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Abstract—Test cases are essential for validating the reliabil-
ity and quality of software applications. Recent studies have
demonstrated the capability of Large Language Models (LLMs)
to generate useful test cases for given source code. However, the
existing work primarily relies on human-written plain prompts,
which often leads to suboptimal results since the performance
of LLMs can be highly influenced by the prompts. Moreover,
these approaches use the same prompt for all LLMs, overlooking
the fact that different LLMs might be best suited to different
prompts. Given the wide variety of possible prompt formulations,
automatically discovering the optimal prompt for each LLM
presents a significant challenge. Although there are methods
on automated prompt optimization in the natural language
processing field, they are hard to produce effective prompts
for the test case generation task. First, the methods iteratively
optimize prompts by simply combining and mutating existing
ones without proper guidance, resulting in prompts that lack
diversity and tend to repeat the same errors in the generated
test cases. Second, the prompts are generally lack of domain
contextual knowledge, limiting LLMs’ performance in the task.

In this paper, we introduce MAPS, an LLM-tAilored Prompt
generation method for teSt case generation. MAPS com-
prises three main modules: Diversity-guided Prompt Generation,
Failure-driven Rule Induction, and Domain Contextual Knowl-
edge Extraction. Specifically, in the Diversity-Guided Prompt
Generation module, MAPS creates varied prompts by exploring
diverse modification paths during the optimization process. It
prevents the optimization process from converging to local
optima. The Failure-driven Rule Induction module aims at iden-
tifying promising optimization direction by reflecting common
failures in generated test cases, in which the reflection outputs
are softly integrated into prompts based on a rule transformation
method. The Domain Contextual Knowledge Extraction module
aims at enriching the prompts with related domain knowledge by
incorporating both in-file and cross-file context information. To
evaluate the effectiveness of MAPS, we compare it with four state-
of-the-art prompt optimization methods across three popular
LLMs. The experimental results demonstrate that our method
outperforms baseline methods by a large margin, achieving a
6.19% higher line coverage rate and a 5.03% higher branch
coverage rate on average. Moreover, experiments on different
LLMs show that our method can effectively find the most suitable
prompt for each LLM.

Index Terms—Software testing and debugging, Test Case

∗ Corresponding author. The author is also affiliated with Peng Cheng
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Generation, Large Language Models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Test cases play a crucial role in validating the reliability
and quality of software applications [1], [2]. By allowing
developers to identify and rectify bugs and defects at the early
development stage, it remarkably enhances the overall stability
of the software [3]. However, manually writing test cases is a
challenging and time-consuming task. Consequently, the task
of test case generation, which aims at creating high-quality
test cases automatically, has attracted both developers’ and
researchers’ attention in recent years [4]–[6].

Traditional test case generation methods such as Evo-
suite [7] and Randoop [4] mainly employ search-based and
constraint-based techniques to craft test suites. Recent ad-
vancements in deep learning have introduced many learning-
based test generation approaches. For instance, AthenaTest [5]
fine-tunes BART [8] on a dataset designed for test generation.
A3Test [9] further incorporates assertion knowledge and a
test signature verification mechanism for achieving better
results. These models aim at leveraging general program-
ming knowledge acquired from extensive developer-written
code corpora to generate more comprehensive and meaningful
tests. Recently, Large Language Models (LLMs), such as
ChatGPT [10], have gained widespread adoption in various
Software Engineering (SE) tasks, including test case genera-
tion, and show promising results. Due to their powerful zero-
shot capabilities, LLMs can be directly deployed for down-
stream tasks through prompt engineering without requiring
fine-tuning [11]. For example, ChatUniTest [12] harnesses the
capabilities of LLMs and employs a generation-validation-
repair mechanism to rectify errors in generated test cases.
Yuan et al. [13] evaluate ChatGPT’s performance in test case
generation and enhance it through an iterative test refinement
process.

However, the existing LLM-based work primarily relies on
human-written plain prompts, which often leads to suboptimal
results since the performance of LLMs can be highly influ-
enced by the prompts [14], [15]. Additionally, different LLMs
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TABLE I: Comparison of test case generation prompts and
their line coverage rates across different LLMs using the
Defects4J [16] benchmark.

Prompt ChatGPT Llama-3.1
Write unit tests for the provided Java classes to 21.92% 26.45%test the methods and functionalities of each class.
Write unit tests for the given Java classes to 24.46% 24.07%ensure proper functionality of the methods.
Write test cases for the given Java class to 22.90% 25.80%ensure the correct behavior of its methods.

may be best suited to different prompts. For instance, as shown
in Table I, our preliminary experiments of three prompts on a
subset of Defects4J [16] reveals varying performance across
different LLMs. Specifically, the best prompt on ChatGPT
achieves a 24.46% line coverage rate, while the worst one
achieves only 21.92%, indicating that prompt choice can
greatly influence the performance of LLMs for test case gen-
eration and plain prompts may not yield satisfactory results.
Furthermore, our analysis reveals that the prompt performing
best with ChatGPT actually performs worst when applied
to Llama-3.1 [17]. Therefore, given the considerable time
required for manual prompt design, the automated generation
of tailored prompts for different LLMs is worth studying but
has not received adequate attention.

To achieve LLM-tailored prompts, one potential approach
is to leverage prompt optimization methods from the Natural
Language Processing (NLP) field [18], [19]. These methods
typically use LLMs and evolutionary algorithm [20], [21]
to iteratively search the discrete natural language space for
effective prompts through a generate-and-validate approach.
However, when applied to test case generation, these methods
fall short of achieving promising results due to three main limi-
tations: (1) Low diversity in generated prompts. These methods
optimize prompts by simply combining and mutating existing
ones using LLMs, while ignoring the diversity in generated
prompts, which potentially leads to insufficient exploration
of the vast natural language search space. Consequently, the
optimization process may converge prematurely to local op-
tima, hindering the discovery of the most suitable prompt. (2)
Lack of proper guidance on avoiding common errors. Existing
methods generate new prompts based solely on existing ones
without considering the recurring errors. As a result, test
cases produced by optimized prompts often exhibit the same
issues as those generated by unoptimized prompts. Therefore,
it is important to effectively guide the optimization process
with directed improvement and prevent LLMs from making
recurring errors. (3) Absence of domain contextual knowledge.
Existing LLM-based test case generation approaches [13],
[22] typically utilize only the focal method or limited in-file
context information. They lack necessary domain contextual
knowledge such as subclass inheritance and class invocation
information, which is crucial for generating accurate test cases.
Given the complex inheritance and invocation relationships
between classes and functions in real-world projects, it is
difficult for LLMs to infer such information.

In this paper, we propose MAPS, the first LLM-tAilored
Prompt generation method for teSt case generation. MAPS
effectively and automatically generates suitable prompts for

different LLMs through three key modules: diversity-guided
prompt generation, failure-driven rule induction, and domain
contextual knowledge extraction. The diversity-guided prompt
generation module creates varied prompts by exploring di-
verse modification paths during prompt optimization. This
approach prevents premature convergence to local optima, en-
suring a more comprehensive exploration of the prompt space.
The failure-driven rule induction module aims at identifying
promising optimization direction by reflecting common errors
in generated test cases and guide the optimization process
by transforming the reflection results into rules. These rules
are then incorporated into the prompt to prevent recurring er-
rors. Furthermore, the domain contextual knowledge extraction
module provides LLMs with both in-file and cross-file context
information, such as inheritance relationship information, to
help them generate accurate test cases. The optimized prompt,
induced rules, and extracted context information are then
integrated together to form the final prompt for test case
generation. To evaluate the effectiveness of MAPS, we conduct
experiments on a popular benchmark Defects4J [16]. We
apply MAPS to three popular LLMs including ChatGPT [10],
Llama-3.1 [17], and Qwen2 [23] and compare it with four
state-of-the-art prompt optimization approaches. The experi-
mental results demonstrate that MAPS outperforms baseline
methods by a large margin, achieving a 6.19% higher line
coverage rate and a 5.03% higher branch coverage rate on
average. Besides, experiments on different LLMs reveal that
MAPS can effectively generate the most suitable prompt for
each LLMs, surpassing manually designed prompts.

