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ABSTRACT
The explainability of recommender systems has attracted significant

attention in academia and industry. Many efforts have been made

for explainable recommendations, yet evaluating the quality of the

explanations remains a challenging and unresolved issue. In recent

years, leveraging LLMs as evaluators presents a promising avenue

in Natural Language Processing tasks (e.g., sentiment classifica-

tion, information extraction), as they perform strong capabilities in

instruction following and common-sense reasoning. However, eval-

uating recommendation explanatory texts is different from these

NLG tasks, as its criteria are related to human perceptions and are

usually subjective.

In this paper, we investigate whether LLMs can serve as evalua-

tors of recommendation explanations. To answer the question, we

utilize real user feedback on explanations given from previous work

and additionally collect third-party annotations and LLM evalua-

tions. We design and apply a 3-level meta-evaluation strategy to

measure the correlation between evaluator labels and the ground

truth provided by users. Our experiments reveal that LLMs, such

as GPT4, can provide comparable evaluations with appropriate

prompts and settings. We also provide further insights into com-

bining human labels with the LLM evaluation process and utilizing

ensembles of multiple heterogeneous LLM evaluators to enhance

the accuracy and stability of evaluations. Our study verifies that

utilizing LLMs as evaluators can be an accurate, reproducible and

cost-effective solution for evaluating recommendation explanation

texts. Our code is available here
1
.

1 INTRODUCTION
Explainability has always been a topic of great concern within the

field of recommendation [6, 28, 29, 38]. Researchers explore various

methods to help users understand why recommendation systems

give certain results. Among these methods, the text-based explana-

tion emerges as a kind of prominent and widely-used approach [5,

16, 17]. Through explanation text, systems can present the reason

1
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for recommendations to users in natural language, thereby increas-

ing user trust and comprehensibility of the given results.

An effective evaluation should ensure the explanations truly

resonate with users and meet their expectations. However, with

advanced approaches developed for generating explanatory text,

assessing their quality remains an issue that has yet to be ade-

quately resolved. Existing methods for evaluation can be catego-

rized into three main types: self-report, third-party annotations,

and reference-based metrics. Conducting user studies to obtain

self-reported feedback can most accurately reflect user experience.

This approach requires evaluations to be recorded alongside the

recommendations and is, therefore, difficult to obtain and use in

public datasets. Third-party annotations can reflect human feed-

back and are relatively accessible. Still, manual labeling is expensive,

time-consuming, and lack of scalability. Reference-based metrics

assess the quality of the target text based on the reference text

and offer a standard assessment that is relatively easy to acquire.

Common metrics such as BLEU [22], and ROUGE [18] calculate

the similarity between the generated text and the reference text.

However, there may not exist reference texts for the scenario (many

use reviews as a substitute). In addition, these textual similarities

metrics may not ideally reflect user perception of recommendation

explanation [9, 35]. These limitations highlight the need to develop

evaluation methodologies that are in-line with human experience,

easy to acquire, and reproducible.

Recently, the development of large language models (LLM) sheds

new light on the evaluation of various neural language generation

(NLG) tasks [10, 13, 32, 33]. Considering that LLMs can follow hu-

man instructions and their language modeling ability, LLMs can

make adequate evaluations under reference-free settings with ap-

propriate prompt [12, 19]. LLM offers an appealing solution for

evaluating the quality of recommendation explanations since it is

efficient (lower cost than manual labeling) and widely applicable

(almost no dataset limitation). In a study on the design of explain-

able recommendation method [15], researchers introduce LLMs

to evaluate the quality of explanations generated. However, we

state that successes in the evaluation of general NLG tasks can
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not be migrated to the evaluation of explainable recommendations

without verification. Unlike those NLG tasks that are already been

examined, evaluating recommendation explanation text is more

sophisticated. The reason is that measuring the quality of recom-

mendations involves a group of diverse goals, e.g. persuasiveness,

transparency [2], etc. Additionally, a large portion of these goals

are related to the subjective perception of users. All these factors

add to the difficulty of assessing the quality of recommendation

explanation texts. These considerations underscore the need to fur-

ther explore the feasibility of leveraging LLM as a potential solution

for text-based explainable recommendation evaluation.

In this paper, we are concerned with the research question: Can

LLM serve as an evaluator of recommendation explanation text? In

particular, we delve into three detailed inquiries:

RQ1 Can LLMs evaluate different aspects of user perceptions

about the recommendation explanation texts in a zero-shot setting?

RQ2 Can LLMs collaborate with human labels to enhance the

effectiveness of evaluation?

RQ3 Can LLMs collaborate with each other to enhance the ef-

fectiveness of evaluation?

