arXiv:2410.12843v1 [cs.CL] 9 Oct 2024

Exploring Prompt Engineering: A Systematic
Review with SWOT Analysis

Aditi Singh, Abul Ehtesham, Gaurav Kumar Gupta, Nikhil Kumar Chatta, Saket Kumar, Tala Talaei Khoei

Abstract—In this paper, we conduct a comprehensive SWOT
analysis of prompt engineering techniques within the realm of
Large Language Models (LLMs). Emphasizing linguistic princi-
ples, we examine various techniques to identify their strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. Our findings provide
insights into enhancing Al interactions and improving language
model comprehension of human prompts. The analysis covers
techniques including template-based approaches and fine-tuning,
addressing the problems and challenges associated with each. The
conclusion offers future research directions aimed at advancing
the effectiveness of prompt engineering in optimizing human-
machine communication.

Implications Statement: Prompt engineering enhances
communication with Large Language Models (LLMs). Our
SWOT analysis identifies the strengths, weaknesses, opportu-
nities, and threats of various techniques, including template-
based approaches and fine-tuning. By focusing on linguistic
principles, we offer insights to improve Al interactions and
comprehension of human prompts. This research advances Al
capabilities and addresses challenges, paving the way for more
effective human-Al communication. The findings benefit appli-
cations in customer service, education, and beyond, leading

to more reliable and responsive Al systems.
Index Terms—Large Language Model, Natural Language Pro-
cessing, Prompt Engineering, Prompt Engineering Techniques

I. INTRODUCTION

ROMPT engineering is a rapidly evolving field within

artificial intelligence, particularly focused on optimizing
the interaction between humans and Large Language Models
(LLMs) [1]-[3]. At its core, prompt engineering involves
designing and structuring inputs—known as prompts—to elicit
the most accurate, relevant, and useful responses from Al
systems. This practice is grounded in linguistic principles,
leveraging an understanding of language patterns and struc-
tures to craft prompts that guide Al behavior effectively. The
emergence of Large Language Models [4]—[8] has highlighted
the importance of prompt engineering [9]. These models have
demonstrated remarkable capabilities in generating human-like
text, text-to-images, text-to-videos [10], answering questions
[11]-[15], and performing various language tasks [16]-[19].
However, their performance heavily depends on how well the
prompts are crafted. Effective prompt engineering can signif-
icantly enhance the accuracy and relevance of Al responses,
making the interaction more intuitive and productive. Various
techniques have been developed to refine prompt engineering,
including template-based approaches, where fixed structures
are used to standardize prompts, and fine-tuning methods that
adapt the model to specific tasks or domains [20]-[22]. These

techniques aim to mitigate common issues such as ambiguity,
bias, and context sensitivity, thereby improving the robustness
and reliability of AI outputs. As Al continues to integrate
more deeply into everyday applications, the role of prompt
engineering becomes increasingly vital in ensuring seamless
and meaningful human-Al communication.

A. Key Findings

The key findings of the paper are as follows:

o Synergies: ldentified synergies between Al, Linguistics
and Prompt Engineering.

o Techniques: Identified and categorized numerous prompt
engineering methods.

e Metrics: ldentified numerous metrics for evaluation of
different prompt engineering methods, including BLEU,
BERTScore, ROUGE, and Perplexity.

e SWOT Analysis: ldentified strengths, weaknesses, op-
portunities, and threats for various prompt engineering
techniques.

II. METHODOLOGY

This survey offers an extensive examination of the field
of prompt engineering, incorporating insights from over 100
papers sourced from prominent academic databases and online
platforms such as IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital Library, Google
Scholar, and more. Queries utilizing keywords related to
prompt engineering were employed to gather a comprehensive
set of publications.

III. BACKGROUND
A. Prompt Engineering

Prompt engineering involves crafting tailored instructions
or prompts to direct the responses of advanced language
models, such as GPT-3, towards a specific outcome (for
instance, instructing ChatGPT to produce a particular text)
[23]. Prompt engineering involves designing input prompts
that elicit accurate and valuable responses from large lan-
guage models (LLMs) [24]. Prompt engineering refers to
the practice of crafting and improving input queries, known
as “prompts,” to obtain specific outcomes from Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs). These prompts play a key role in
directing LLMs to produce outputs that are both relevant
and beneficial [25]. Prompt engineering creates a method for
designing prompts that solve different problems, allowing for
customization across various fields. It enhances LLM outputs
by merging multiple prompt strategies and fosters knowledge



sharing among users and developers of LLMs [26]. Prompt
engineering streamlines LLM application development, saving
time and offering customizable interactions. It simplifies solv-
ing common issues, improving response accuracy and aiding
conversational Al progress [27]. Prompt engineering is set
to significantly enhance the capabilities of Large Language
Models (LLMs), facilitating precise and swift language output.
This emerging field not only promises to boost efficiency
and optimize operations across sectors but also opens up
new career paths for those proficient in prompt crafting.
With ongoing advancements in sophisticated prompts, we can
expect more intuitive user interfaces for LLM management,
allowing for refined content generation and the exploration of
previously unattainable LLM applications [28], [29]. Prompt
engineering enhances LLM applications by fostering a deeper
comprehension of LLM behaviors and capabilities, guiding
LLMs towards delivering truthful and informative responses.
It boosts few-shot learning by integrating optimized prompts
with traditional learning techniques, leading to more efficient
chatbots, virtual assistants, and specialized prompt engineering
tools for conversational Al. Thus, it plays a crucial role in
advancing NLP tasks through improved LLM performance
[30], [31].

Prompt engineering guides generative Al to desired outputs
by crafting detailed instructions using specific words and for-
mats. This creative process, involving trial and error, ensures
Al interacts meaningfully with users and meets application
expectations [32].

B. Linguistic Principles in Prompt Engineering

Marjorie McShane and Sergei Nirenburg [33] suggested that
Linguistics for the age of Al rests on four major pillars:

o Pillar 1: Development of language processing within a
unified agent framework.

o Pillar 2: Human-inspired modeling for explanatory Al
and actionable insights.

o Pillar 3: Contribution to and learning from linguistic
scholarship.

« Pillar 4: Use of all heuristic evidence for meaning extrac-
tion and representation.

The four pillars of Linguistics for Al proposed by Mar-
jorie McShane and Sergei Nirenburg [33] share similarities
with several aspects of prompt engineering as defined in the
descriptions provided:

Development within a unified agent framework (Pillar 1)
aligns with the goals of prompt engineering to streamline LLM
application development and offer customizable interactions,
improving the efficiency of language output and response
accuracy [27], [28]. This connection highlights the integration
of complex systems and the aim for coherence in both fields.

Human-inspired modeling for explanatory Al (Pillar 2)
mirrors the intention behind prompt engineering to foster a
deeper comprehension of LLM behaviors and capabilities,
guiding LLMs to deliver truthful and informative responses
[30], [31]. Both emphasize the importance of human-like
understanding and reasoning in Al systems.

Learning from and contributing to linguistic scholarship
(Pillar 3) is paralleled by the aspect of prompt engineering
that involves crafting and improving prompts based on trial
and error, which necessitates an understanding of language
and its nuances [32]. This reflects a mutual interest in ad-
vancing linguistic knowledge and applying it to enhance Al
capabilities.

Incorporation of heuristic evidence for meaning extraction
(Pillar 4) can be seen in the approach of prompt engineering
to design prompts that elicit accurate and valuable responses
from LLMs [24]. Both areas utilize comprehensive data and
insights to refine the interpretation and generation of language.

Fig 1 and Table I illustrate the convergence between Al
linguistics and prompt engineering.

Linguistic
Creative Prompt Artificial
Writing Engineering Intelligence

Cognitive
Psychology

Fig. 1. Convergence of Al, Linguistics, Psychology, and Creativity in Prompt
Engineerings

IV. RELATED WORKS
A. Brief survey of prompt engineering techniques

A number of surveys [34]-[37] have been conducted to
provide overviews and summaries of existing prompt engineer-
ing techniques, emphasizing advancements, applications, and
practical insights (see Table II). However, our study differs by
conducting a comprehensive Strength Weakness Opportunity
and Threat (SWOT) analysis, focusing specifically on the
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats associated
with each technique. Additionally, we delve deeper into the
linguistic principles shaping prompt design and offer targeted
research directions to address current challenges and enhance
future Al interactions.

B. Different types of Prompt Engineering Techniques

The different types of prompt engineering techniques are as
follows. A summary of each of these is provided in Table III.

1) Automatic Reasoning and Tool-use: Automatic Rea-
soning and Tool-use (ART) [35], [38] is a computational
framework designed to augment the capabilities of Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs) for complex problem-solving in few-
shot and zero-shot settings. ART combines LLM-generated



TABLE I
SYNERGIES BETWEEN LINGUISTICS FOR Al PILLARS AND PROMPT ENGINEERING ASPECTS

Linguistics for AI Pillar

Corresponding Aspect in Prompt Engineering

Development of language processing
within a unified agent framework.

Aligns with prompt engineering goals to streamline LLM development and enhance interaction
efficiency, improving language output and accuracy.

Human-inspired modeling for

Mirrors prompt engineering’s aim to deepen understanding of LLM behaviors, guiding them
explanatory Al and actionable insights. | to deliver truthful and informative responses.

Contribution to and learning from
linguistic scholarship.

Informs prompt engineering by refining prompts through iterative testing, leveraging linguistic
knowledge to enhance language nuance and accuracy.

Use of heuristic evidence for meaning
extraction and representation.

Guides prompt engineering in crafting prompts that elicit accurate and valuable responses from
LLMs, enhancing interpretation and generation of language.

