𝑏
indicates conflict to MR3. To test with MR1 requires for annotated answer; to test with MR2 and
MR3 does not require annotated answer, it is conducted through analysing the results between
perturbed dialogues.

Using the dialogue-level perturbations and answerability check procedure, MORTAR generates
more follow-up dialogue test cases. The mechanism of MORTAR enables it to be capable of gener-
ating massive test cases based on original dataset. Through comprehensive testing in multi-turn
scenario, the defects in SUT are expected to be revealed.
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Table 1. Summary ofMORTAR generated test datasets with the different perturbations described in Section 3.3

DS DR DD DSR DSD

Total rounds 6423 4598 7625 4598 7625
Unanswerable rounds 108 59 77 88 152
Total dialogues 403 403 403 403 403
Dialogue with unanswerable questions 79 48 51 74 88
Ratio of dialogue with unanswerable questions 19.6% 11.9% 12.7% 18.4% 21.8%

4.3 Experiment Environment
The local machine is equipped with a 6-core processor, 64GB memory and an RTX 3090 GPU. The
system runs Ubuntu 24.04 LTS and Python 3.9. Groq 2 is an LLM inference cloud service provider.
Their API provides rapid LLM inference with model size up to 90 billion parameters. In MORTAR,
the testing for open source LLM-based dialogue system is conducted locally, the model files are
provided by Hugging Face3. Using the model files, we implemented a series dialogue systems
powered by LLMs with different source and model size. The LLM-based pipelines are implemented
with Groq inference API as the computing capacity of our local machine is insufficient for proposed
tasks.

4.4 Baseline, Dataset and SUT
In METAL [Hyun et al. 2024], among the most effective perturbations, synonym-replacement
(SYR), convert-to-leet-format (L33t), and introduce-typos (Typo) as chosen baselines. Synonym-
replacement is the most effective perturbation in most tasks in METAL, similar effectiveness is also
observed with DialTest [Liu et al. 2021]. Convert-to-leet-format is also one of the most effective
perturbations and top-3 effective perturbation in most tasks in METAL. Introduce-typos is another
top-3 effective perturbation in most tasks inMETAL. These three perturbations are expected to bring
no semantic interference to original sentence, but add noise to understanding. We intend to use the
evaluation set of CoQA [Reddy et al. 2019] as testing seed. After validation the evaluation module
of MORTAR on original dataset, 97 original dialogues are filtered out for misaligned extraction
results or judgements, and the rest 403 dialogues are sent for later processing. After applying
perturbations from MORTAR: DS, DR, DD, DSR, DSD, we obtained a series follow-up dialogue test
cases. According to Table. 1, based on 403 rounds of original dialogues with 6423 rounds, MORTAR
totally generated 2015 follow-up testing dialogues with 30869 rounds. There, all 30869 rounds can
be used for bug detection with MR1, 6242 rounds can be used for bug detection with MR2, 181
rounds can be used for bug detection with MR3.

As reported before [Hyun et al. 2024], the baseline approach sometimes bring too much noise to
the original sentence and cause poor readability. We filtered out the perturbed utterances whose
semantic cosine similarity to original question is less than 0.8, similarity below this threshold
indicates the question’s semantic has changed, thus we revert them to original utterances. Using
perturbations from METAL: SYR, L33t and Typo, we obtain totally 1209 testing dialogues with
19269 rounds, there 4755 rounds are perturbed, result is shown in Table 2.

We choose six popular open-source LLMs as the core of dialogue systems: Meta-Llama-3-8B-
Instruct [AI@Meta 2024], Gemma-2-9b-it [Team 2024], Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3 [Mistral 2024],
Qwen2-7B-Instruct, Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct, Qwen2-0.5B-Instruct [Yang et al. 2024]. These models
2https://groq.com/
3https://huggingface.co/models

https://groq.com/
https://huggingface.co/models
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Table 2. Summary of METAL generated test datasets.

SYR L33t Typo

Total Rounds 6423 6423 6423
Perturbed rounds 1459 2425 871
Total Dialogues 403 403 403
Dialogues with perturbation 385 343 307
Ratio of dialogues with perturbations 95.5% 76.2% 85.1%

are all instruct fine-tuned, their size ranged from 0.5 to 9 billion parameters. These models are
divided into two groups: the first group is composed of Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct, Gemma-2-9b-it,
Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.3, and Qwen2-7B-Instruct. They are all popular and recently published
language models with similar model size. The second group is composed of Qwen2-7B-Instruct,
Qwen2-1.5B-Instruct, and Qwen2-0.5B-Instruct. They are same sourced models with different
parameter size. With wrapping and pipeline accessories, we simulate user having multi-turn
dialogue with LLM-based dialogue systems. We feed the SUTs with question sequence in the
metamorphic test case along with dialogue history in previous rounds, then collect the generated
answer to analyse response quality. The conflict to metamorphic relation indicates the dialogue
system is potentially buggy in specific scenario, and further system development or patching is
necessary for performance improvements.