Contributions. In summary, the main contributions of this
work are as follows:

1) To the best of our knowledge, this paper presents the first
study on automatically producing LLM-tailored prompt
for test case generation.

2) We propose a novel method MAPS that effectively im-
proves the prompt optimization process by integrating
diversity-guided prompt generation, failure-driven rule
induction and domain contextual knowledge extraction.

3) Extensive experiments on three popular LLMs demon-
strate that our method substantially outperforms baseline
approaches and effectively generate tailored prompts for
different LLMs.

Organization. The rest of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II describes the background ans shows our motivating
examples. Section III details the three components in the
proposed MAPS, including the domain contextual knowledge
extraction, diversity-guided prompt generation and failure-
driven rule induction. Section IV describes the evaluation
methods, including the research questions, datasets, baselines,
and implementation details. Section V presents the experimen-
tal results. Section VI discusses some cases and threats to
validity. Section VIII concludes the paper.

II. BACKGROUND AND MOTIVATING EXAMPLE

A. Background

In this work, we concentrate on black-box LLM-based
Automatic Prompt Optimization (APO) [18], [24], given the
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TABLE II: Examples of prompts generated by OPRO [25] in the optimization process. The underlined part represents the
similar pattern among the prompts.

Prompt
1. Create unit tests to verify the correctness of method implementations in the provided Java classes.
2. Create unit tests to validate the functionality of specific methods within the provided Java classes.
3. Create unit tests to ensure that the methods in the supplied Java classes behave as expected.
4. Create unit tests to confirm that the methods behave as expected and produce the correct results.

widespread adoption and powerful capabilities of black-box
LLMs. APO utilizes LLMs to optimize prompts by iteratively
searching for the most effective ones within the discrete space
of natural language. Formally, for a task, we work with a
black-box model M , a small development set Ddev , a test set
Dtest, and a scoring function s(·). APO aims at discovering an
advanced prompt p based on Ddev from the natural language
space that maximizes the performance of M on the test set
Dtest. The prompt p is expected to guide the model directly
generate high-quality responses instead of time-consuming
multi-iteration generation during test time. A typical APO
framework operates as follows. First, it begins with a set
of seed prompts which can be obtained either manually or
through automatic techniques. Then the seed prompts are used
to generate responses for Ddev via M and the responses are
evaluated using the scoring function s(·), such as the line
coverage rate in test case generation. Prompts that perform
well are retained, while those that do not are discarded.
Using the retained prompts, the APO methods query M to
generate new prompts. For example, a representative method
OPRO [25] generates new prompts by prompting LLMs with
the prompt “Generate an instruction that is different from all
the instructions and has a higher score than all the instructions
above”. The newly generated prompts will be integrated with
the retained prompts for next iteration optimization. After
several iterations, the best prompt on Ddev will be used as
the final optimized prompt for Dtest.

B. Motivating Examples

We first conduct a preliminary study by applying existing
APO methods to real-world test case generation on Defects4J
and find that it struggles to produce well-performing prompts.
By analyzing its optimized prompts and generated test cases,
we identify three main problems of current APO methods.

Observation 1 [Low Diversity of Prompts Generated
during Optimization Process]: First, upon inspection of the
prompts generated during the optimization process, we find
that they tend to exhibit similar phrases and lack diversity.
Table II presents some examples of prompts generated by
OPRO [25] which contain similar phrases such as “Create unit
tests to” and “the provided Java classes”. The low diversity
constrains the optimization process to a small portion of the
discrete natural language search space, limiting exploration
of potentially more effective alternative phrases. This makes
the search process susceptible to convergence at local optima
and yielding suboptimal performance. Therefore, to deal with
this problem, the first key idea of our method is to improve
the diversity of generated prompts by enforcing them to use
different modification methods in the optimization process.

// Focal method:
public class TimeSeries extends Series implements

Cloneable,Serializable{
public TimeSeries createCopy(int start, int end)
throws CloneNotSupportedException {
if(start < 0){throw new IllegalArgumentException
("Requires start >= 0.");}
if(end < start){throw new
IllegalArgumentException("Requires start <= end.
");}
...

// Test case generated by seed prompt:
public void testCreateCopy_empty() {
TimeSeries timeSeries = new TimeSeries("Test");

TimeSeries copy = timeSeries.createCopy(0,

timeSeries.getItemCount()-1);

...
// Test case generated by optimized prompt:
public void testCreateCopy_empty() {
TimeSeries timeSeries = new TimeSeries("EmptyTest"

);

TimeSeries copy = timeSeries.createCopy(0,

timeSeries.getItemCount()-1);

...

Listing 1: One example showing recurring errors made by
the seed prompt and optimized prompt. The error lines are
highlighted in red.

Observation 2 [Recurring Common Errors Across It-
erations]: Additionally, by analyzing the generated test cases
on Ddev in different iterations, we find that the test cases
generated by optimized prompts tend to exhibit the same
errors as the unoptimized ones. For example, as shown in
Listing 1, both the test cases generated by the seed prompt and
the optimized prompt lack exception handling statements and
encounter the same runtime errors. Existing prompt optimiza-
tion methods rely solely on current prompts without proper
guidance, making it difficult to achieve directed improvements
and address the errors made by current prompts. To tackle
these challenges, we propose to leverage failed test cases
to identify shortcomings in current prompts. Specifically, we
make LLMs reflect common errors in generated test cases
and softly incorporate the reflection outputs into prompts as
concise rules to help LLMs avoid making recurring errors.

// Focal method:
public abstract class AbstractCategoryItemRenderer

extends AbstractRenderer implements
CategoryItemRenderer,
Cloneable, PublicCloneable, Serializable {
public CategoryItemLabelGenerator
getItemLabelGenerator

...
// Test case:
public void testFindRangeBoundsValidDataset() {

AbstractCategoryItemRenderer renderer =

new AbstractCategoryItemRenderer();
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Test Cases & 
Feedback

Generation & 
Evaluation

Seed 
Prompts

Initialization

① Domain Contextual Knowledge Extraction

Current Prompts

xN
Specifically, please follow the 
following rules   ...

Write diverse unit tests for a 
Java class by  ...

public void 
setTickLabelInsets ...

Focal Method

Domain 
Knowledge
Augmentation

Modification methods

1. identify exceptional scenarios ...

2. expose potential bugs ...

3. cover both typical and atypical ...

...

Prompts Cov rate Search Space

New Prompts GenerationModification Generation

① Write unit ...

② Write unit ...

③ Write test ...

④ Write unit ...