To answer these research questions, we use data from a user

study in previouswork [21], including the users’ ratings on 4 aspects

of the provided explanatory texts, as well as the self-explanation

text of the users for the recommended movies. Our study is based

on the premise that the user receiving the recommendation is the

ground-truth evaluator for the quality of the explanation. To study

the reliability of LLM annotations, we additionally collect third-

party annotations and LLM annotations under human instructions.

To comprehensively compare between evaluators, we design and

apply a 3-level meta-evaluation strategy to measure the correlation

between evaluator annotations and user labels on different aspects.

We compare the evaluation accuracy of LLM evaluators with third-

party annotations and commonly used reference-based metrics, i.e.,

BLEU [22] and ROUGE [18].

Our main findings are: (1) Certain zero-shot LLMs, such as GPT4,

can attain evaluation accuracy comparable to or better than tradi-

tional methods, with performance varying across different aspects.

(2) The effectiveness of one-shot learning depends on backbone

LLMs. Particularly, personalized cases can assist GPT4 in learning

user scoring bias. (3) Ensembling the scoring of multiple heteroge-

neous LLMs can improve the accuracy and stability of evaluation.

In summary, our contributions include investigating the feasibil-

ity of using zero-LLM as the evaluator for explainable recommen-

dations, discussing possible collaboration paradigms between LLM

and human labels, and exploring the aggregations of multiple LLM

evaluators. We propose that LLM can be a reproducible and cost-

effective solution for evaluating recommendation explanation text

with appropriate prompts and settings. Compared with traditional

methods, LLM-based evaluators can be applied to new datasets

with few limitations. By introducing this evaluation approach, we

aspire to contribute to the advancement of the area of explainable

recommendation.

2 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
2.1 Problem Formulation
We use U = (𝑢1, 𝑢2, ...𝑢 |U | ) to denote the set of users in an RS

(Recommendation System). The RS recommend multiple items to

each user 𝑢, which are defined as I𝑢 = (𝑖1, 𝑖2, ..., 𝑖 | I𝑢 | ). When the

item 𝑖 ∈ I𝑢 is recommended to the user 𝑢, explanation texts are

generated by a group of generation methods, which are denoted as

G = (𝑔1 (·), 𝑔2 (·), ..., 𝑔 | G | (·)). 𝐸𝑢,𝑖 = 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖) denotes the explanation
text given by 𝑔 when recommending item 𝑖 to user 𝑢.

𝑓 (·) denotes the evaluation methods for 𝐸. We assume that users

in the system are the most accurate evaluators for explanations

of items recommended to them. Their evaluations are denoted

as s(u,i,E) = 𝑓𝑢 (𝑖, 𝐸). When utilizing 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 to approximate 𝑓𝑢 , the

evaluation given by LLM can be represented as:

ŝ𝐿𝐿𝑀 (𝑢,𝑖,𝐸 ) = 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 (𝑢, 𝑖, 𝐸) = 𝐿𝐿𝑀 (𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑔(·),P)

where P denotes the prompt that contains human instructions.

Meta-evaluation method ℎ(·) based on correlation metrics are

introduced to measure the similarity between s and ŝ. The accuracy
of the evaluation given by LLM can be expressed as ℎ(s, ŝ𝐿𝐿𝑀 ). In
our paper, we examine the feasibility of 𝑓𝐿𝐿𝑀 by analysing the value

of ℎ(s, ŝ𝐿𝐿𝑀 ). ℎ(s, ŝ𝑡 ) and ℎ(s, ŝ𝑟 ) are used as referent standards,

where ŝ𝑡 denotes evaluation given by third-party annotators, and

ŝ𝑟 denotes evaluation given by referenece-based metrics.

2.2 Data Construction
2.2.1 Data overview. Lu et al. [21] create a movie recommenda-

tion platform. It first captures user preferences, and then gives

personalized recommendations along with text-formed explana-

tions generated by a series of systems. We utilize two parts of the

data: 1) self-explanations written by users, 2) 1-5 ratings of users to

explanations generated by different methods in terms of 4 aspects,

which are persuasiveness, transparency, accuracy, and satisfaction.

Formally, 39 participants are included in U and I are movies

from Movielens Latest dataset
2
. I𝑢 denotes the itemset recom-

mended to the user 𝑢, which includes the top-8 movies calculated

by BiasedMF [23]. G includes a series of systems used to generate

the explanatory texts. Most of these methods are template-based

methods, e.g. user-based method, which generates explanations

in the form of: “[N%] of users who share similar watching tastes

with you like [MOVIE TITLE] after watching it.” G also includes

the system that directly generates the complete natural language

sentence, i.e., peer-explanation written by others. The data includes

the self-explanation for each user-item pair. Since they are written

by users themselves, there is no evaluation rating attached.