TABLE I
SUMMARY OF SURVEYS ON PROMPT ENGINEERING TECHNIQUES

Reference Highlights of Study Strengths Limitations
Establishes a comprehensive tax- .
Comprehensive taxonomy and vo-
onomy and vocabulary for prompt L
. . cabulary standardization.
engineering. Accessible and practical for rapid Focuses on hard prompts, poten-
Covers 58 text-based and 40 multi- . . tially overlooking benefits of soft
[34] . experimentation.
modal techniques. . . prompts.
- . . . Inclusive of multilingual and mul-
Facilitates rapid experimentation . .
L timodal techniques.
and standardization.
Enhanced Model Efficacy: Demon-
ffers tail i f s s h i i . - .
(6] e.:rs aide ailed review of prompt strates how prompt.englneerlng can While providing an overview, the
engineering advancements. extend the capabilities of LLMs and .
. L . . study may not delve deeply into
Summarizes methods, applications, VLMs without altering core model : . .
the technical details or theoretical
[35] models, and datasets. parameters. underpinnines of each promptin
Includes taxonomy and tables for Application Diversity: Versatile ap- methoI::l & prompling
easy comparison. plication range. '
Foundation for future research.
Overview of prompt engineering Comprehensive  introduction  to
for LLM optimization. prompt engineering.
Coverage of methodologies from Insight into reducing LLM errors Overlooks domain-specific chal-
[36] basic to advanced. with plugins. lenges.
Role of external plugins in enhanc- Highlights future research avenues
ing LLM performance. and practical applications.
Enables adaptation of large pre- Dependency  on  high-quality
Comprehensive survey on prompt trained models to new tasks with prompts  for  effective  task
engineering in  vision-language minimal data. adaptation.
models (VLMs). Facilitates predictions based solely Challenges in maintaining inter-
(37] Classifies prompting methods into on prompts, preserving model pa- pretability and ethical use of
hard and soft prompts. rameters. prompted models.
Discusses applications and ethical Applicable across multimodal do- Limited systematic overview of
considerations. mains: text, image, and their com- prompting methods across all VLM
binations. types.

“chain of thought” (CoT) reasoning with the execution of formalized as:

external tools, thereby enabling tasks that surpass standard
linguistic processing. This integration allows ART to automate
the generation of intermediate reasoning steps, formatted as
executable programs, which strategically incorporate external
data through tool interactions.

ART operates by selecting appropriate multi-step reasoning
templates from a task library and dynamically incorporating
responses from external tools into the LLM’s workflow. This
process is mathematically managed by pausing and resuming
the LLM’s output generation based on tool interaction points,

Outputfinal = f(OutputLLM, Tooloyput) (D

where f denotes the function that integrates tool outputs into
the LLM’s reasoning process.

2) Chain-of-Thought (CoT): Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
Prompting [35], [36], [39]-[41] is a technique designed
to facilitate complex reasoning by generating intermediate
reasoning steps. This approach allows Large Language
Models (LLMs) to articulate their thought processes step-
by-step, thereby enhancing their ability to tackle more



intricate tasks that demand preliminary reasoning before
producing a response. The Chain-of-Thought Prompting can
be represented as:

KO =S,
r1 = g(s, Ko),
T2 :g<5,K1),

2

Tn = g(S, Kn—l)a
K; = K;,_1 U{r},
Outputg,,,, = h(K,,),

Here,

e Ky is defined as the starting point containing the initial
problem statement s.

« r; denotes each reasoning step, where g is a function
modeling the LLM’s processing to generate the reasoning
step based on the current state of knowledge K;_;1 and
the initial problem statement s.

o K, accumulates each reasoning step into the knowledge
base, effectively building upon each previous step.

o Output, , represents the final outcome, which A com-
putes from the fully accumulated knowledge K, after all
reasoning steps.

CoT prompting has been adapted for use in multilingual
contexts through several innovative approaches. One such
method is XLT (Cross-Lingual Thought) Prompting, devel-
oped by Huang et al. [42], which utilizes a prompt template in-
corporating six distinct instructions, including role assignment,
cross-lingual reasoning, and CoT. Additionally, Cross-Lingual
Self Consistent Prompting (CLSP), proposed by Qin et al.
[43] (2023a), employs an ensemble technique to construct
reasoning paths in diverse languages, further broadening the
applicability and effectiveness of CoT prompting in multilin-
gual settings. While Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting has
shown substantial success in English, its application in low-
resource languages remains limited. To address this gap, Chai
et al. developed xCoT, a framework that transfers knowledge
from high-resource to low-resource languages, enhancing mul-
tilingual CoT reasoning capabilities [44]. Despite progress
in cross-lingual Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning, existing
methods face limitations due to the manual specification of
languages and static weight allocation across different lan-
guage reasoning paths. To overcome these challenges, Zhang
introduces AutoCAP, a framework that automates language
selection and dynamically allocates weight scores to different
reasoning paths for zero-shot CoT, significantly enhancing
performance and generalizability [45]. Shi et al. [46] explore
the multilingual reasoning abilities of large language models
through Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting, demonstrating
that their effectiveness in solving diverse language tasks,
such as the Multilingual Grade School Math (MGSM) bench-
mark, enhances with model scale and extends to both well-
represented and underrepresented languages. However, the
study highlights a critical gap in the dependency on model
size for robust multilingual performance using CoT prompting,

underscoring the need for more efficient architectures or train-
ing strategies that can achieve similar results without extensive
scaling. Chen et al. [47] address critical gaps in existing multi-
modal Chain-of-Thought (CoT) benchmarks by introducing
a novel benchmark that incorporates multi-domain, multi-
step, and multi-modal reasoning capabilities. Despite these
advancements, their findings reveal that Vision Large Lan-
guage Models (VLLMs) struggle to perform accurately within
this complex CoT framework, highlighting a significant per-
formance disparity between VLLMs and human capabilities.
This pioneering work sets a foundation for future exploration
and enhancement of multi-modal reasoning systems.

3) Directional Stimulus Prompting: Directional Stimulus
Prompting (DSP) [48] is a method in prompt engineering that
embeds specific guidance or stimuli within prompts to direct
the language model’s responses towards a desired outcome.
This method enhances the model’s performance and relevance
by including subtle cues or explicit instructions alongside the
task description.

In DSP, discrete tokens known as “directional stimuli” are
introduced into the prompt to guide the model. For instance,
in a summarization task, these stimuli might include essential
keywords to be reflected in the summary.

The mathematical representation of this process is as fol-
lows:

Yy~ pLLI\/I(y | LC,Z)7 (3)

z ~ppor(z | ). 4)

Where:

e z is the original input.

e ppor(z | ) is a policy language model generating the
directional stimulus z from z.

e prym(y | x,z) is the language model generating the
output y based on both the input x and the directional
stimulus z.

The parameters of prras remain unchanged, maintaining
the efficiency and stability of the model while providing
precise guidance through the additional stimuli.

4) Few-Shot Prompting: Few-shot prompting [35], [36],
[49]-[54] is a technique that enhances in-context learning by
including example demonstrations within the prompt. These
examples guide the model to generate accurate responses for
subsequent tasks based on the provided context. In few-shot
prompting, the model’s behavior is influenced by a small
number of examples. Let’s denote:

o x as the original input or query.

o {(wi,9:)}F_, as the set of k few-shot examples, where
each example consists of an input z; and a corresponding
output y;.

o pram(y | @, {(wi,y:)}E ) as the language model gener-
ating the output y based on the input  and the few-shot
examples.

The mathematical representation of few-shot prompting can
be written as:

y~pem(y |z {(zi,y:) ), (5)



where {(z;,9;)}%_, are the k few-shot examples provided to
the model to guide its generation of the output y.

Lee et al. [51] explores the efficacy of ChatGPT and prompt
engineering for automatic question generation in English ed-
ucation, demonstrating significant improvements in question
validity through few-shot prompting techniques. However, it
highlights a gap in the optimization of certain question types
via few-shot prompting, indicating a need for further refine-
ment to enhance the versatility and reliability of Al-generated
educational content. Timo Schick and Hinrich Schiitze [52]
demonstrate that the Pet method, which combines textual
instructions with example-based finetuning, performs strongly
in true few-shot settings without requiring a development set,
achieving new state-of-the-art results on the RAFT benchmark.
However, the study highlights a gap in understanding the spe-
cific design choices and configurations necessary for optimal
performance in true few-shot learning scenarios, indicating
a need for further research into intelligent prompt handling
and configuration. Xi Ye and Greg Durrett [55] investigated
whether prompting large language models (LLMs) like GPT-
3 with explanations enhances in-context learning for textual
reasoning tasks. Their study finds that while explanations
provide small to moderate accuracy improvements for most
models, text-davinci-002 benefits more significantly. However,
explanations often lack alignment with the models’ predictions
or factual grounding. Chengyu Wang et. al. [56] introduced
TransPrompt, a framework that leverages transferable prompt
embeddings for few-shot text classification across similar
NLP tasks. TransPrompt uses a meta-learner trained through
a multi-task meta-knowledge acquisition process, employing
de-biasing techniques to remain task-agnostic. Extensive ex-
periments show TransPrompt outperforms strong baselines.
However, optimizing transferability and de-biasing techniques
for varied tasks remains a challenge, requiring further research.

5) Generated Knowledge Prompting: Generated knowledge
prompting [57] is a technique that involves enhancing a
language model’s performance on a multiple-choice com-
monsense reasoning task through two key steps: Knowledge
Generation and Knowledge Integration.

In such tasks, we predict an answer & € A, given a question
g € Q, where A, is the set of choices for the question ¢. The
method involves two steps:

1. Knowledge Generation: Generate knowledge statements
K, conditioned on the question:

Ky={kn | km ~palk|q), m=1,...,M}. (6)

e K,: The set of generated knowledge statements related
to the question gq.

e ky,: An individual knowledge statement generated for the
question q.

e pe(k | q): The probability distribution used to generate
the knowledge statements k,, given the question q.

e m: An index denoting the different knowledge statements
in the set K.

o M: The total number of knowledge statements generated.