4.5 Implementation Details
To implement semantic-based resolution check, we use Spacy4 and coreferee pipeline to analyse
the anaphora resolution from question sentence and story. In Perturbation 2 and 4, 30% rounds
are randomly chosen to be dropped. In Perturbation 3 and 5, 20% rounds are randomly chosen to
be duplicated. The sentence-transformers/all-MiniLM-L6-v2 5 model is used to calculate semantic
vector. To measure conflict to MR, 𝜖𝑎 and 𝜖𝑏 are both setup to 0.6. The whole experiments used
approximately 7 million tokens for LLM-based pipelines. According the pricing plan of Groq, the
cost of test data generation is estimated to be under 5 dollars, which is likely to be affordable for
the broad dialogue system testers.

5 RESULTS
5.1 Answer to RQ1
In this RQ, we evaluate whether the generated test cases are reasonable and correctly labelled with
respect to answerability and answers. As no lower-level perturbation is used in MORTAR, the
question sentences are naturally human generated, thus other verifications are not necessary. To
verify the test case quality of MORTAR, we manually checked 326 questions answerability from
generated datasets. Half of them are extracted from randomly chosen dialogues with unanswerable
questions, the other half are extracted from randomly chosen dialogues without unanswerable
questions. We also acted as the SUT and collected human performance in answering randomly
selected 109 sample questions from original dataset and perturbed dataset.

Table. 3 summarises the result of answerability manual check. We calculate the Cohen’s Kappa
and obtain 0.6, indicating good agreement between the answer of generated test case and manual
check results. The LLM-based dialogue information processing pipelines managed to extract context
4https://spacy.io/
5https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-MiniLM-L6-v2

https://spacy.io/
https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-MiniLM-L6-v2
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Table 3. Manual Answerability Check Results

Manual Check
Answerable Unanswerable

Annotation Answerable 293 10
Unanswerable 9 14

Table 4. Human Performance on Sampled Test Cases

Original Perturbed

MSS 0.839 0.811
Performance Drop 0.00% -3.82%

Table 5. Bug Detection with MORTAR

Qwen2-0.5B Qwen2-1.5B Qwen2-7B Mistral-7B Llama-3-8B Gemma-2-9B

MR1 27219 23361 22331 21337 14703 11008
MR2 6152 6043 4817 4388 4344 3328
MR3 69 99 124 162 141 145

Table 6. Bug Detection with MR1 and Different Perturbations

Original DS DR DD DSR DSD
MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate

Qwen2-0.5B 0.317 0.244 0.874 0.298 0.235 0.894 0.325 0.242 0.858 0.312 0.237 0.875 0.310 0.237 0.876 0.294 0.233 0.896
Qwen2-1.5B 0.420 0.278 0.754 0.411 0.267 0.757 0.420 0.273 0.748 0.400 0.267 0.771 0.422 0.268 0.742 0.409 0.264 0.757
Qwen2-7B 0.476 0.314 0.701 0.446 0.295 0.731 0.480 0.312 0.692 0.462 0.306 0.718 0.461 0.289 0.702 0.430 0.294 0.755
Mistral-7B 0.473 0.311 0.693 0.473 0.304 0.689 0.460 0.308 0.711 0.483 0.311 0.678 0.455 0.302 0.709 0.473 0.303 0.684
Llama-3-8B 0.651 0.337 0.430 0.603 0.309 0.497 0.622 0.318 0.463 0.648 0.326 0.433 0.591 0.305 0.510 0.605 0.307 0.490
Gemma-2-9B 0.753 0.345 0.284 0.676 0.306 0.388 0.744 0.335 0.298 0.728 0.331 0.317 0.692 0.306 0.367 0.664 0.296 0.399

information and verify the answerability. In addition to measuring the agreement, we also manually
measured human performance on sampled datasets. As is shown in Table. 4, on original dataset,
human reached MSS of 0.839 on original dataset sample and 0.811 on perturbed dataset sample.
Human performance indicates the difficulty is increased after dialogue-level perturbations are
applied. We expect dialogue system to be capable of answering perturbed dialogues as human could
achieve.

Answer to RQ1:MORTAR can produce high quality yet challenging dialogue test cases.