25.69%

27.25%

21.41%

26.05%
selected 
prompts

Prompts Selection

② Diversity-guided Prompt Generation

③ Failure-driven Rule Induction

Rule ValidationError ReflectionFailure Information Selection

weighted 
sampling

2×0.88

3×0.91

4×0.15

Reflection:
This error is induced by 
[xxx]. To avoid this 
problem we can [xxx]

Transformation:
[rule 1]:
...

Temporal 
prompt 1

new 
prompts

12 3

Temporal 
prompt 2

Temporal 
prompt 3

Local Context Global Context

Class A

Class B

Class C

Class D

++

Update

Fig. 1: Overview of MAPS ’s workflow.

...

Listing 2: One example illustrating the issue of lacking domain
context information. The error lines are highlighted in red.

Observation 3 [Lack of Domain Contextual Knowl-
edge]: Finally, we thoroughly analyzed the focal meth-
ods where all prompts and LLMs failed to generate
correct test cases. The primary issue identified is the
lack of domain contextual knowledge. As illustrated in
Listing 2, the given focal method is from an abstract
class “AbstractCategoryItemRenderer”. The gener-
ated test case directly initialize with an abstract class which
leads to the error: “AbstractCategoryItemRenderer
is abstract; cannot be instantiated”. Without knowledge of
its subclasses, LLMs cannot generate test cases that correctly
initialize this class and invoke the method. Therefore, another
key idea of MAPS is to extract the relevant domain contextual
information and provide it to the LLMs for capturing contex-
tual knowledge.

III. PROPOSED APPROACH

A. Overview

We provide an overview of MAPS’s workflow in Fig. 1.
MAPS starts with a set of seed prompts and augments
the focal methods with both in-file and cross-file context
information through the 1 domain contextual knowledge
extraction module. In each iteration, MAPS first evaluates
the performance of the current prompts on the small de-
velopment set. The 2 diversity-guided prompt generation
module then selects the top-performing prompts and infers
diverse modification methods, which are used to help generate
creates varied prompts. In the 3 failure-driven rule induction
module, MAPS aggregates and selects representative failure
information from failed test cases and induces concise rules
to avoid such failures using a reflection-validation method.
As shown in Algorithm 1, this iterative optimization process
continues until reaching the maximum iteration number I .

Algorithm 1 Algorithm of MAPS

Input: Iteration number I , Seed prompt P , Domain contex-
tual knowledge C, LLM M

Output: Final prompt
1: R← ∅, H ← ∅ ▷ Initialize the set of rules R and

handled failures H in previous iteration
2: for each i in I do
3: Evaluate FORMAT(P , R, C) on the sampled develop-

ment set
4: P , NR, NH = PROMPTIMPROVEMENT(P , R, H , M ,

C)
5: R← R ∪NR, H ← H ∪NH

6: p← SELECTTOP(P, 1) ▷ Select the best prompt from P
7: return FORMAT(p, R, C) ▷ Formalize the final prompt

Finally, the best-optimized instruction from diversity-guided
prompt generation, induced rules, and extracted context infor-
mation are integrated to construct the final prompt for test case
generation. Fig. 2 illustrates the format of the final prompt. In
the following sections, we will introduce these three modules
in details.

B. Domain Contextual Knowledge Extraction

The domain contextual knowledge extraction module aims
to provide LLMs with related project-level context infor-
mation, enabling them to generate accurate test cases. As
illustrated in Fig. 2, the contextual knowledge is divided
into two categories: in-file contextual knowledge and cross-
file contextual knowledge.

• In-file Contextual Knowledge contains the class sig-
nature, focal method, and the signatures of member
methods. The class signature includes the type and name
of the class containing the focal method, which could
help LLMs avoid direct initialization of abstract or private
classes. The focal method is the specific method to gen-
erate test cases. Following previous research [5], [9], we
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Focal 
method

with In-file 
Context

Cross-file 
Context

// Avaible SubClasses:
// public class CategoryAxis extends Axis implements Cloneable, Serializable {

// Class definition of input parameters:
// public class RectangleInsets implements Serializable {
     public RectangleInsets(double top, double left, double bottom, double right) { 
       this(UnitType.ABSOLUTE, top, left, bottom, right); 
     }
     public RectangleInsets(UnitType unitType, double top, double left, double bottom, double right)
     ...

Invocation

Inheritance 

public abstract class Axis implements Cloneable, Serializable {

    public void setTickLabelInsets(RectangleInsets insets) { 
        if(insets==null) {
            throw new IllegalArgumentException("Null 'insets' argument."); 
        } 
        if (!this.tickLabelInsets.equals(insets)) { 
            this.tickLabelInsets = insets; 
            notifyListeners(new AxisChangeEvent(this)); 
        } 
    }

    RectangleInsets getTickLabelInsets(); 
    void setTickLabelInsets(RectangleInsets insets);
    ...

Class signature

Focal method

Member methods

Specifically, please follow the following rules when generating test cases: 
1. Ensure that all necessary classes are imported at the beginning of the test file to prevent errors  ...
2. Ensure that classes have constructors that match the required parameter types and consider  ...
...

Write diverse unit tests for a Java class by covering a wide range of scenarios, including normal cases, 
edge cases, failure cases, and boundary cases to ensure high test coverage ...

Induced
Rules 

Optimized 
Instruction

Focal Method 
With Domain
Contextual 
Knowledge

Fig. 2: An illustration of the format of final prompt and extracted context information.

also incorporate the function signatures of other member
methods within the class, as the focal method may invoke
them, and these signatures can guide the correct usage of
these functions.

• Cross-file Contextual Knowledge refers to the con-
text information from other files within the project. We
propose to extract two types of cross-file information
that are critical for test case generation but ignored in
previous work, namely class inheritance information and
class invocation information. For focal methods from
abstract or private classes, we scan the entire project to
locate their subclasses and extract the class signatures.
This subclass information enables LLMs to properly
instantiate the class within the test case. Furthermore, for
the class invocation information, we identify the types
of arguments in the focal method, trace the definitions
of user-defined types, and extract their signatures and
constructors. This invocation information aids LLMs in
using correct input arguments for the focal method.

C. Diversity-guided Prompt Generation

The diversity-guided prompt generation module aims at
producing diverse prompts to foster a more comprehensive
exploration of the prompt space by enforcing them to use
different modification methods. As illustrated in Fig. 1 2
and Algorithm 2, after evaluating the performance of current
prompts on the evaluation set, MAPS selects the top-K
prompts with the highest average line coverage and branch
coverage. Using these selected samples, MAPS first leverages
the LLM M to generate N distinct modification methods for
the current prompts based on a modification prompt template
shown in Fig. 3 (a) (Lines 4), where N = SIZE(P )−K and
SIZE(P ) indicates the number of seed prompts, to maintain a

constant prompt number following previous work [18]. These
modification methods serve as diverse exploration directions
within the discrete natural language search space. MAPS
then leverages LLM M to generate new prompts based on
each modification method sequentially (Lines 5-7). Finally,
the selected prompts and the newly generated prompts are
combined to serve as the new prompts for the next iteration
of optimization.

D. Failure-driven Rule Induction

The failure-driven rule induction module aims at identifying
promising optimization direction by avoiding LLMs to make
recurring errors. It leverages common failures in generated test
cases to identify the parts where existing prompts most need
improvement and induces rules to optimize the prompt using
a reflection-validation method. As shown in Fig. 1 3 , this
process contains three phases: failure information selection,
error reflection, and rule validation. The details are illustrated
in Algorithm 2.