2. Knowledge Integration: Integrate the generated knowl-
edge into the decision process for inference:

@ = arg max p(a | ¢, Kq). (7
q

o a: The predicted answer to the question gq.

o A, The set of possible answer choices for the question
q.

e pr(a | ¢,K,): The probability of answer a given the
question g and the generated knowledge K.

o argmaxgca,: The operation to find the answer a that
maximizes the probability.

In comparison, without using generated knowledge, the
inference model yields:

0= arg max pi(a|q). ®)

¢ a: The predicted answer to the question g without addi-
tional generated knowledge.
e pr(a | ¢): The probability of answer a given only the
question ¢, without the generated knowledge K.
o argmaxgca,: The operation to find the answer a that
maximizes the probability based solely on the question
q.
Building on the concept of knowledge prompting, Jiajin Tang
et al. [58] introduced a framework called CoTDet, which
integrates knowledge prompting with chain-of-thought rea-
soning for task-driven object detection. CoTDet uses knowl-
edge prompting to extract and apply essential affordance
knowledge from large language models, focusing on attributes
that enable various objects to perform specific tasks. It then
employs multi-level chain-of-thought (MLCoT) reasoning to
systematically link this knowledge to object attributes through
rationales. This combination enhances object detection and
localization, with CoTDet achieving significant improvements
in both box and mask AP compared to existing methods.
Similarly, Jianing Wang et al. [59] introduced KP-PLM, a
framework for enhancing pre-trained language models with
factual knowledge using natural language prompts. This ap-
proach avoids complex modifications to PLM architectures
and redundant information from knowledge bases. KP-PLM
employs a knowledge sub-graph and two self-supervised tasks
to improve performance. Experiments show it outperforms
current methods in natural language understanding tasks.
Additionally, Jianing Wang et al. [60] proposed Chain-
of-Knowledge (CoK) prompting to address the limitations
of Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting in reasoning tasks.
CoK prompting aims to elicit explicit knowledge evidence in
the form of structured triples, inspired by human reasoning
processes. To enhance reliability, the authors introduce the
F2-Verification method to assess the factuality and faithful-
ness of reasoning chains, prompting the model to recon-
sider unreliable responses. Extensive experiments show that
CoK prompting further boosts performance across various
reasoning tasks, including commonsense, factual, symbolic,
and arithmetic reasoning. Lihui Zhang and Ruifan Li [61]
presented the Knowledge Prompting with Contrastive Learn-
ing (KPCL) model for unsupervised commonsense question
answering. KPCL improves performance by using dropout



noise for augmentation, unsupervised contrastive learning for
nuanced question handling, and generic prompts for zero-shot
knowledge generation. Xiaohan Zhang et al. [62] combined
knowledge prompting with vision-language models through
their framework, DKPROMPT. This method integrates domain
knowledge from PDDL-based classical planning to enhance
VLMs for open-world task planning. DKPROMPT effectively
bridges the gap between VLMs’ vision-language capabilities
and classical planning’s robustness, leading to superior task
completion rates compared to traditional and VLM-only meth-
ods.

6) Graph Prompting: Graph Prompting [63]-[70] is a tech-
nique in prompt engineering that leverages graph data to create
more effective prompts for machine learning models. It refor-
mulates tasks to resemble pretext tasks, enabling the direct use
of pre-trained models. This method integrates relational and
contextual information from graphs, enhancing the prompts’
precision and relevance. There are two primary types of Graph
Prompting:

o Discrete Prompts: These utilize natural language or spe-
cific graph elements to create prompts. They involve man-
ually or automatically crafted templates that incorporate
graph-based knowledge, making them suitable for tasks
that require explicit contextual information.

o Continuous Prompts: These involve learned representa-
tions or embeddings. Continuous prompts dynamically
adjust the input data in the embedding space, utilizing
graph representation learning methods to generate con-
textually enriched prompts.

The mathematical framework for Graph Prompting can be
outlined as follows:

= fprompt(% eprompt) 9)

Where x is the input sample, and 6promp; represents the task-
related knowledge parameters incorporated into the prompt.

For the pre-training phase, a link prediction task to learn
generalizable knowledge from a graph G = (V, FE) is em-
ployed:

V(S,) ={u eV |d(u,v) <4}

E(S,) ={(u,u') € E|ueV(Sy),u € V(S,)} (10)

Where S, is the contextual subgraph of node v, and § is a
predetermined threshold.

The subgraph representation s, is computed using a Read-
Out operation:

sz = ReadOut({h, : v € V(S;)}) (11)

For downstream tasks, such as link prediction, node clas-
sification, and graph classification, the following formulations
is used:

sim(s,, 8q) > sim(s,, sp) (12)
l; = arg max sim(s,, , 5c) (13)
L:= i 8, 14
j argrgle%(mm(sc;ﬂs ) (14)

Learnable prompts can further refine the subgraph represen-
tations for specific tasks:

st = ReadOut({p; ©® hy : v € V(S;)}) (15)

Where p, is a learnable prompt vector, and ® denotes element-
wise multiplication.

Finally, the most probable answer for a given prompt is
determined through:

z = argmax P(f(z'),2) (16)

z'eZ
Where Z is the set of possible answers, and P is the proba-
bility or similarity function.

Graph Prompting effectively utilizes graph structures to
generate contextually enriched prompts, improving the perfor-
mance and adaptability of machine learning models in various
graph-related tasks.

7) Iterative Prompting: lIterative prompting [71]-[75] is a
method in prompt engineering where the prompts given to a
Generative Al tool are progressively refined to enhance the
relevance, accuracy, and depth of its responses. This approach
is similar to a conversational exchange, where each answer
helps shape the next question, allowing for continuous learning
and adjustment based on feedback.

In iterative prompting, the process involves several essential
steps:

1) Initial Prompt: Begin with a broad, open-ended prompt

to assess the AI’s initial understanding of the task.

2) Response Analysis: Examine the AI’s responses for
relevance and depth, identifying gaps or areas that need
improvement.

3) Prompt Refinement: Adjust the prompt based on initial
responses, incorporating specific keywords or phrases
that were particularly insightful or relevant.

4) Feedback Loop: Treat the process as a continuous feed-
back loop, where each iteration of prompting is informed
by the responses from previous iterations.

5) Experimental Testing: Test different prompt styles and
validate the refined prompts on multiple examples to
ensure robustness and effectiveness.

The iterative prompting process can be mathematically
represented as follows: Given zq (initial input), Initialize:

Do = fprompt(Z0), 17)
For each iteration t do:
e = fresponse (pt)a
€t = ferror(rt), (18)
P11 = frefine (Pt €1),
Until convergence or maximum iterations.
Output:
Y = fona(r7), (19)
Where:

¢ xo: Initial input or problem statement.

e p;: Prompt at iteration ¢.

« 7¢: Response from the Al model at iteration t.
e ¢;: Error or feedback at iteration ¢.



e forompt: Function generating the initial prompt.

e fresponse: Function generating the AI’s response.

e feror: Function evaluating the response to identify errors.
o frefine: Function refining the prompt based on errors.

e fana: Function producing the final output.

Iterative prompting, akin to iterative research, focuses on
continuous improvement through design, learning, and refine-
ment, ensuring the Al tool aligns accurately with research
objectives and enhances the efficiency and effectiveness of data
analysis.

8) Least-To-Most Prompting: Least-to-most prompting
[76]-[82] is a technique in prompt engineering that teaches
language models to solve complex problems by breaking
them down into simpler subproblems. It involves two main
stages: Decomposition: The initial prompt demonstrates how to
decompose a complex problem into manageable subproblems.

Subproblem Solving: The subsequent prompts guide the
model to solve each subproblem sequentially until the original
problem is solved.

This method can be mathematically represented as follows:

Stage 1: Decomposition:

D= {d17d27 o 7dn} = fdecompose(P)a (20)

where D is the set of subproblems {di,ds,...,d,}, and
Jfdecompose 1 the decomposition function applied to the original
problem P.

Stage 2: Subproblem Solving:

8i = feorve(di|{51,52,...,8i-1}), fori=1,2,...,n, (21)

where s; is the solution to subproblem d;, and fyye is the
solving function considering previous solutions.

The overall process ensures that the language model can
handle complex problems by systematically addressing each
subproblem. This can be summarized as:

Final Solution: S = {s1, s9, ...

) Sn }7 (22)

where S is the set of solutions to all subproblems, providing
the final answer to the original problem.

Least-to-most prompting can be combined with other tech-
niques such as chain-of-thought and self-consistency, enhanc-
ing its effectiveness.

9) Multimodal CoT prompting: Multimodal Chain-of-
Thought (CoT) Prompting [47], [83]-[90] is a technique that
enhances language models’ reasoning by integrating textual
and visual inputs. It iteratively guides the model through rea-
soning steps that combine information from multiple modali-
ties, leading to more comprehensive and contextually accurate
responses. The following mathematical representation includes
CoT with Visual input:

Step 1: Initial Integration: Given text input 7' and visual
input V,

IO = fintegrate(Ta V), (23)
where I is the initial combined representation.
Step 2: Iterative Reasoning: For i = 1,2,...,n,
Ty = freason(Ii—la{rlar%'"7Ti—1}); (24)

where r; is the reasoning step based on the previous state and
prior steps, and freason 1S the reasoning function.

I; = fupdate(liflaTiL (25)
where [; is the updated combined representation.
Step 3: Final Output:
0= foutput(In), (26)

where O is the final output from the final representation I,,.
Step 1: Initial Integration: Given text input 7' and visual
input V,

Iy = fintegrale(Ta V)7 27
where I is the initial combined representation.
Step 2: Iterative Reasoning: For 1 = 1,2,...,n,
Ty = freason(L’,—h {Tla Tr2,... 7”—1}), (28)

where r; is the reasoning step based on the previous state and
prior steps, and fieason 1S the reasoning function.

