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Type Category Description
1)  Overloaded Call 1) HAEZICHE QHEEE HAMEE 25
2) Overridden Call 2) 7|1E& 2ENM QHEO|EE HAMEZE HE
3) Binding Change 3) 7t HQIYoZ QI @& O #HE

NLT 4) Hierarchy Shift 4) dE AT Fxo| HE
5) Condition Change 5 XU EX=E QY 3= iy HE
6) Output Change 6) =< YO Cis CHE =
7) Type Mismatch 7) ®8 HO|H EIRY HE
8) Call Replacement 8) LCIE &2 7t HME == OfA|
1) Variable Renaming 1) =€ Ao B3 HE
2) Method Renaming 2) ¢ S| HAMEY #HE
3) Helper Replacement 3) s € HMER CHA

Non-NLT 4) Instance Switch 4) LCHE QIAHAQ oot 3¢ S5 A

5) Delegated Call 5 CE Xz == ¢Y
6) Recursion Replacement | 6) BIESE2 M7 =EZ CHA|
7) Order Change 7)) 2E =M HE
8) Mediator Adjustment | 8) St AN HE= S ¥ g2 8
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def get_system_prompt() -> str:
return """You are an expert software testing analyst specializing in test validity assessment.

Your expertise includes: S P
- Understanding test intent and specification alignment ySte m ro m pt
- Analyzing code changes and their semantic impact

- Evaluating runtime execution behavior changes ° LLM (_)_l (%:I '6; Xl Io-l . E_” ﬁE _E_ &II II_-I _E_ 7|.

- Distinguishing between implementation changes and behavioral changes

Your task is to classify unit tests as either "NLT (No-Longer-Testable)" or

g —
"Non-NLT" based on whether they still validate their intended behavior after code modifications. b E'” ﬁE 9.| EQ.I' E H:l 4 Ol Ol O | —I?I— &! P % Xk I:ﬂ 2" 5| 7 |'
o) A=)
S9| gdgsS HA
QUTPUT FORMAT (strict):
Classification: [exactly "NLT" or "Non-NLT"| == o) alC = 1T 1T =
Category: [exact category name from provided list] ° X-” A| Ol_l- E-” iE &II ?:II- AO-| JIJ;l- Ll- 7 | — O“ I:|:|- E‘l- i%ig =

Reasoning: [clear explanation with specific evidence]""" _—I_L A

I|:|

BIAE KB AES B AAY T8

e

NON_NLT_CATEGORIES = {

"Variable Renaming": { Categories Prom pt

"description”: "Variable names changed but the behavior and logic remain identical.”,

, m"example": "int count renamed to int total, same computation. ... Al‘xl_-l IO_I 9_| EI_I 1 67H 9_| ;l'E'” __||_ El % E%EEE _—I_L}_§|_
ZEIZEQ AEEl= 7HH 2] HA

{ "classification": "Non-NLT",
"category": "Recursion Replacement”,
"reasoning”: "The original intent of the test was to validate the functionality of E‘”
the Factorial function for negative, zero, and positive inputs. ...

) SEOIEE
LLM S& Z1}
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Type Category Accuracy
Overloaded Call 50%
Overridden Call 50%
Binding Change 25%
Hierarchy Shift 37.5% Alad 74 =H A4
NLT Condition Change 0% - %I = J_-I- Cal
Output Change 50% ° I:IE 7O:| ‘IQI'_C.)C_;I Ol I_l —'EI'&! c&l 7O:| —C|>—
Type Mismatch 37.5% O:") H._"%—E— -> A '?'l EI%I'—JF
Call Replacement 50% 74 OB Ol =
Variable Renaming 12.5% — OXT; © 7=|_C|) - "
Method Renaming 12.5% 01|) —= '—-l I:'E o — _"—_7| —
Helper Replacement 25% - L AEI -6-OH g _E_ 7 | E X
Instance Switch 37.5%
Non-NLT Delegated Call 50%
Recursion Replacement 50%
Order Change 25%
Mediator Adjustment 37.5%
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