1) Failure Information Selection: To identify shortcomings
in current prompts, we propose to delve into the failed test
cases generated by current prompts and select their common
errors. Specifically, MAPS first collects the failed test cases
generated by the selected prompts SP associated with the
corresponding focal method and error messages. Then, MAPS
aggregates those failure information F based on the typical
DBSCAN [26] clustering algorithm (Lines 8). To determine
which failures to address in each iteration, we employ a
weighted sampling method. The weight of each cluster is
based on two factors: its size and the similarity of its failure
information to handled failures H in previous iterations. A
larger cluster size indicates a higher probability of the failure
type, so we assign a larger weight to it. As for the similarity
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Algorithm 2 PROMPTIMPROVEMENT

Input: Prompts P , Existing rules ER, Handled failures H , LLM M , Domain contextual knowledge C, New prompts number
N

Output: Optimized prompts OP , New induced rules NR, New handled failures NH
1: OP ← ∅, NR← ∅

// Diversity-guided Prompt Generation
2: SP ← SELECTTOP(P, SIZE(P )−N) ▷ Select the top K prompts from P
3: D ← generate N different modification methods using M
4: for each d in D do
5: p← generate new prompt using M based on SP and d
6: OP .insert(p)
7: OP ← OP ∪ SP

// Failure-driven Rule Induction
8: F ← CLUSTERFAILUREINFO(SP ) ▷ Clustering by DBSCAN
9: Fi ← SAMPLEREPRESENTATIVECLUSTER(H,F ) ▷ Sample by Eq. 2

10: (E,S)← REFLECTION(Fi) ▷ Prompt M to get explanations and solutions
11: R← SUMMARIZE(E,S) ▷ Prompt M to transform them into rules
12: for each r in R do
13: if FORMAT(SELECTTOP(P, 1), ER ∪ r, C) > FORMAT(SELECTTOP(P, 1), ER, C) then
14: NR.insert(r)
15: NR← SELECTTOP(NR, 1), NH ← Fi ▷ Select the best rule from NR if NR is not empty
16: return OP , NR, NH

with H , to prevent the model from getting stuck on the
same difficult-to-solve issues, MAPS measures the similarity
between the failures in each cluster and those in H , and assigns
a lower weight to clusters with higher similarity. Specifically,
the weight is calculated as follows:

simi = 1−max
h∈H

(
ED(fi, h)

max(len(fi), len(h))
) (1)

weighti =
size(fi) · simi∑n

j=1 size(fj) · simj
(2)

where ED(·) denotes edit distance, and size(·) denotes the
corresponding cluster size. fi and T denote the failure infor-
mation of the ith cluster’s center sample and handled failures
H in previous iterations, respectively.

2) Error Reflection: With the selected failure information
Fi, this part aims to enhance prompts by incorporating ef-
fective mitigation strategies to prevent LLMs from repeating
the same errors. First, MAPS chooses a few test cases whose
failure information exhibits the lowest Euclidean Distance to
the cluster center of Fi to construct the reflection prompt as
depicted in Fig. 3 (b). The reflection prompt is then used
to instruct the LLM M to provide detailed explanations and
solutions for the failure information (Lines 10). Additionally,
to ensure that the solutions can be applied to more examples
and not just the given ones, the reflection prompt also requires
the model to remove example-specific information and make
the solutions applicable to other similar cases. To avoid poten-
tial performance degradation brought by lengthy prompts [27],
[28], we propose a soft incorporation of reflection outputs by
converting them into concise rules. Specifically, MAPS tasks
LLM M with transforming the explanations and solutions
into structured rules R based on the transformation prompt
template as shown in Fig. 3 (c) (Lines 11).

3) Rule Validation: To maintain the quality of the induced
rules, this part aims at retaining only the most effective ones by
validating each newly generated rule and incorporating the best
one into the prompt. To this end, as shown in Lines 12 to 14
of Algorithm 2, MAPS first constructs temporary prompts for
each newly generated rule. The optimized instruction part of
the temporary prompts is from the best-performing one in P ,
and the induced rules part of the temporary prompts includes
both the existing rules ER and each newly generated rule
r. MAPS then evaluates the performance of the temporary
prompts on the sampled development set and incorporates the
rule corresponding to the temporary prompt that achieves the
highest performance into the final prompt (Lines 15).

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

A. Research Questions

In the evaluation, we focus on the following four research
questions:

RQ1: How effective is MAPS compared with existing
prompt optimization methods?

RQ2: Is MAPS able to generate tailored prompts for dif-
ferent LLMs?

RQ3: What is the impact of each module on the perfor-
mance of MAPS?

RQ4: How does MAPS’s performance vary under different
experimental settings?

To study RQ1, we conduct a comprehensive evaluation
of MAPS by comparing it with four representative prompt
optimization methods on three popular LLMs. For RQ2, we
assess MAPS’s ability to generate LLM-tailored prompts for
different LLMs by evaluating the performance of optimized
prompts produced by MAPS and manually designed prompts
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(a) Modification Prompt Template

You are a tutor and now you will help to write 
suggestions. Please wrap each suggestion with 
<START> and </END>.

Here are some prompts for Java unit test generation. 
Please write {N} different modification suggestions 
for those prompts to make the modified prompt can 
better help students understand this task and write 
diverse unit tests with a high coverage rate. 
{selected prompt 1}
...

System Prompt

User Prompt

(b) Reflection Prompt Template

You are a software engineer and now you will help to 
analyze the program and give suggestions.

Here are some examples of buggy unit tests along 
with their error messages. Please identify the causes 
of these errors and provide a strategy to avoid such 
errors in the future. Ensure that your 
recommendation is broadly applicable to similar 
types of errors.
{test case 1} {error information 1}
... 

System Prompt

User Prompt

(c) Transformation Prompt Template

You are a tutor and now you will help to write rules. 
Directly give the content of the rules.

Here are some examples of common mistakes 
students make when writing unit tests and their 
solutions. Based on these examples, please select 
one most effective rule and rewrite it into one 
precise sentence with the format "Ensure that ..." 
to help these students avoid these mistakes in 
future unit tests. 
{explanation and solution} 

System Prompt

User Prompt

Fig. 3: The prompt templates of MAPS. The complete ones can be found in our replication package [29].

TABLE III: Statistics of the Defects4J benchmark.

Project Abbr. Bug number Focal class Focal method

Commons-Cli Cli 29 13 645
Commons-Csv Csv 15 5 373
Gson Gson 17 15 220
Jfreechart Chart 26 24 1,318
Commons-Lang Lang 60 28 2,712

All 147 85 5,278

on different LLMs. For RQ3, we remove different modules of
MAPS to evaluate their individual contributions. For RQ4, we
investigate MAPS’s performance under different experimental
settings, including the number of seed prompts, the number of
generated prompts per iteration N , and the maximum iteration
number I .

B. Datasets and Metrics

We evaluate MAPS on the widely-used Defects4J [16]
dataset. Following previous studies [5], [9], we use five
commonly used Java projects from this dataset including
Apache Commons CLI, Apache Commons CSV, Google Gson,
JFreeChart, and Apache Commons Lang. For each project, we
use the fixed versions used by existing work [9] for evaluation.
These projects span diverse domains, including command-
line interface, data processing, serialization, visualization, and
utility libraries, respectively. Table III presents the overall
information on the dataset and the detailed information such
as specific versions and commit hashes can be found in
our replication package [29]. As for evaluation metrics, we
follow previous work [22], [30] and adopt two most popular
metrics to evaluate the performance of MAPS and the baseline
approaches:

• Line coverage (%) measures the percentage of code
lines executed during testing. It checks whether each line
of the source code is executed at least once, i.e., Line
Coverage(%) = Number of executed lines

Total number of lines × 100. Only the lines
covered by passed test cases are used for calculation.