Ii = fupdate(-[iflvri)a (29)
where I; is the updated combined representation.
Step 3: Final Output:
0= foutput(-[n)> (30)

where O is the final output from the final representation I,,.
In this representation:

o T is the text input.

o V is the visual input.

o I is the initial integrated representation.

e 7; represents each reasoning step.

o I; is the integrated representation after ¢ iterations.

o O is the final output.

o Functions finegrates freasons and fupdae handle integration,

reasoning, and updating processes.

10) ReAct: ReAct Prompting [91], [92] ensures language
models generate both reasoning traces and task-specific actions
in an interleaved manner. This approach allows models to
dynamically adjust their action plans and interact with external
sources for additional information, enhancing reliability and
factual accuracy. The formulation of ReAct Prompting is
represented as:

Stage 1: Reasoning Trace Generation: Given a task 1" and
initial prompt P,

Ty = freason(Pa {ah cee >ai—1})7

where r; is the reasoning step and a; are previous actions.
Stage 2: Action Execution:

€Y

a; = fact(ri)v (32)
where a; is the action derived from r;.
Stage 3: Observation Integration:
0; = fobserve(ai); (33)

where o; is the observation from a;.



Stage 4: Update Prompt:

P:PU{Ti7ai70i}, (34)

updating the prompt with the latest steps.

Repeat stages 1-4 until task completion or maximum itera-
tions.

In this representation:

o T is the given task.

o P is the initial prompt.

o 7; represents the i-th reasoning step generated by the

reasoning function fieason-

e a; represents the ¢-th action generated by the action

function f,e.

e 0, represents the i-th observation generated by the obser-

vation function fopserve-

e The prompt P is iteratively updated with each new

reasoning step, action, and observation.

11) Self-Ask Prompting: Self-Ask Prompting [93], [94] is
an advanced technique derived from Chain Of Thought (CoT)
Prompting. It enhances the ability of language models (LMs)
to answer complex questions by generating and answering sub-
questions before addressing the main question. This method
improves performance by breaking down a problem into
manageable parts and systematically solving each part.

Stage 1: Decomposition: Given a task T' and initial prompt
P,

D = {d17 d27 ce 7dn} = fdecompose(P)a (35)

where D is the set of subproblems {dy,ds,...,d,}, and
Jfdecompose 1 the decomposition function applied to the original
problem P.

Stage 2: Subproblem Solving

L) Sifl})

for « = 1,2,...,n, where s; is the solution to subproblem
d;, and fsolve is the solving function considering previous
solutions.

Stage 3: Integration:

S; = fso]ve(diHslv 52, . (36)

- 8n}), (37

where finwegrae 1 the integration function combining all sub-
problem solutions.

12) Self-Consistency: Self-consistency [35], [36], [50] is a
technique in prompt engineering that improves the accuracy
of language models by generating multiple candidate outputs
for a given prompt and aggregating the results. This approach
leverages diverse reasoning paths to enhance answer reliability.

Given a prompt and a question, self-consistency introduces
a latent variable r;, where r; represents the reasoning path in
the ¢-th output, leading to the answer a;. The final answer is
chosen based on majority voting over the candidate answers
ai,ag, ...

Final Answer = fimegrate({sh 52, .-

70”’7’7,'

m
Final answer = arg max Z 1(a; = a),

i=1

(38)

where 1(a; = a) is 1 if a; = a and 0 otherwise.

In more detail, assume the generated answers a; are from a
fixed answer set, a; € A, where ¢ = 1,...,m indexes the m
candidate outputs sampled from the decoder. Given a prompt
and a question, self-consistency introduces an additional latent
variable 7;, which is a sequence of tokens representing the
reasoning path in the i-th output. This couples the generation
of (r;,a;) where r; — a;, i.e., generating a reasoning path r;
is optional and only used to reach the final answer a;.

The method can be formally expressed as:

P(r;, a; | prompt, question) = P(a; | r;, prompt, question)
- P(r; | prompt, question),
fori=1,2,...,n.
(39)
where the joint probability P(r;,a;|prompt, question) is
decomposed into the probability of generating the answer
given the reasoning path and the prompt, and the probability
of the reasoning path given the prompt and question.

To compute P(r;, a;|prompt, question), we can either take
the unnormalized probability of the model generating (r;, a;)
given (prompt, question), or we can normalize the conditional
probability by the output length:

P(r;, a;|prompt, question) =

K

1

exp (K Zlog P(ts|prompt, question, t1,...,tx_1)
k=1

(40)

where log P(tx|prompt, question, t1,...,tx—1) is the log
probability of generating the k-th token ¢ in (r;,a;) con-
ditioned on the previous tokens, and K is the total number of
tokens in (74, a;).

Self-consistency can be applied to problems where the
final answer is from a fixed answer set. By introducing
diversity in the reasoning processes, this technique enhances
the robustness and accuracy of the language models’ outputs.

13) Sequential Prompting: Sequential prompting [95]-[97]
is a strategy used in natural language processing tasks to
improve the accuracy of predictions by using the results of
previous steps as prior knowledge for the next prediction.

In this approach, the task involves extracting elements e;
based on previous predictions and the initial input. The process
uses the output of one step as an input prompt for the next
step.

Given an input X = [z1, 22, ..., 2], the goal is to extract

a collection of elements F = {el}gl1

e Initial Extraction:

e; = argmax, P(e|X) 41)
e Subsequent Predictions:
e; = argmax, P(eler,ea,...,e,_1,X) (42)

Here, P(e|X) is the probability of element e given the input
X, and P(e|eq,eq,...,e;_1,X) is the probability of element
e given the previous elements (eq, €2, ...,e;_1) and the input
X.



The sequential prompting strategy leverages these condi-
tional probabilities to iteratively refine the predictions using
the prior results.

14) Tree of Thoughts (ToT): Tree of Thoughts (ToT) [35],
[36], [98]-[102] is an advanced framework for enhancing lan-
guage models’ performance on complex tasks introduced by
[98]. ToT extends chain-of-thought prompting by maintaining
a hierarchical structure of intermediate steps, or “thoughts,”
toward solving a problem. This framework allows language
models to self-evaluate progress and systematically explore
different pathways using search algorithms like breadth-first
search and depth-first search, incorporating lookahead and
backtracking techniques. By doing so, ToT enables more
effective exploration and strategic planning, improving the
models’ reasoning and problem-solving capabilities. Long et.
al. [99] built on this idea with a ToT framework that uses a
reinforcement learning-trained “ToT Controller” to adapt and
learn from new data, offering a more dynamic approach than
traditional search methods.

Hulbert [100] simplified the ToT concept into a single
prompt technique, where language models evaluate inter-
mediate thoughts step-by-step, making it more accessible
and straightforward. Sun [101], [102] took ToT further with
large-scale experiments and introduced PanelGPT, a creative
approach that simulates panel discussions among language
models to benchmark and enhance the prompting technique.

The Tree of Thoughts (ToT) framework enhances problem-
solving by leveraging a tree-like search strategy. Each node in
the tree represents a partial solution s = [z, 27.;], where x is
the initial input and z;.; is the sequence of thoughts so far.

The process involves four main components:

1) Thought Decomposition: Break down the problem into
manageable thought steps.

2) Thought Generation: Generate multiple candidates for
the next thought step using strategies like i.i.d sampling
or propose prompt sampling.

3) State Evaluation: Evaluate each state to assess progress
towards the solution using heuristics or deliberate rea-
soning prompts.

4) Search Algorithm: Use search strategies like breadth-first
search (BFS) or depth-first search (DFS) to explore and
expand the most promising thought paths.

Mathematically, ToT can be represented as:

s = [z, 21.4] (43)
Thought Generation:
G(po, s, k) (44)
State Evaluation:
V(pe, S) (45)

This allows systematic exploration, lookahead, and back-
tracking, leveraging pre-trained language models without ad-
ditional training.

15) Zero-Shot Prompting: Contemporary large language
models (LLMs) like GPT-3.5 Turbo, GPT-4, and Claude 3
are trained on extensive datasets and optimized to follow
instructions. This comprehensive training equips these models
to execute tasks in a “zero-shot” fashion. Zero-shot prompting
[103] involves giving the model a task instruction without
providing any specific examples or demonstrations. The model
is directly instructed to perform the task based solely on the
given prompt.

V. METRICS FOR EVALUATING PROMPT ENGINEERING

Prompt engineering involves the strategic formulation of
inputs to guide language models (LLMs) towards desired
outputs. Evaluating the efficacy of prompt engineering requires
considering several key metrics. Table IV presents a compila-
tion of key metrics used in the evaluation of prompt engineer-
ing. These metrics span categories such as Semantic Similarity,
Diversity, and Language Acceptableness. For instance, metrics
like BERTScore and STS-B focus on semantic similarity
between generated and reference texts, while ROUGE and
BLEU measure diversity through comparisons of n-grams
and word sequences. Metrics such as CoLA and Perplexity
evaluate language acceptableness and predictive performance,
respectively. Understanding and applying these metrics are
crucial for optimizing prompt design and enhancing the ca-
pabilities of language models in various NLP tasks.

VI. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this survey paper has provided a compre-
hensive analysis of prompt engineering techniques within the
context of Large Language Models (LLMs). By conducting
a SWOT analysis, we have highlighted the strengths, weak-
nesses, opportunities, and threats associated with various meth-
ods such as zero-shot prompting, few-shot prompting, chain-
of-thought prompting, and more. Our findings underscore the
critical role of linguistic principles in shaping effective prompt
design and the potential of these techniques to enhance Al
interactions and understanding of human prompts. The key
findings include identifying synergies between Al, Linguis-
tics, and Prompt Engineering, categorizing numerous prompt
engineering methods, identifying metrics such as BLEU,
BERTScore, ROUGE, and Perplexity for evaluation, and
conducting a SWOT analysis of various prompt engineering
techniques. Despite the notable advancements, challenges such
as prompt complexity, computational demands, and domain-
specific limitations persist. Future research should focus on
addressing these challenges, optimizing prompt engineering
strategies, and exploring novel applications to further improve
the efficacy and reliability of LLMs in diverse real-world
scenarios.
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TABLE III

SUMMARY OF VARIOUS PROMPT ENGINEERING TECHNIQUES

Technique .
Name Strength Weakness Opportunity Threat
Automatic Combines reasoning with Advances Al autonomy; Reliability of tools;

Reasoning and
Tool-use (ART)

tool-use; Addresses wide
problems.