5.2 Answer to RQ2
In this RQ, we study the bug reveal performance of MORTAR when testing different SUTs. The
sensitivity of different SUTs to different perturbation will be reported. In dialogue testing, a bug is
reported one generated answer in dialogue conflicts to any MR. If triggered by different data seed
(original dialogue round), they will be regarded as different bugs.
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Fig. 6. Bug detection rate of different MRs on different LLM-based dialogue systems

As shown in Table 5, MORTAR successfully detected a considerable amount of bugs of SUTs. The
bug detection ratio (Bug Rate) is shown in Fig. 6. In group 1 with 4 similar sized LLMs with different
source, dialogue system based on Gemma-2-9B reached least MR1 conflict. The MR2 conflict ratio
of 4 SUTs are at the same level between 70% and 80%. In group 2 with 3 same sourced LLMs with
different model size, bugs detected by MR1 and MR2 decreases with the increment of model size.
All SUTs performance under MR1 is reported in Table 6. There, MSS is the average score of dialogue
system output in specific dataset. BugS is the average score of buggy output. Column Rate shows
bug detection rate with MR1. It can be observed that larger sized model has better robustness under
noised situations. However, it is inspiring to find bug detected by MR3 increases as the model size
increases.

Above result supports out answer to RQ2. First, for dialogue system with smaller LLMs, testing
with MR1 and MR2 could reveal large amount of bugs. Second, for dialogue systems with larger
models, testing with MR3 is more effective than others. This testing results confirm that larger
LLMs contain more knowledge and have better information retrieval capability. The increased bug
detection performance with MR3 drive us to anticipate the training data of these models are possibly
contaminated by development set of CoQA, and LLM tend to retrieve from its knowledge space
rather than reasoning from context. Nevertheless, MORTAR still successfully detected considerable
bugs with limited data seeds. In general, MORTAR can realise substantial defect exploration
performance in testing all SUTs in scope regardless of LLMs’ source or size.

Answer to RQ2:MORTAR can effectively explore bugs on all SUTs in scope.

5.3 Answer to RQ3
In this RQ, we validate whether MORTAR reveals more unique defects. The latest MT approaches
test LLM-based dialogue systems using miscellaneous lower-level perturbations. Some of them
are regarded as effective in detecting SUT defects. We test different SUTs with MORTAR and
approaches from METAL (SYR, L33t and Typo). As shown in Table 7, METAL is effective in most
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scenarios. However, larger LLMs are likely to be slightly immune to perturbations introduced by
METAL.

Besides, theMSS of detected bug is relatively higher thanMORTAR detected. It indicatesMORTAR
might be able to find more severe bugs than METAL. Thus we analyses the top critical bugs whose
MSS below 0.05 discoved by METAL and MORTAR. As shown in Figure 7, more unique severe bugs
can be exposed with MORTAR. Besides, as model size increases, bugs detected by METAL decreases
two times faster than MORTAR. Indicating MORTAR is potentially more effective when testing
larger LLM-based dialogue systems. Considering the fact that METAL is the most effective LLM
testing framework, MORTAR is capable of revealing more bugs in SUTs, especially for those severe
bugs that might significantly affect user experience. Multi-turn perturbations are more effective
than single-turn perturbations in revelling defects of LLM-based dialogue systems.

Table 7. Bug Detection with METAL Perturbations

SYR Typo L33t
MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate MSS BugS Rate

Qwen2-0.5B 0.317 0.241 0.875 0.315 0.240 0.872 0.318 0.241 0.868
Qwen2-1.5B 0.408 0.273 0.766 0.426 0.275 0.740 0.411 0.280 0.769
Qwen2-7B 0.454 0.312 0.732 0.486 0.315 0.684 0.464 0.314 0.719
Mistral-7B 0.458 0.307 0.709 0.474 0.313 0.69 0.464 0.312 0.707
Llama-3-8B 0.654 0.334 0.422 0.649 0.336 0.432 0.652 0.336 0.427
Gemma-2-9B 0.742 0.342 0.301 0.751 0.344 0.285 0.753 0.347 0.282

Fig. 7. Critical bugs found by MORTAR and METAL

Answer toRQ3:MORTARhas better defect exploratory performance than themost effective
MT approach in dialogue testing.

6 THREATS TO VALIDITY
Internal Threats. As the inference process of LLMs might not be fully deterministic, although me
set most temperature to zero in LLM-based pipelines, the SUTs and LLM-based pipelines might
perform slightly different in replications. The data seed might originally contain mistakenly labelled
answers.