• Branch coverage (%) measures the percentage of
branches executed during testing. It checks whether each
branch in control structures is executed, i.e., Branch
Coverage(%) = Number of executed branches

Total number of branches × 100. Only the
branches covered by passed test cases are used for
calculation.

C. Baselines

To provide a comprehensive evaluation, we experiment on
three popular LLMs and compare MAPS with four represen-
tative prompt optimization methods, with details as below.

For LLMs, we select the following powerful LLMs in code-
related tasks for evaluation:

• ChatGPT [10] is a popular model known for its versatile
capabilities across various fields such as code generation.
It is a closed-source model developed by OpenAI and
we use the latest version gpt-3.5-turbo-0125 in our ex-
periments.

• Llama-3.1 [17] is a family of state-of-the-art open-source
LLMs that have different sizes including 7B, 70B, and
405B. In this paper, we use the instruction-tuned Llama-
3.1-70B-Instruct for experiments.

• Qwen2 [23] is an open-source large language model that
achieves promising in a variety of code intelligence tasks.
It has a 128k context length to deal with project-level long
code. Specifically, we choose Qwen2-72B-Instruct in this
paper.

As for prompt optimization methods, we compare MAPS
with the basic prompt and four state-of-the-art prompt opti-
mization methods:

• Basic denotes the performance of the best seed prompt. It
is used to measure how much improvements could prompt
optimization methods to achieve.

• APE [19] is a typical prompt optimization method that di-
rectly asks LLMs to generate variants for current prompts
that can keep their semantic meanings in each iteration.

• OPRO [25] further incorporates the performance infor-
mation and lets the LLM generate new prompts that can
enhance the test accuracy based on existing prompts and
their performance.

• EVOPROMPT [18] is the state-of-the-art prompt opti-
mization method that generates new prompts based on
evolutionary operators. It has two versions: EVOPROMPT
(GA) and EVOPROMPT (DE), which use the Genetic
Algorithm, and Differential Evolution, respectively.

D. Implementation

In our experiments, the number of seed prompts, the number
of generated prompts per iteration N , and the maximum
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TABLE IV: Comparison with prompt optimization methods on ChatGPT. The number in “()” denotes the standard deviation.

Projects Chart Cli Csv Gson Lang Average

Line Coverage

Basic 47.41 36.76 37.49 22.42 57.58 45.56
APE 43.34 39.43 39.32 23.42 54.92 44.58

OPRO 44.52 42.49 38.96 25.71 53.70 45.13
EVOPROMPT (GA) 48.47 45.71 38.59 21.82 56.34 46.63
EVOPROMPT (DE) 49.60 42.88 39.87 24.17 53.39 45.89

MAPS 51.56 (0.66) 58.88 (1.14) 50.05 (1.02) 25.17 (0.60) 61.35 (0.42) 53.80 (0.04)

Branch Coverage

Basic 33.07 23.27 32.39 14.21 46.19 34.24
APE 33.72 24.30 34.32 15.53 44.59 34.25

OPRO 33.86 28.26 32.78 16.94 42.46 34.28
EVOPROMPT (GA) 34.36 31.64 34.18 14.53 45.07 35.88
EVOPROMPT (DE) 35.70 29.32 34.24 16.04 43.27 35.11

MAPS 38.68 (0.25) 41.54 (1.58) 39.53 (1.75) 16.20 (0.40) 51.11 (0.40) 41.84 (0.26)

iteration number I are set to 5, 2, and 5, respectively.
The impact of different experimental settings is discussed
in Section V-D. We repeat MAPS three times and report
its average results and variance to eliminate the influence
of sampling and fluctuations in LLM. During the prompt
optimization stage, we randomly sample ten bugs from the
Defects4J benchmark as our development set Ddev and use all
bugs as test set Dtest. We present the sampled development
set Ddev in our replication package [29]. To save manual
efforts, we obtain the seed prompts automatically by ChatGPT
and the existing Automatic Prompt Engineer method [19].
To ensure a fair comparison, we use the same development
set and seed prompts for our tool and all baseline methods.
The seed prompts, and all prompt templates used in our work
can be found in our replication package [29]. We conduct all
experiments on an Ubuntu 20.04 server with a 112-core Intel
Xeon Platinum CPU.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. RQ1: Performance Evaluation

To evaluate the effectiveness of MAPS in test case gen-
eration, we compare it with four representative prompt op-
timization methods across three popular LLMs. Tables IV-
VI present the performance of MAPS along with baseline
methods on Defects4J. For each method, we provide the
average performance across all bugs, as well as detailed
average results for each project. Based on these results, we
derive the following findings.

Existing prompt optimization methods struggle to pro-
duce effective prompts for test case generation. By com-
paring the performance of the basic prompt and four baseline
methods, we can observe that existing methods struggle to pro-
duce effective prompts for test case generation. Specifically, as
shown in Table IV, the best-performing baseline, EVOPROMPT
(GA), can only achieve 1.07% and 1.64% improvements over
the basic prompt in line coverage and branch coverage, respec-
tively. Moreover, methods like APE and OPRO even perform
worse than the basic prompt in terms of line coverage, with
decreases of 0.98% and 0.43%, respectively. This suggests that

simply combining and mutating existing prompts is difficult
to produce effective prompts for test case generation.

MAPS achieves substantial improvement over baseline
methods. As can be seen in Table IV-VI, MAPS consid-
erably outperforms the baseline methods across all LLMs.
For example, compared with the strongest baseline method,
EVOPROMPT (GA), MAPS achieves an average improvement
of 6.19% and 5.03% in line coverage and branch coverage,
respectively. These results demonstrate the effectiveness of
MAPS in finding effective prompts within the vast search
space.

The performance of different LLMs on different projects
varies. By comparing the performance on different projects
across different LLMs, we further observe that different LLMs
tend to perform well on different projects. For instance,
as shown in Table IV-VI, although the overall performance
of ChatGPT and Llama-3.1 with basic prompts are similar,
their performance on individual projects exhibits large differ-
ences. Specifically, on the Lang project, ChatGPT outperforms
Llama-3.1 and Qwen2 by 4.69% and 15.47% in terms of
line coverage, respectively; while on the Csv project, the
performance of ChatGPT is much worse than Llama-3.1 and
Qwen2, with a decrease of 5.70% and 3.24% in terms of
line coverage, respectively. This indicates that different LLMs
tend to excel in different domains and also demonstrates the
importance of building tailored prompts for different LLMs.

MAPS could achieve higher improvements on the
projects that the seed prompts do not perform well. At
last, as shown in Table IV-VI, we find that the improvements
achieved by MAPS on different projects also vary across
different LLMs. For instance, in the Lang project, the relative
improvement on ChatGPT and Qwen2 are 6.55% and 14.98%,
respectively; whereas in the Csv project, the improvement on
ChatGPT and Qwen2 are 33.50% and 22.27%, respectively.
These results demonstrate that MAPS can achieve a higher
increase on projects where LLMs do not excel, and it can
provide directed improvements tailored to different LLMs.
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TABLE V: Comparison with prompt optimization methods on Llama-3.1. The number in “()” denotes the standard deviation.