Dependency on tools;
Integration challenges.

Expands real-world
application.

Integration challenges with
systems.

Chain-of-
Thought (CoT)

Simplifies complex problems;
Improves interpretability.

Careful crafting needed;
Possible inaccuracies.

Enhances Al problem-solving.

Resource-intensive;
Overreliance risk.

Provides fine-grained guidance
using discrete tokens to steer

Depends on policy model
quality, implementation

Optimization potential through

Varied performance across

Directional . . . reinforcement learning. tasks and LLM configurations.
. LLMs effectively. Enhances complexity, and heuristic . .
Stimulus . o . . Expands beyond text tasks, Ethical concerns about bias

. control and interpretability of stimulus selection. Faces . . . .

Prompting . . . . . enhancing task-specific and fairness. Competes with

LLM behaviors without challenges in domain-specific .
. . performance. other prompt techniques.
modifying parameters. adaptation.

Few-Shot Minimal examples needed; Complex prompt crafting; . . May be outpaced by LLM

. XAmmp . ? pex promp & Streamlines few-shot learning. Y P Y
Prompting CP-Tuning innovation. Bias risk. advancements.
. Faces competition from
Improves task performance on - Potential for broader . P
Generated Performance variability based L retrieval-based systems;
commonsense benchmarks . application across tasks, . .
Knowledge . on knowledge quality and L . . ethical concerns regarding
. without structured knowledge o simplifying adaptation without . . ;
Prompting L . model capability. . .. bias and fairness in Al
bases or joint fine-tuning. extensive retraining. s
applications.
eamless LLM integration; .
S sraton; Depends on quality KGs; . L . .
enhances performance with . . . Wide application range; Risk of negative transfer;
potential noise from entity . . : .
Graph Knowledge Graph (KG) s . benefits knowledge-intensive prompt design complexity;
. . L linking; requires more . . . .

Prompting encoding; significant . domains; potential for domain-specific performance
. . computational resources; . P
improvements in . . complex structure handling. variability.

. variable gains.
knowledge-driven tasks.
. Expands applicability in . .
Depends on quality data and . Complexity may hinder
o . . . real-world navigation tasks. . .
Efficient LLM integration for complex environments. implementation and
. . . . Improves model L
Iterative dynamic planning. Enhances Introduces potential for . o . optimization. Performance
. , . . . . interpretability with . i
Prompting model’s environmental planning noise. Requires might vary across different

awareness.

significant computational
resources.

step-by-step reasoning. Offers
potential in cross-modal

environments. High resource
demands may limit wider use.

applications.
Least-To-Most Structured, incremental Complex, not always suitable, Wide applicability, systematic Outpaced by simpler
Prompting learning, versatile. more overhead. solving. solutions, adoption barrier.
Enhances multimodal
regsoning by integrating Efﬁciéncy and accuracy-in Complexity in integrating Educatior‘lal applications in
visual and textual data reasoning across modalities, visual and textual reasoning developing Al tutors for
Multimodal through Chain-of-Thought reducing hallucinations. complex subjects and

CoT Prompting

(CoT) prompting. Improves
performance across various
benchmarks, including
ScienceQA.

Demonstrates scalability and
generalizability across
different models and tasks.

may hinder broader
applications beyond specific
benchmarks.

enhancing assistive
technologies for interpreting
multimodal information.

Integrates reasoning and

Improves decision-making by

Outperforms on question

Debate on whether

ReAct action in LLMs, enhancing L. . answering and improvements stem from
. linking reasoning to .. - . . e
Prompting performance and s . decision-making tasks, inherent reasoning abilities or
. o task-specific actions. . ey
interpretability. reducing errors. example-task similarity.
Versatile, improves . . ..
Self-Ask  Imp Coherence issue, complex, Enhances problem-solving, Dependent on training data,
. comprehension, less data .. .
Prompting reliant resource heavy. clear answers. prompt design is crucial.
Self- Improves performance and High computational needs; Refines consistent response Does not address underlying
Consistency reliability; Reduces variability. | Might ignore novel responses. selection. biases.
Precision in ranking based on . .
. High computational resources. . . e
. user history. Leverages LLMs . Personalized user experiences. Scalability issues due to
Sequential . Complex to implement and . .
. for nuanced recommendations. . L Applicable across various resource demands. Data
Prompting . . maintain. Depends on initial . . .
Dynamic item ranking . . domains. privacy and security concerns.
. candidate quality.
adjustment.
. Explores multiple reasoning Design complexity; . . .
Tree of Structured approach to High design complexity;

Thoughts (ToT)

paths; Increases
problem-solving depth.

Identifying relevant paths
challenging.

nuanced problems.

Information overload risk.

Zero-Shot
Prompting

Perform tasks without specific
examples, showcasing robust
zero-shot capabilities

often requires fine-tuning or
more tailored prompts

Advances in instruction tuning
offer potential to enhance
zero-shot performance,
aligning models with human
preferences.

Alternatives like few-shot
learning may outperform
zero-shot approaches.




TABLE IV

METRICS FOR EVALUATING PROMPT ENGINEERING AND CORRESPONDING TECHNIQUES

Metric Definition Category Corresponding Techniques

Accuracy Measures the proportion of correct predictions out of Classification Chain-of-Thought (CoT); Few-Shot
total predictions made by a model. Prompting; Graph Prompting; Self-

Consistency;  Zero-Shot  Prompting;
ReAct Prompting

AUC A metric used to evaluate the performance of a binary | Classification Few-Shot Prompting, Graph Prompting;
classification model. Represents the area under the Zero-Shot Prompting
ROC curve, plotting true positive rate against false
positive rate at various thresholds.

BLEU Evaluates machine translation quality by comparing Diversity Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot
n-grams of the candidate translation with those of the Prompting, Chain-of-Thought (CoT),
reference translation. Multimodal CoT Prompting

BERTScore Uses BERT embeddings to compare the similarity Semantic Similarity Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot
between predicted and reference texts. Prompting, Chain-of-Thought (CoT)

CoLA Evaluates language models based on their ability to Language Zero-Shot Prompting, Few-Shot
determine if sentences are grammatically acceptable. Acceptableness Prompting

Correlation Measures the correlation between model predictions Correlation Metric Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
and human annotations.

F1 score Measures the balance between precision and recall. Classification Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot

Prompting, Chain-of-Thought (CoT)

GLEU An alternative to BLEU, considering both precision Diversity Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot

and recall of n-grams.

Prompting

HIT@N (Top-N Hit
Rate)

Measures how often the correct answer appears in the
top-N results suggested by prompts.

Information Retrieval

Iterative Prompting, Sequential Prompt-
ing

Mean Absolute Error

Measures the average magnitude of errors between
predicted and observed values.

Regression Metric

Chain-of-Thought (CoT)

METEOR Evaluates based on precision, recall, and a synonymy Semantic Similarity Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot
matching score. Prompting, Multimodal CoT Prompting

NDCG@N Evaluates the quality of ranked lists suggested by Information Retrieval Graph Prompting

(Normalized prompts, considering relevance and positions.

Discounted Cumulative

Gain)

Perplexity Measures how well a probability model predicts a Language Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot
sample, with lower perplexity indicating better Acceptableness Prompting, Self-Consistency
performance.

Recall Measures the proportion of actual positives correctly Classification Graph Prompting
identified by the model.

ROUGE Evaluates automatic summarization by comparing Diversity Few-Shot Prompting, Zero-Shot
overlapping units between the generated summary and Prompting, Chain-of-Thought (CoT),
the reference summary. Tree of Thoughts (ToT)

STS-B Measures the degree of semantic equivalence between Semantic Similarity Chain-of-Thought (CoT), Few-Shot

sentence pairs.

Prompting

[2]

[3]
(4]

[3]

(6]

J. D. Velasquez-Henao, C. J. Franco-Cardona, and L. Cadavid-Higuita,
“Prompt engineering: a methodology for optimizing interactions with
ai-language models in the field of engineering,” Dyna, vol. 90, no. 230,
pp. 9-17, 2023.

J. Oppenlaender, “A taxonomy of prompt modifiers for text-to-image
generation,” Behaviour & Information Technology, pp. 1-14, 2023.
A. Singh, “Exploring language models: A comprehensive survey and
analysis,” in 2023 International Conference on Research Methodologies
in Knowledge Management, Artificial Intelligence and Telecommunica-
tion Engineering (RMKMATE). 1EEE, 2023, pp. 1-4.

T. Brown, B. Mann, N. Ryder, M. Subbiah, J. D. Kaplan, P. Dhariwal,
A. Neelakantan, P. Shyam, G. Sastry, A. Askell, S. Agarwal,
A. Herbert-Voss, G. Krueger, T. Henighan, R. Child, A. Ramesh,
D. Ziegler, J. Wu, C. Winter, C. Hesse, M. Chen, E. Sigler,
M. Litwin, S. Gray, B. Chess, J. Clark, C. Berner, S. McCandlish,
A. Radford, I. Sutskever, and D. Amodei, “Language models are
few-shot learners,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. Balcan, and
H. Lin, Eds., vol. 33. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020, pp. 1877-
1901. [Online]. Available: https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/
paper/2020/file/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Paper.pdf

R. Thoppilan, D. D. Freitas, J. Hall, N. Shazeer, A. Kulshreshtha,
H.-T. Cheng, A. Jin, T. Bos, L. Baker, Y. Du, Y. Li, H. Lee,

(71

. S. Zheng, A. Ghafouri, M. Menegali, Y. Huang, M. Krikun,

Lepikhin, J. Qin, D. Chen, Y. Xu, Z. Chen, A. Roberts,
. Bosma, V. Zhao, Y. Zhou, C.-C. Chang, I. Krivokon, W. Rusch,
. Pickett, P. Srinivasan, L. Man, K. Meier-Hellstern, M. R. Morris,

Prabhakaran, M. Diaz, B. Hutchinson, K. Olson, A. Molina,
Hoffman-John, J. Lee, L. Aroyo, R. Rajakumar, A. Butryna,

H

D.