External Threats. The perturbations MORTAR used might not be suitable for all datasets. Due
to the limited computing power and time, we are unable to exhaustively testing all LLM-based
dialogue systems. In future work, we will design more complex dialogue testing scheme with
MORTAR and explore more defects.

7 RELATEDWORK
7.1 Test Dialogue Systems
Current dialogue test seeds are generally from human-generated datasets and LLM-generated
datasets. SQuAD and SQuAD 2.0 are classic single-turn QA datasets that have been widely used
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for training and testing of QA systems [Rajpurkar 2016; Rajpurkar et al. 2018]. CoQA dataset
is a free-form multi-turn conversational QA dataset with unanswerable questions [Reddy et al.
2019]. MuTual is a multi-turn reasoning-based dialogue dataset in open-domain [Cui et al. 2020].
MT-Bench is a 2-turn open-end dialogue dataset that is used to evaluate chatbot’s conversation
performance [Zheng et al. 2023]. The "LLM-as-a-judge" approach is reported as feasible when
comparing strong LLM’s alignment with human preference. Later, using LLM to generate test cases
become a recent trend [Bai et al. 2024; Kwan et al. 2024; Sun et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2023c]. However,
it is worth noting that the "LLM-as-a-judge" approach comes with intrinsic shortcomings e.g.,
self-enhancement [Zheng et al. 2023], bias [Huang et al. 2024a]. Using LLM in SE also suffers from
non-deterministic threat [Ouyang et al. 2024]. Besides, training data contamination is gathering
increasing attention [Mirzadeh et al. 2024]. The area calls for more complete and reliable testing
for dialogue systems.

7.2 Information Extraction
Information extraction (IE) is a classic task of natural language processing. Many downstream
applications undertake IE before sophisticated pattern analysis. The extracted information can be
used for dialogue management [Chen et al. 2023], test case generation [Li et al. 2024b], summari-
sation [Edge et al. 2024], and many other tasks. It is observed that LLM-based IE approaches are
capable of more flexibility and better extraction performance [Wei et al. 2023; Zhang and Soh 2024].
In this paper, we use LLM-based IE approach along with semantic-guided anaphora resolution to
extract dialogue question’s context reliance and tag the answerability of questions in perturbed
dialogues.

7.3 Metamorphic Testing
To alleviate the oracle problem in software testing, MT was first introduced in 1998 [Chen et al.
2020]. Later and up to now, metamorphic test is commonly used in both traditional software
systems[Zhuang et al. 2023] and machine learning systems [Chen et al. 2021; Wang et al. 2023b; Xie
et al. 2011]. The value of metamorphic testing is that it could be used to handles low-resource testing
scenarios [Chen et al. 2018], and is potential for testing GenAI systems[Aleti 2023]. Specifically,
METAL framework using utterance perturbations to evaluate LLMs from attribute aspects [Hyun
et al. 2024]. Ontology-based MT provides concrete test cases but failed to explore more unique
defects in task-oriented dialogue systems [Božić 2022]. KGIT use knowledge graphs as test seeds
and build a metamorphic testing-based scheme to implement large-scale inference tests [Wang et al.
2024]. Drowzee use metamorphic testing and constrain logic programming to detect hallucination
in LLMs [Li et al. 2024b]. DialTest use a set of metamorphic relations to effectively generate test
cases for dialogue systems [Liu et al. 2021]. Existing MT approaches lack systematically analysis
and usage to dialogue-level perturbations and multi-turn dialogue test case generation. Multi-turn
dialogue testing remains challenging.

8 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORKS
In this research, a multi-turn dialogue system testing approach, MORTAR, is proposed to mitigate
the oracle problem in dialogue system testing. The result shows MORTAR is capable of superior
performance in revelling bugs in LLM-based dialogue systems. When exploring severe bugs with
existing dialogue datasets, MORTAR detects up to 4 times more unique bugs than the most effective
MT approach for LLMs. In the future, MORTAR is expected to inspire both dialogue system
development of LLM training (dialogue data synthetic) and testing (especially for domain-specific
dialogue systems with limited test dataset). There exists considerable space for performance
improvement in information extraction and answerability check pipelines, and higher accuracy
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is expected to be reached with more prompt tuning techniques. We also intend to design more
MRs and integrate dialogue-level perturbation with others to realize better defect exploratory
performance of dialogue systems.

APPENDIX
Prompt Templates Used in LLM-based Pipelines
Fig. 8 shows all prompt templates used in the LLM-based pipelines.

Fig. 8. All Prompts templates used in LLM-based pipeline
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