Projects Chart Cli Csv Gson Lang Average

Line Coverage

Basic 46.52 45.99 43.19 22.81 52.89 45.93
APE 45.05 46.26 42.17 21.56 50.98 44.70

OPRO 45.45 44.39 42.81 23.39 54.09 45.95
EVOPROMPT (GA) 45.95 45.82 42.70 24.70 54.24 46.52
EVOPROMPT (DE) 45.70 44.96 43.24 22.77 52.29 45.34

MAPS 49.68 (0.21) 51.83 (1.54) 44.05 (0.19) 26.38 (0.96) 58.56 (1.49) 50.59 (0.56)

Branch Coverage

Basic 35.46 28.55 36.92 16.83 42.73 35.06
APE 34.54 28.49 35.52 16.37 41.58 34.22

OPRO 34.85 26.61 37.25 16.86 43.20 34.80
EVOPROMPT (GA) 34.71 29.28 35.51 16.74 43.01 35.03
EVOPROMPT (DE) 34.82 29.28 36.95 17.00 42.62 35.07

MAPS 37.73 (0.68) 35.06 (0.27) 39.02 (1.14) 19.36 (0.65) 48.24 (1.69) 39.50 (0.68)

TABLE VI: Comparison with prompt optimization methods on Qwen2. The number in “()” denotes the standard deviation.

Projects Chart Cli Csv Gson Lang Average

Line Coverage

Basic 39.75 36.80 40.73 26.51 42.11 38.70
APE 39.52 34.76 45.73 23.83 44.44 39.41

OPRO 40.84 38.51 38.94 26.41 33.41 35.49
EVOPROMPT (GA) 39.08 36.49 37.50 21.23 43.56 38.17
EVOPROMPT (DE) 39.08 36.49 37.50 21.23 43.56 38.17

MAPS 44.37 (3.56) 47.56 (0.40) 49.80 (3.48) 29.75 (1.29) 48.42 (2.16) 45.51 (1.28)

Branch Coverage

Basic 30.88 23.79 32.55 18.18 30.55 28.05
APE 31.07 21.35 36.22 16.79 33.27 28.92

OPRO 32.47 26.76 29.58 19.92 25.26 26.66
EVOPROMPT (GA) 30.81 22.16 29.71 13.84 33.14 27.98
EVOPROMPT (DE) 30.81 22.16 29.71 13.84 33.14 27.98

MAPS 30.58 (3.26) 31.73 (1.44) 36.30 (2.83) 18.98 (2.01) 37.11 (1.51) 32.71 (1.43)

TABLE VII: Evaluation of MAPS in generating tailored prompts for different LLMs.

Approach ChatGPT Llama-3.1 Qwen2 ChatGPT Llama-3.1 Qwen2

Line Coverage Branch Coverage

ChatGPT’s final prompt 53.80 41.92 35.98 41.84 32.31 26.87
Llama-3.1’s final prompt 51.35 50.59 44.94 40.05 39.50 34.43

Qwen2’s final prompt 51.14 43.98 45.51 38.39 32.97 32.71
Manually-designed prompt 48.55 48.46 42.85 37.55 37.60 31.88

Answer to RQ1: MAPS effectively enhances prompts for
test case generation. It consistently outperforms all baseline
methods across various LLMs, achieving a 6.19% higher
line coverage rate and a 5.03% higher branch coverage rate
compared to the strongest baseline.

B. RQ2: LLM-Tailored Prompt Generation Evaluation

In this RQ, we study whether MAPS could generate tailored
prompts for different LLMs. To achieve this, we evaluate
the performance of the three final prompts obtained by three
models on each model. Additionally, we also compare the
prompt used in [13] to validate whether the prompt built
by MAPS could outperform the manually-designed prompt.
The experimental results are depicted in Table VII. The
detailed results on each project can be found in our replication

package [29]. Based on the results, we have the following
observations:

The performance of different prompts varies a lot. By
comparing the performance of each final prompt on different
models. We can find that the performance of different prompts
on the same LLM varies a lot. Specifically, the line coverage
rate and branch coverage rate of Llama-3.1 on different final
prompts range from 41.92%-50.59% and 32.31%-39.50%,
respectively, which further demonstrates the importance of
automated generating tailored prompts for different LLMs.

MAPS effectively produces tailored prompts for dif-
ferent LLMs. As in Table VII, we can observe that each
model tends to achieve the best performance on their own
final prompt. For example, the performance of ChatGPT’s final
prompt outperforms the final prompt obtained by Llama-3.1



JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 18, NO. 9, SEPTEMBER 2020 10

TABLE VIII: Ablation Study of MAPS.

Approach Line Coverage Branch Coverage

ChatGPT

MAPS 53.80 41.84
w/o Domain contextual knowledge extraction 44.16 33.31

w/o Diversity-guided prompt generation 45.59 34.04
w/o Failure-driven rule induction 46.86 37.08

Only domain contextual knowledge extraction 48.03 35.76

Llama-3.1

MAPS 50.59 39.50
w/o Domain contextual knowledge extraction 45.37 34.73

w/o Diversity-guided prompt generation 49.68 38.35
w/o Failure-driven rule induction 49.73 38.88

Only domain contextual knowledge extraction 49.48 37.95

Qwen2

MAPS 45.51 32.71
w/o Domain contextual knowledge extraction 42.12 29.73

w/o Diversity-guided prompt generation 43.81 32.10
w/o Failure-driven rule induction 43.92 31.58

Only domain contextual knowledge extraction 40.56 30.21

and Qwen2 by 2.45% and 2.66% in terms of line coverage on
ChatGPT. This indicates that MAPS could effectively produce
tailored prompts for each LLM.

Prompts optimized by MAPS outperform manually-
designed prompts. Additionally, the prompt obtained by
MAPS also outperforms the line coverage of manually-
designed prompt by 5.25%, 2.13%, and 2.66% on ChatGPT,
Llama-3.1, and Qwen2, respectively. These results demon-
strate MAPS’s efficacy in automatically crafting effective,
LLM-tailored prompts.

Answer to RQ2: The performance of different prompts
varies a lot and MAPS could effectively produce tailored
prompts for different LLMs.

C. RQ3: Ablation Study

We conduct ablation studies to validate the effectiveness of
each module in our method, i.e. domain contextual knowledge
extraction, diversity-guided prompt generation, and failure-
driven rule induction. The average results for each method are
presented in Table VIII, with detailed results for each project
available in our replication package [29].

Domain contextual knowledge extraction. We conduct
this experiment by removing the cross-file context information
in the final prompt. As can be seen in Table VIII, excluding
the cross-file context information dramatically degrades per-
formance across all LLMs. Specifically, the branch coverage
rate drops by 8.53%, 4.77%, and 2.98% on ChatGPT, Llama-
3.1, and Qwen2, respectively. These results demonstrate the
effectiveness of integrating project context information to help
LLMs generate accurate test cases.

Diversity-guided prompt generation. To validate the effec-
tiveness of diversity-guided prompt generation, we experiment
by replacing the optimized instruction part of the final prompt
with the one produced by the best baseline method. As shown
in Table VIII, removing the diversity-guided prompt genera-
tion leads to a consistent drop in all tasks and metrics. For
example, the line coverage rate decreases by 8.21%, 1.01%,
and 1.70% on ChatGPT, Llama-3.1, and Qwen2, respectively,

which demonstrates the importance of prompt diversity in the
search space exploration process.