M

M

T. Doshi, R. D. Santos, T. Duke, J. Soraker, B. Zevenbergen,
V.

E.

M. Lamm, V. Kuzmina,

R.

J. Fenton, A. Cohen, R. Bernstein,

Kurzweil, B. Aguera-Arcas, C. Cui, M. Croak, E. Chi, and Q. Le,
“Lamda: Language models for dialog applications,” 2022. [Online].
Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.08239

<NZUrOzor 8=

W. Rae, S. Borgeaud, T. Cai, K. Millican, J. Hoffmann, F. Song,
Aslanides, S. Henderson, R. Ring, S. Young, E. Rutherford,
Hennigan, J. Menick, A. Cassirer, R. Powell, G. van den Driessche,
A. Hendricks, M. Rauh, P.-S. Huang, A. Glaese, J. Welbl,
Dathathri, S. Huang, J. Uesato, J. Mellor, 1. Higgins, A. Creswell,
McAleese, A. Wu, E. Elsen, S. Jayakumar, E. Buchatskaya,
Budden, E. Sutherland, K. Simonyan, M. Paganini, L. Sifre,
Martens, X. L. Li, A. Kuncoro, A. Nematzadeh, E. Gribovskaya,
. Donato, A. Lazaridou, A. Mensch, J.-B. Lespiau, M. Tsimpoukelli,
Grigorev, D. Fritz, T. Sottiaux,
Gong, D. Toyama, C. de Masson d’Autume, Y. Li, T. Terzi,
Mikulik, I. Babuschkin, A. Clark, D. de Las Casas, A. Guy,

M. Pajarskas, T. Pohlen,


https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Paper.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.08239

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

C. Jones, J. Bradbury, M. Johnson, B. Hechtman, L. Weidinger,
1. Gabriel, W. Isaac, E. Lockhart, S. Osindero, L. Rimell, C. Dyer,
O. Vinyals, K. Ayoub, J. Stanway, L. Bennett, D. Hassabis,
K. Kavukcuoglu, and G. Irving, “Scaling language models: Methods,
analysis & insights from training gopher,” 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11446

A. Chowdhery, S. Narang, J. Devlin, M. Bosma, G. Mishra,
A. Roberts, P. Barham, H. W. Chung, C. Sutton, S. Gehrmann,
Schuh, K. Shi, S. Tsvyashchenko, J. Maynez, A. Rao, P. Barnes,
Tay, N. Shazeer, V. Prabhakaran, E. Reif, N. Du, B. Hutchinson,
Pope, J. Bradbury, J. Austin, M. Isard, G. Gur-Ari, P. Yin,
Duke, A. Levskaya, S. Ghemawat, S. Dev, H. Michalewski,
. Garcia, V. Misra, K. Robinson, L. Fedus, D. Zhou, D. Ippolito,
Luan, H. Lim, B. Zoph, A. Spiridonov, R. Sepassi, D. Dohan,
Agrawal, M. Omernick, A. M. Dai, T. S. Pillai, M. Pellat,
. Lewkowycz, E. Moreira, R. Child, O. Polozov, K. Lee, Z. Zhou,
Wang, B. Saeta, M. Diaz, O. Firat, M. Catasta, J. Wei,
. Meier-Hellstern, D. Eck, J. Dean, S. Petrov, and N. Fiedel, “Palm:
Scaling language modeling with pathways,” 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.02311

A. Gao, “Prompt engineering for large language models,” Available at
SSRN 4504303, 2023.

A. Singh, “A survey of ai text-to-image and ai text-to-video genera-
tors,” in 2023 4th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
Robotics and Control (AIRC). IEEE, 2023, pp. 32-36.

Y. Tan, D. Min, Y. Li, W. Li, N. Hu, Y. Chen, and G. Qi, “Can
chatgpt replace traditional kbqa models? an in-depth analysis of the
question answering performance of the gpt 1lm family,” in International
Semantic Web Conference. Springer, 2023, pp. 348-367.

D. Allemang and J. Sequeda, “Increasing the 1lm accuracy for
question answering: Ontologies to the rescue!” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2405.11706, 2024.

N. Hegde, S. Paul, G. Madan, and G. Aggarwal, “Analyzing the
efficacy of an 1lm-only approach for image-based document question
answering,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.14389, 2023.

M. A. Arefeen, B. Debnath, and S. Chakradhar, “Leancontext: Cost-
efficient domain-specific question answering using 1lms,” Natural Lan-
guage Processing Journal, vol. 7, p. 100065, 2024.

C. Wang, Y. Xu, Z. Peng, C. Zhang, B. Chen, X. Wang, L. Feng, and
B. An, “keqing: knowledge-based question answering is a nature chain-
of-thought mentor of llm,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.00426, 2023.

T. A. van Schaik and B. Pugh, “A field guide to automatic evaluation
of llm-generated summaries,” in Proceedings of the 47th International
ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information
Retrieval, 2024, pp. 2832-2836.

Y. Li, L. Chen, A. Liu, K. Yu, and L. Wen, “Chatcite: LIm agent with
human workflow guidance for comparative literature summary,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2403.02574, 2024.

S. Ramprasad, E. Ferracane, and Z. C. Lipton, “Analyzing 1lm behav-
ior in dialogue summarization: Unveiling circumstantial hallucination
trends,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.03487, 2024.

H. Jin, Y. Zhang, D. Meng, J. Wang, and J. Tan, “A comprehensive sur-
vey on process-oriented automatic text summarization with exploration
of llm-based methods,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.02901, 2024.

Q. Ye, M. Axmed, R. Pryzant, and F. Khani, “Prompt engineering a
prompt engineer,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.05661, 2023.

Y. Sun, M. Li, Y. Cao, K. Wang, W. Wang, X. Zeng, and R. Zhao, “To
be or not to be? an exploration of continuously controllable prompt
engineering,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.09773, 2023.

C. Jin, H. Peng, S. Zhao, Z. Wang, W. Xu, L. Han, J. Zhao, K. Zhong,
S. Rajasekaran, and D. N. Metaxas, “Apeer: Automatic prompt en-
gineering enhances large language model reranking,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2406.14449, 2024.

H. Ali, M. F. Bulbul, and Z. Shah, “Prompt engineering in medical
image segmentation: An overview of the paradigm shift,” in 2023
IEEE International Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Blockchain,
and Internet of Things (AIBThings), Mount Pleasant, MI, USA, 2023,
pp. 1-4.

F. Petroni, P. Lewis, A. Piktus, T. Rocktischel, Y. Wu, A. H.
Miller, and S. Riedel, “How context affects language models’ factual
predictions,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2005.04611, 2020. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:212411919

J. Oppenlaender, “A taxonomy of prompt modifiers for text-to-image
generation,” Behaviour & Information Technology, 2022. [Online].
Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:251224151

RXP AT T <D

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

L. S. Lo, “The clear path: a framework for enhancing information
literacy through prompt engineering,” J Acad Libr, vol. 49, no. 4, p.
102720, 2023.

J. W. et al., “A prompt pattern catalog to enhance prompt engineering
with chatgpt,” arXiv cs.SE, 2023.

S. Abukhalaf, M. Hamdaqa, and F. Khomh, “On codex prompt
engineering for ocl generation: An empirical study,” 2023 IEEE/ACM
20th International Conference on Mining Software Repositories (MSR),
pp. 148-157, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.
org/CorpusID:257804680

J. Oppenlaender, R. Linder, and J. Silvennoinen, “Prompting ai art:
an investigation into the creative skill of prompt engineering,” arXiv
cs.HC, 2023.

C. E. Short and J. C. Short, “The artificially intelligent entrepreneur:
Chatgpt, prompt engineering, and entrepreneurial rhetoric creation,” J
Bus Ventur Insights, vol. 19, p. e00388, 2023.

H. S. et al.,, “Interactive and visual prompt engineering for ad-hoc
task adaptation with large language models,” IEEE Trans Vis Comput
Graph, vol. 29, no. 1, pp. 1146-1156, 2023.

A. AWS, “Prompt engineering,” 2023. [Online]. Available: https:
/laws.amazon.com/what-is/prompt-engineering/

M. McShane and S. Nirenburg, Linguistics for the Age of AI. Cam-
bridge, MA, USA: The MIT Press, 2024, [Accessed on: March 27,
2024].

S. Schulhoff, M. Ilie, N. Balepur, K. Kahadze, A. Liu, C. Si, Y. Li,
A. Gupta, H. Han, S. Schulhoff, P. S. Dulepet, S. Vidyadhara, D. Ki,
S. Agrawal, C. Pham, G. C. Kroiz, F. Li, H. Tao, A. Srivastava, H. D.
Costa, S. Gupta, M. L. Rogers, I. Goncearenco, G. Sarli, I. Galynker,
D. Peskoff, M. Carpuat, J. White, S. Anadkat, A. M. Hoyle, and
P. Resnik, “The prompt report: A systematic survey of prompting
techniques,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2406.06608, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270380093

P. Sahoo, A. K. Singh, S. Saha, V. Jain, S. Mondal, and A. Chadha,
“A systematic survey of prompt engineering in large language models:
Techniques and applications,” arXiv preprint, 2024.

B. Chen, Z. Zhang, N. Langren’e, and S. Zhu, “Unleashing
the potential of prompt engineering in large language models: a
comprehensive review,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2310.14735, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:264426395

J. Gu, Z. Han, S. Chen, A. Beirami, B. He, G. Zhang, R. Liao, Y. Qin,
V. Tresp, and P. H. S. Torr, “A systematic survey of prompt engineering
on vision-language foundation models,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2307.12980,
2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:
260357841

B. Paranjape, S. M. Lundberg, S. Singh, H. Hajishirzi, L. Zettlemoyer,
and M. T. Ribeiro, “Art: Automatic multi-step reasoning and tool-use
for large language models,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2303.09014, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257557449

J. Wei, X. Wang, D. Schuurmans, M. Bosma, F. Xia, E. Chi, Q. V. Le,
D. Zhou et al., “Chain-of-thought prompting elicits reasoning in large
language models,” Advances in neural information processing systems,
vol. 35, pp. 24 824-24 837, 2022.

Z. Zhang, A. Zhang, M. Li, and A. Smola, “Automatic chain
of thought prompting in large language models,” in The Eleventh
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023. [Online].
Available: https://openreview.net/forum?id=SNTt8GFjUHkr

T. Kojima, S. S. Gu, M. Reid, Y. Matsuo, and Y. Iwasawa, “Large
language models are zero-shot reasoners,” 2023. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.11916

H. Huang, T. Tang, D. Zhang, W. X. Zhao, T. Song, Y. Xia, and
F. Wei, “Not all languages are created equal in llms: Improving
multilingual capability by cross-lingual-thought prompting,” ArXiv, vol.
abs/2305.07004, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.
org/CorpusID:258615377

L. Qin, Q. Chen, F. Wei, S. Huang, and W. Che, “Cross-lingual
prompting: Improving zero-shot chain-of-thought reasoning across
languages,” in Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/
CorpusID:264591444

L. Chai, J. Yang, T. Sun, H. Guo, J. Liu, B. Wang, X. Liang, J. Bai,
T. Li, Q. Peng, and Z. Li, “xcot: Cross-lingual instruction tuning for
cross-lingual chain-of-thought reasoning,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2401.07037,
2024. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:
266999425

Y. Zhang, Q. Chen, M. Li, W. Che, and L. Qin, “Autocap: Towards
automatic cross-lingual alignment planning for zero-shot chain-of-


https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11446
https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.02311
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:212411919
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:251224151
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257804680
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257804680
https://aws.amazon.com/what-is/prompt-engineering/
https://aws.amazon.com/what-is/prompt-engineering/
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270380093
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:264426395
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:260357841
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:260357841
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257557449
https://openreview.net/forum?id=5NTt8GFjUHkr
https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.11916
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:258615377
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:258615377
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:264591444
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:264591444
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:266999425
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:266999425

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

thought,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2406.13940, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270621005

F. Shi, M. Suzgun, M. Freitag, X. Wang, S. Srivats, S. Vosoughi, H. W.
Chung, Y. Tay, S. Ruder, D. Zhou, D. Das, and J. Wei, “Language
models are multilingual chain-of-thought reasoners,” ArXiv, vol.
abs/2210.03057, 2022. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.
org/CorpusID:252735112

Q. Chen, L. Qin, J. Zhang, Z. Chen, X. Xu, and W. Che, “M3cot:
A novel benchmark for multi-domain multi-step multi-modal chain-
of-thought,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2405.16473, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270062772

Z. Li, B. Peng, P. He, M. Galley, J. Gao, and X. Yan,
“Guiding large language models via directional stimulus prompting,”
in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, A. Oh,
T. Naumann, A. Globerson, K. Saenko, M. Hardt, and S. Levine,
Eds., vol. 36. Curran Associates, Inc., 2023, pp. 62630-62656.
[Online]. Available: https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper._files/paper/
2023/file/c5601d99ed02844829d 1dae2e4a926d- Paper-Conference.pdf
Z. Xu, C. Wang, M. Qiu, F. Luo, R. Xu, S. Huang, and J. Huang,
“Making pre-trained language models end-to-end few-shot learners
with contrastive prompt tuning,” in Proceedings of the Sixteenth ACM
International Conference on Web Search and Data Mining, 2023, pp.
438-446.

N. Dhamani and M. Engler. (2024) Maximizing the utility
of large language models (llms) through prompting. Accessed:
2024-06-13. [Online]. Available: https://www.infoq.com/articles/
large-language-models-1lms-prompting/

U. Lee, H. Jung, Y. Jeon, Y. Sohn, W. Hwang, J. Moon, and H. Kim,
“Few-shot is enough: exploring chatgpt prompt engineering method
for automatic question generation in english education,” Education
and Information Technologies, vol. 29, no. 9, pp. 11483-11515, June
2024. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12249-8
T. Schick and H. Schiitze, “True Few-Shot Learning with Prompts—A
Real-World  Perspective,” Transactions of the Association for
Computational Linguistics, vol. 10, pp. 716-731, 06 2022. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00485

O. Rubin, J. Herzig, and J. Berant, “Learning to retrieve prompts
for in-context learning,” in Proceedings of the 2022 Conference of
the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, M. Carpuat, M.-C.
de Marneffe, and 1. V. Meza Ruiz, Eds. Seattle, United States:
Association for Computational Linguistics, Jul. 2022, pp. 2655-2671.
[Online]. Available: https://aclanthology.org/2022.naacl-main.191

H. Su, J. Kasai, C. H. Wu, W. Shi, T. Wang, J. Xin, R. Zhang,
M. Ostendorf, L. Zettlemoyer, N. A. Smith, and T. Yu, “Selective
annotation makes language models better few-shot learners,” 2022.
X. Ye and G. Durrett, “The unreliability of explanations
in few-shot prompting for textual reasoning,” in Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed,
A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh, Eds.,
vol. 35. Curran Associates, Inc., 2022, pp. 30378-30392.
[Online]. Available: https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper._files/paper/
2022/ile/c402501846f9fe03e2cac015b3f0e6b1-Paper-Conference.pdf
C. Wang, J. Wang, M. Qiu, J. Huang, and M. Gao, “TransPrompt:
Towards an automatic transferable prompting framework for few-
shot text classification,” in Proceedings of the 2021 Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, M.-F.
Moens, X. Huang, L. Specia, and S. W.-t. Yih, Eds. Online and
Punta Cana, Dominican Republic: Association for Computational
Linguistics, Nov. 2021, pp. 2792-2802. [Online]. Available: https:
//aclanthology.org/2021.emnlp-main.221

J. Liu, A. Liu, X. Lu, S. Welleck, P. West, R. L. Bras,
Y. Choi, and H. Hajishirzi, “Generated knowledge prompting for
commonsense reasoning,” in Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics, 2021. [Online]. Available: https:
//api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:239016123

J. Tang, G. Zheng, J. Yu, and S. Yang, “Cotdet: Affordance knowl-
edge prompting for task driven object detection,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV),
October 2023, pp. 3068-3078.

J. Wang, W. Huang, Q. Shi, H. Wang, M. Qiu, X. L. Li, and
M. Gao, “Knowledge prompting in pre-trained language model
for natural language understanding,” in Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252918040

J. Wang, Q. Sun, N. Chen, X. L. Li, and M. Gao, “Boosting language
models reasoning with chain-of-knowledge prompting,” ArXiv, vol.

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

[75]

[76]

[77]

[78]

abs/2306.06427, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.
org/CorpusID:259138909

L. Zhang and R. Li, “Knowledge prompting with contrastive learning
for unsupervised commonsenseqa,” in Neural Information Processing,

B. Luo, L. Cheng, Z.-G. Wu, H. Li, and C. Li, Eds.  Singapore:
Springer Nature Singapore, 2024, pp. 27-38.

X. Zhang, Z. Altaweel, Y. Hayamizu, Y. Ding, S. Amiri,
H. Yang, A. Kaminski, C. Esselink, and S. Zhang, “Dkprompt:

Domain knowledge prompting vision-language models for open-world
planning,” 2024. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/
CorpusID:270711371

X. Wu, K. Zhou, M. Sun, X. Wang, and N. Liu, “A survey of
graph prompting methods: Techniques, applications, and challenges,”
ArXiv, vol. abs/2303.07275, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.
semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257495881

Z. Yi, I. Ounis, and C. MacDonald, “Contrastive graph prompt-tuning
for cross-domain recommendation,” ACM Trans. Inf. Syst., vol. 42,
no. 2, dec 2023. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3618298

Y. Tian, H. Song, Z. Wang, H. Wang, Z. Hu, F. Wang, N. V. Chawla,
and P. Xu, “Graph neural prompting with large language models,” in
Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol. 38,
no. 17, 2024, pp. 19080-19 088.

X. Sun, J. Zhang, X. Wu, H. Cheng, Y. Xiong, and J. Li, “Graph
prompt learning: A comprehensive survey and beyond,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2311.16534, 2023.

M. Sun, K. Zhou, X. He, Y. Wang, and X. Wang, “Gppt: Graph
pre-training and prompt tuning to generalize graph neural networks,”
in Proceedings of the 28th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge
Discovery and Data Mining, ser. KDD ’22. New York, NY, USA:
Association for Computing Machinery, 2022, p. 1717-1727. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3534678.3539249

G. Xu, J. Chai, and P. Kordjamshidi, “Gipcol: Graph-injected soft
prompting for compositional zero-shot learning,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Winter Conference on Applications of Computer Vision,
2024, pp. 5774-5783.

Y. Jing, C. Yuan, L. Ju, Y. Yang, X. Wang, and D. Tao, “Deep
graph reprogramming,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2023, pp. 24 345-24354.
X. Sun, H. Cheng, J. Li, B. Liu, and J. Guan, “All in one:
Multi-task prompting for graph neural networks,” in Proceedings of
the 29th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge Discovery and
Data Mining, ser. KDD ’23. New York, NY, USA: Association
for Computing Machinery, 2023, p. 2120-2131. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.1145/3580305.3599256

Z. Liang, C. Li, S. Zhou, R. Feng, and C. C. Loy, “Iterative prompt
learning for unsupervised backlit image enhancement,” in Proceedings
of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV),
October 2023, pp. 8094-8103.