Failure-driven rule induction. We conduct this experiment
by removing the induced rules in the final prompt. From
Table VIII, we can observe that without failure-driven rule
induction, the performance of MAPS drops a lot across all
LLMs. Specifically, in ChatGPT, the line coverage decreases
by 6.94% and branch coverage by 4.76%, respectively. This
indicates the benefits of using LLM-induced rules to guide the
optimization process and avoid LLMs making recurring errors.
We further show some cases in Section VI-A for illustration.

Only domain contextual knowledge extraction. As the
domain contextual knowledge extraction module provides the
most significant performance gains, we further evaluate how
much could this module only bring to the basic prompt to
ensure fairness in comparison. We conduct this experiment by
removing both the diversity-guided prompt generation module
and the failure-driven rule induction module. As shown in
Table VIII, removing both these two parts lead to substantial
performance to MAPS. Specifically, solely involving the do-
main contextual knowledge extraction can only bring limited
improvement over the basic prompt, i.e., improving the line
coverage and branch coverage for Qwen2 by 1.86% and
2.16%, respectively. Its performance still falls behind MAPS
by a large margin, which indicates that simply combining
basic prompt and the context information without further
optimization can not achieve satisfactory performance.

Answer to RQ3: All modules in MAPS contribute to the
performance. Removing the domain contextual knowledge
extraction part leads to the largest performance decreases.

D. RQ4: Parameter Analysis

In this section, we study how different experimental set-
tings affect the performance of MAPS and baseline methods,
including the number of seed prompts, the number of gener-
ated prompts N , and the maximum iteration number I . As
these parameters primarily influence the prompt optimization
process, we report their performance on the development set in
this section. In each study, we vary only the parameter under
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Fig. 4: Parameter analysis of number of seed prompts and generated prompts on ChatGPT.
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(c) Qwen2.

Fig. 5: Parameter analysis of the Iteration number.

analysis and keep others constant. For the analysis on number
of seed prompts and generated prompts, we only present the
results on ChatGPT; the complete results are available in our
replicate package [29].

Number of seed prompt. We conduct experiments to
evaluate how MAPS and baseline methods perform under dif-
ferent numbers of seed prompts. Specifically, we use the best-
performing baseline EVOPROMPT (GA) and set the number of
seed prompts to 3, 4, 5, and 6 respectively. From Fig. 4 (a),
we can observe that MAPS consistently achieves better perfor-
mance across different numbers of seed prompts. Additionally,
by comparing the performance under different numbers of seed
prompts, we can find that MAPS and EVOPROMPT (GA) tend
to achieve better performance with a larger number of seed
prompts, and the improvements over five seed prompts are
marginal. Therefore, we set the number of seed prompts to
five in this paper.

Number of generated prompt. We also study the effect
of a number of generated prompts by varying it from 1 to 3.
As shown in Fig. 4 (b), MAPS consistently achieves better
performance across different numbers of generated prompts.
While a larger number of generated prompts can lead to better
performance, it also increases costs. Therefore, we set the
number of generated prompts to two in this experiment.

Maximum iteration number. In this study, we vary the
number of maximum iteration number from 1 to 3 and inves-
tigate the performance of prompts in each iteration. We present
the results of the best prompt generated by MAPS and each
baseline method on the development set. Iteration 0 represents

the performance of the basic prompt without optimization
by MAPS. As shown in Fig. 5, MAPS achieves the best
performance in most cases. Specifically, MAPS outperforms
baseline methods by at least 7.94% in line coverage when the
maximum iteration number is set to three. Additionally, due
to low prompt diversity, baseline methods tend to converge
to local optima in the first iteration and fail to achieve
further improvement. In contrast, MAPS continually enhances
performance with each iteration.

Answer to RQ4: MAPS consistently achieves the best
performance across different parameter settings. Our hyper-
parameter settings, with the number of seed prompts set to
5, N to 2, and I to 5, achieve effective results.

VI. DISCUSSION

A. Case study
To better understand how MAPS improves test case gen-

eration, we present two examples of the final prompts cre-
ated by MAPS and the resulting test cases from these
final prompts. First, Fig 6 (a) shows the final prompt
for Llama-3.1, along with the generated test case based
on the focal method in Listing 1. We can find that by
following the second induced rule, Llama-3.1 correctly
generates a test case that uses the “try {...} catch
(IllegalArgumentException e)” in the test method.
Second, Fig 6 (b) illustrates another example using Chat-
GPT, where the focal method is taken from Listing 2. Com-
pared to the incorrect test case generated by the baseline
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Write a comprehensive set of unit tests for the given 
Java class, covering both happy paths and edge 
cases, to ensure that all methods behave correctly 
under various input scenarios, aiming for a minimum 
code coverage of 90%. 
Specifically, please follow the following rules when 
writing test cases: 
1. Ensure that all necessary classes, methods, and 
fields are properly imported and correctly spelled and 
capitalized ...  
2. Ensure that when calling a method that throws a 
checked exception ...  either wrap the call in a try-
catch block to handle the exception or declare the 
exception to be thrown by the test method using the 
`throws` keyword.
// Focal method ...

public void 
testCreateCopyEmptyItemTimeSeries()
throws CloneNotSupportedException{
  TimeSeries series = new TimeSeries();
  int start = 0;
  int end = timeSeries.getItemCount()-1;
  try {series.createCopy(start, end);}  
  catch (IllegalArgumentException e) {
  ...

Final prompt of Llama-3.1

Test case generated by final prompt

(a) Case study on Llama-3.1.

Write diverse unit tests for a Java class by covering a wide range of 
scenarios, including normal cases, edge cases, failure cases, and 
boundary cases to ensure high test coverage and validation of the 
methods' correctness. 
Specifically, please follow the following rules when writing test cases: 
1. Ensure that all necessary classes are imported at the beginning of 
the test file to prevent errors  ... 
2. Ensure that classes have constructors that match the required 
parameter types and consider using factory methods or the builder 
pattern for flexibility in object creation ...
// Focal method:
public abstract class AbstractCategoryItemRenderer {
    public Range findRangeBounds(CategoryDataset dataset) {
        ...
// Avaible SubClasses:
// public class AreaRenderer extends AbstractCategoryItemRenderer 
implements Cloneable, PublicCloneable, Serializable
// ...

public void testAreaRendererFindRangeBoundsEmptyDataset() 
{
  AreaRenderer areaRenderer = new AreaRenderer();
  CategoryDataset dataset = new DefaultCategoryDataset();
  Range range = areaRenderer.findRangeBounds(dataset);
  assertNull(range);
}

Final prompt of ChatGPT

Test case generated by final prompt

(b) Case study on ChatGPT.

Fig. 6: Two cases showing the difference of optimized prompts from different models and how the optimized prompt help
generate correct test case.

prompt in Listing 2, the cross-file contextual knowledge in
the optimized prompt allows the model to correctly ini-
tialize the “AbstractCategoryItemRenderer” class.
Additionally, by comparing two final prompts obtained by
MAPS, we observe that the induced rules for Llama-3.1 and
ChatGPT are different. The first rules of these two methods
are similar, but Llama-3.1’s second rule focuses on exception
handling, whereas ChatGPT’s concerns method parameters.
This indicates that these models tend to make different types
of errors, and MAPS can effectively introduce tailored rules
for different LLMs.

Moreover, by calculating the average edit distance of
prompts obtained in each optimization iteration by MAPS,
we find that it generates more diverse prompts during the
optimization process. Specifically, the average edit distance
of prompts from MAPS is 27.0, remarkably larger than that
of OPRO, which averages only 9.3 edits, as shown in Table II.
This further demonstrates MAPS’s effectiveness in generating
diverse prompts during the optimization process.

B. Comparison with Other Methods
To comprehensively study the advantages and limitations

of LLMs-based test case generation methods compared with
traditional approaches and previous deep learning-based ap-
proaches, we compare ChatGPT+MAPS with two baseline
methods including Randoop [4] and A3Test [9]. Randoop [4]
is a widely used automated software testing tool that employs
random fuzzing on unit APIs to construct prefixes that lead the

TABLE IX: Comparison of Randoop, A3Test, ChatTESTER,
and MAPS.

Projects Line Coverage Branch Coverage

Randoop 49.51 34.45
A3Test 34.11 15.72

ChatGPT+Basic 45.56 34.24
ChatGPT+MAPS 53.80 41.84

unit into noteworthy states. A3Test [9] is a state-of-the-art non-
LLM-based deep learning model that fine-tunes PLBART [31]
for test case generation. For Randoop, we reproduce it based
on the “gen_tests.pl” script provided in Defects4J. For
A3Test, we reproduce the results based on A3Test’s replicate
package [32].

Table IX presents the experimental results in terms of line
coverage and branch coverage. Compared to three baseline
methods, ChatGPT+MAPS achieves the highest line coverage
(i.e., 53.80%) and branch coverage (i.e., 41.84%), outperform-
ing traditional methods by at least 4.29% and 7.39%, re-
spectively. This demonstrates MAPS’s effectiveness in helping
LLMs generate test cases with high coverage. Besides, when
comparing the performance of Randoop, ChatGPT+basic, and
ChatGPT+MAPS, we can find that the performance of Chat-
GPT+basic is lower than traditional method Randoop, meaning
that simply prompting LLMs can not achieve satisfactory
results, while MAPS can produce suitable prompts for LLMs
and make LLMs outperform traditional methods.
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Although these are also other LLM-based methods such as
ChatUniTest [13], we do not compare with them because our
research is orthogonal to them. MAPS focuses on optimizing
tailored prompts for test case generation. It can be further
combined with existing methods such as incorporating static
information [22] or multi-turn refinement method [13] and
achieve better performance.

C. Threats to Validity

We identify two main threats to the validity of our study:
Limited LLMs. Given the rapid development of large

language models, some models are not covered in this paper.
To mitigate this issue, we select the three most representative
and popular LLMs that contain both open-source models
and closed-source models. Additionally, MAPS is model-
agnostic and does not require access to the model’s parameters.
Therefore, we believe MAPS can also achieve improvements
on other LLMs.

Limited Programming Languages. In this paper, we con-
duct experiments using the Defects4J benchmark, which only
contains Java projects. This benchmark is popular and widely
used in previous work. Furthermore, our method is language-
agnostic and can be easily adapted to other programming
languages. In the future, we plan to conduct experiments on
more datasets including those with languages such as Python.

VII. RELATED WORK

A. Automatic Prompt Optimization

Automatically discovering optimal prompts has emerged as
an important challenge in the era of LLMs [19], [33]. Most ex-
isting methods follow an iterative prompt optimization process.
They start with a set of seed prompts and iteratively synthesize
new prompt candidates, evaluating their performance to select
the top ones for the next iteration. For example, APE [19] is a
typical prompt optimization method that directly asks LLMs
to generate variants of current prompts while maintaining
their semantic meanings in each iteration. OPRO [25] further
incorporates the performance information and lets the LLM
generate new prompts that can enhance the test accuracy based
on existing prompts and their performance. EVOPROMPT [18]
is the state-of-the-art prompt optimization method that gen-
erates new prompts based on evolutionary operators. It has
two versions: EVOPROMPT (GA) and EVOPROMPT (DE),
which use the Genetic Algorithm, and Differential Evolution,
respectively. Different from those works, this paper focuses on
LLM-tailored prompt optimization for test case generation and
investigates improving the exploration of the search process.

B. Test Case Generation

Traditional methods like Randoop [4] utilize random
fuzzing on unit APIs to construct prefixes that lead the
unit into noteworthy states. Evosuite [7] is a search-based
test generation strategy that employs evolutionary algorithms
to autonomously craft test suites for Java classes aimed at
improving coverage rate. A series of recent studies [5], [34],
[35] have employed deep learning techniques by training

models to convert target methods into their corresponding test
cases or assertions. A series of recent studies [5], [36] have
employed deep learning techniques for test case generation
by formulating the test case generation as a neural machine
translation task and train models to convert target methods
into their corresponding test cases or assertions. For example,
AthenaTest [5] fine-tunes BART [8] on a dataset designed
for test generation. A3Test [9] further incorporates assertion
knowledge and a test signature verification mechanism for
achieving better results. Recently, leveraging advancements in
LLMs, test case generation approaches based on LLMs have
also been proposed and shown promising results. For example,
CodaMOSA [37] leverages LLMs to provide example test
cases for under-covered functions when search-based testing
hits a coverage stall. ChatTESTER [13] incorporates ChatGPT
along with an iterative test refiner to generate tests. Different
from those works, our method serves as the first LLM-
tailored prompt generation method for test case generation and
can be further combined with existing methods to enhance
their performance. Besides, our method aims at to directly
avoid generating low-quality test cases with an optimized
prompt instead of time-consuming multi-iteration generation
and fixing during test time.

C. LLMs for Software Engineering

Large Language Models have recently been widely adopted
for various software engineering tasks due to their impressive
performance in both code generation and understanding [38]–
[41]. For example, Yuan et al. [13] evaluate the performance
of ChatGPT for test case generation and improve it by iterative
test refiner. Gao et al. [14] investigate how to set the in-context
demonstration for ChatGPT for code summarization and code
generation tasks. CHATRepair [42] iteratively evaluates pro-
grams on test cases and feeds the error messages to LLMs
for further patch generation. Self-edit [43] utilizes compiler
error messages to enhance the correctness of code generation.
Li et al. [44] investigates the feasibility of slicing commer-
cial black-box LLMs using medium-sized backbone models.
SBLLM [45] combines search-based methods and LLMs to
iteratively improve code efficiency. DeepSeek-Coder [46] is an
open-source Mixture-of-Experts (MoE) code language model
that achieves state-of-the-art performance across various code
intelligence tasks. StarCoder 2 [47] is an advanced LLM
trained in 600+ programming languages. It is trained on the
Stack2 [47] dataset and natural language text from Wikipedia,
Arxiv, and GitHub issues. Magicoder [48] is a recent model
trained on synthetic instruction data enhanced with open-
source code snippets. It proposes OSS-INSTRUCT which
produces diverse and realistic instruction tuning data from
open-source code snippets to address the biases typically found
in synthetic data generated by LLMs.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced a novel automatic LLM-tailored
prompt generation method MAPS for test case generation.
During the optimization process, MAPS generates diverse
candidate prompts to facilitate the exploration of the prompt
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search space and induces rules from failure cases to avoid
recurring errors. Additionally, MAPS integrates various do-
main contextual knowledge for generating correct test cases in
practical projects. Extensive experiments on Defects4J show
that MAPS outperforms existing prompt optimization meth-
ods. The replicate package of this work is publicly available
at https:// zenodo.org/records/14287744.
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