B. Wang, X. Deng, and H. Sun, “Iteratively prompt pre-trained
language models for chain of thought,” in Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:253098851

S. Krishna, C. Agarwal, and H. Lakkaraju, “Understanding the
effects of iterative prompting on truthfulness,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2402.06625, 2024.

S. Nasiriany, F. Xia, W. Yu, T. Xiao, J. Liang, I. Dasgupta, A. Xie,
D. Driess, A. Wahid, Z. Xu, Q. Vuong, T. Zhang, T.-W. E. Lee, K.-H.
Lee, P. Xu, S. Kirmani, Y. Zhu, A. Zeng, K. Hausman, N. Heess,
C. Finn, S. Levine, and B. Ichter, “Pivot: Iterative visual prompting
elicits actionable knowledge for vims,” 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07872

Y. Chen, J. Gao, M. Petruc, R. D. Hammer, M. Popescu, and
D. Xu, “Iterative prompt refinement for mining gene relationships
from chatgpt,” bioRxiv, 2023. [Online]. Available: https://api.
semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:266562033

M. E. Libby, J. S. Weiss, S. Bancroft, and W. H. Ahearn, “A comparison
of most-to-least and least-to-most prompting on the acquisition of
solitary play skills,” Behavior analysis in practice, vol. 1, pp. 3743,
2008.

M. Yanardag, B. Birkan, I. Yilmaz, F. Konukman, B. Agbuga, and
L. Lieberman, “The effects of least-to-most prompting procedure in
teaching basic tennis skills to children with autism,” 2011.

D. Foran-Conn, M. Hoerger, E. Kelly, R. R Cross, S. Jones, H. Walley,
and L. Firth, “A comparison of most to least prompting, no-no prompt-
ing and responsive prompt delay procedures,” Behavioral Interventions,
vol. 36, no. 4, pp. 1024-1041, 2021.


https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270621005
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252735112
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252735112
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270062772
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/c5601d99ed028448f29d1dae2e4a926d-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2023/file/c5601d99ed028448f29d1dae2e4a926d-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://www.infoq.com/articles/large-language-models-llms-prompting/
https://www.infoq.com/articles/large-language-models-llms-prompting/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12249-8
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00485
https://aclanthology.org/2022.naacl-main.191
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/file/c402501846f9fe03e2cac015b3f0e6b1-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/file/c402501846f9fe03e2cac015b3f0e6b1-Paper-Conference.pdf
https://aclanthology.org/2021.emnlp-main.221
https://aclanthology.org/2021.emnlp-main.221
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:239016123
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:239016123
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252918040
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:259138909
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:259138909
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270711371
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:270711371
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257495881
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:257495881
https://doi.org/10.1145/3618298
https://doi.org/10.1145/3534678.3539249
https://doi.org/10.1145/3580305.3599256
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:253098851
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.07872
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:266562033
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:266562033

[79]

[80]

[81]

[82]

[83]

[84]

[85]

[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

[93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

[98]

D. Zhou, N. Scharli, L. Hou, J. Wei, N. Scales, X. Wang,
D. Schuurmans, O. Bousquet, Q. Le, and E. H. hsin Chi, “Least-
to-most prompting enables complex reasoning in large language
models,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2205.10625, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:248986239

N. T. Murzynski and J. C. Bourret, “Combining video modeling and
least-to-most prompting for establishing response chains,” Behavioral
Interventions: Theory & Practice in Residential & Community-Based
Clinical Programs, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 147-152, 2007.

M. S. Aljehany and K. D. Bennett, “A comparison of video prompting
to least-to-most prompting among children with autism and intellectual
disability,” Journal of autism and developmental disorders, vol. 50,
no. 5, pp. 1714-1724, 2020.

C. Cheng, J. Guan, W. Wu, and R. Yan, “From the least to the most:
Building a plug-and-play visual reasoner via data synthesis,” 2024.
[Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.19934

C. Mitra, B. Huang, T. Darrell, and R. Herzig, “Compositional chain-
of-thought prompting for large multimodal models,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recogni-
tion, 2024, pp. 14420-14431.

D. Mondal, S. Modi, S. Panda, R. Singh, and G. S. Rao, “Kam-cot:
Knowledge augmented multimodal chain-of-thoughts reasoning,” in
AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:267095090

P. Lu, S. Mishra, T. Xia, L. Qiu, K.-W. Chang, S.-C. Zhu, O. Tafjord,
P. Clark, and A. Kalyan, “Learn to explain: Multimodal reasoning via
thought chains for science question answering,” Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, vol. 35, pp. 2507-2521, 2022.

G. Zheng, B. Yang, J. Tang, H.-Y. Zhou, and S. Yang, “Ddcot:
Duty-distinct chain-of-thought prompting for multimodal reasoning in
language models,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 36, pp. 5168-5191, 2023.

A. Anand, J. Kapuriya, A. Singh, J. Saraf, N. Lal, A. Verma, R. Gupta,
and R. Shah, “Mm-phyga: Multimodal physics question-answering
with multi-image cot prompting,” in Advances in Knowledge Discovery
and Data Mining, D.-N. Yang, X. Xie, V. S. Tseng, J. Pei, J.-W. Huang,
and J. C.-W. Lin, Eds. Singapore: Springer Nature Singapore, 2024,
pp. 53-64.

H. Shao, S. Qian, H. Xiao, G. Song, Z. Zong, L. Wang, Y. Liu, and
H. Li, “Visual cot: Unleashing chain-of-thought reasoning in multi-
modal language models,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.16999, 2024.

C. Hu, B. Liu, M. Yin, Y. Zhou, and X. Li, “Multimodal chain-
of-thought reasoning via chatgpt to protect children from age-
inappropriate apps,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.06309, 2024.

T. Gao, P. Chen, M. Zhang, C. Fu, Y. Shen, Y. Zhang, S. Zhang,
X. Zheng, X. Sun, L. Cao et al., “Cantor: Inspiring multimodal chain-
of-thought of mllm,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.16033, 2024.

S. Yao, J. Zhao, D. Yu, N. Du, I. Shafran, K. Narasimhan, and
Y. Cao, “React: Synergizing reasoning and acting in language
models,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2210.03629, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762395

M. Verma, S. Bhambri, and S. Kambhampati, “On the brittle
foundations of react prompting for agentic large language models,”
2024. [Online]. Available: https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:
269982021

O. Press, M. Zhang, S. Min, L. Schmidt, N. A. Smith, and M. Lewis,
“Measuring and narrowing the compositionality gap in language
models,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2210.03350, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762102

J. Li, Z. Zhang, and H. Zhao, “Self-prompting large language
models for zero-shot open-domain qa,” 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:258715365

J. Liu, T. Chen, H. Guo, C. Wang, H. Jiang, Y. Xiao, X. Xu, and B. Wu,
“Exploiting duality in aspect sentiment triplet extraction with sequential
prompting,” IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering,
pp. 1-12, 2024.

Y. Wu, R. Xie, Y. Zhu, F. Zhuang, X. Zhang, L. Lin, and Q. He, “Per-
sonalized prompt for sequential recommendation,” IEEE Transactions
on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 36, no. 7, pp. 3376-3389,
2024.

Y.-F. Lee, P.-Y. Chen, and S.-C. Cheng, “Improve learning retention,
self-efficacy, learning attitude and problem-solving skills through e-
books based on sequential multi-level prompting strategies,” Education
and Information Technologies, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 3663-3680, 2024.
S. Yao, D. Yu, J. Zhao, I. Shafran, T. L. Griffiths, Y. Cao,
and K. Narasimhan, “Tree of thoughts: Deliberate problem solving

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

with large language models,” 2023. [Online]. Available:
/larxiv.org/abs/2305.10601

J. Long, “Large language model guided tree-of-thought,” 2023.
[Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.08291

D. Hulbert, “Using tree-of-thought prompting to boost chatgpt’s rea-
soning,” https://github.com/dave1010/tree- of-thought-prompting, May
2023. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10323452
H. Sun, A. Hiiyiik, and M. van der Schaar, “Query-dependent prompt
evaluation and optimization with offline inverse rl,” in The Twelfth
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2023.

H. Sun, “Reinforcement learning in the era of 1lms: What is essential?
what is needed? an rl perspective on rlhf, prompting, and beyond,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.06147, 2023.

J. Wei, M. Bosma, V. Zhao, K. Guu, A. W. Yu, B. Lester, N. Du,
A. M. Dai, and Q. V. Le, “Finetuned language models are zero-shot
learners,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2109.01652, 2021. [Online]. Available:
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:237416585

https:


https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:248986239
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.19934
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:267095090
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762395
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:269982021
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:269982021
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:252762102
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:258715365
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10601
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10601
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.08291
https://github.com/dave1010/tree-of-thought-prompting
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10323452
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:237416585

	Introduction
	Key Findings

	Methodology
	Background
	Prompt Engineering
	Linguistic Principles in Prompt Engineering

	Related Works
	Brief survey of prompt engineering techniques
	Different types of Prompt Engineering Techniques
	Automatic Reasoning and Tool-use
	Chain-of-Thought (CoT)
	Directional Stimulus Prompting
	Few-Shot Prompting
	Generated Knowledge Prompting
	Graph Prompting
	Iterative Prompting
	Least-To-Most Prompting
	Multimodal CoT prompting
	ReAct
	Self-Ask Prompting
	Self-Consistency
	Sequential Prompting
	Tree of Thoughts (ToT)
	Zero-Shot Prompting


	Metrics for Evaluating Prompt Engineering
	Conclusion
	References