In summary, the data comprises entries from 39 users, each of

whom received recommendations for 8 movies. For each user-movie

pair, approximately 8 explanations are generated, resulting in a total

of around 2,500 text entries. The data are collected in Chinese. We

take this data as ground truth s in the experiments. We additionally

collect evaluation scores ŝ given by third-party annotators, LLMs

and quantitative metrics. The evaluation approaches from which

the data is derived are illustrated in Figure 1.

2
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(a) Zero-Shot (RQ1)
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(b) One-Shot (RQ2)

LLM 1

...

LLM N

(c) LLM Ensemble (RQ3)

Prompt Prompt 

Real User Feedback (Ground-Truth )

Human Label

Traditional Evaluation Approaches

Figure 1: Traditional evaluation approaches vs. utilizing LLMs for evaluations.

2.2.2 Evaluations from users. For each explanation text 𝐸 gener-

ated, the user is asked to give a 5-scale Likert score to the explana-

tions. The user feedback of the explanation is given on 4 aspects:

Persuasiveness: This explanation is convincing to me;

Transparency: Based on this explanation, I understand why

this movie is recommended;

Accuracy: This explanation is consistent with my interests;

Satisfaction: I am satisfied with this explanation.

These 5-scale Likert questions are also utilized in collecting third-

party evaluations and LLM evaluations to ensure consistency in the

definitions of aspects. The user annotation for each explanatory

text s(𝑢,𝑖,𝐸 ) is a one-dimensional vector of length 4, with elements

being integers between 1 to 5.

2.2.3 Evaluation from third-party annotators. We employ two an-

notators to evaluate the explanatory text from the above-mentioned

four aspects. The annotators are informed that the user is utiliz-

ing a movie recommendation platform and receiving film recom-

mendations along with the reasons for those recommendations.

The annotators are asked to score the explanatory text in an item-

wise manner. The third-party annotation for each explanatory text

ŝ𝑡 (𝑢,𝑖,𝐸 ) is a one-dimensional vector of length 4, with elements

being integers between 1 to 5.

2.2.4 Evaluation fromQuantitative metrics. We utilize BLEU [22]

and ROUGE [18] to evaluate the explanatory text, taking the self-

explanations written by users as reference texts. The evaluation

score ŝ𝑟 is a float that measures text similarity.

2.3 LLM as Evaluator
2.3.1 LLM Evaluator Construction. We utilize pre-trained LLMs to

provide annotations for each explanation text 𝐸. The large language

model receives the movie name and the corresponding explanation

text, accompanied by a prompt P to describe the context. Although

𝐸 is in Chinese as introduced in Section 2.2.1, we apply P in English

to ensure a standardized prompt design. The LLM evaluation for

each explanatory text ŝ𝐿𝐿𝑀 (𝑢,𝑖,𝐸 ) is a one-dimensional vector of

length 4, with elements being integers between 1 to 5. Our experi-

ments are based on item-wise evaluation, where only one text entry

is evaluated at a time. This approach aligns with the setup in the

user study.

To investigate the aforementioned RQs, three basic methods are

used to construct the LLM evaluator, as illustrated in Figure 1. First,

we directly use zero-shot LLMs for evaluation. Then, we consider

providing human labels as contextual information to enhance their

abilities to learn user subjective perceptions. Finally, inspired by

the traditional approach of collecting multiple annotators labels

and then averaging the results, we similarly ensemble the results of

multiple annotations. When constructing LLM evaluators, we aim

to maintain the simplicity and transferability of the approaches.

Therefore, we have not leveraged other common methods that

require model training, such as fine-tuning.

2.3.2 Prompt Construction. In the section, we mainly introduce

how we construct the prompt P. The prompt is designed to guide

the LLM in evaluating the quality of explanatory text from specified

aspects. It includes several key components, briefed in Figure 2. We

attempted to integrate user information in the prompt but found

that this approach did not improve performance and sometimes

even decreased it. Following, we describe in detail the different

settings in prompt constructions.

Single-Aspect vs. Multiple-Aspect. The difference between
single andmultiple-aspect prompts lies in theAspect part. Amultiple-

aspect prompt instructs the model to evaluate all four aspects con-

currently, while a single-aspect prompt focuses on one aspect at

a time. Utilizing single-aspect prompts necessitates more times of
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Considering you are a user of a movie recommendation platform. 
The recommendation system has suggested a movie to you, accompanied by an explanation text.
Please rate the user experience with the explanation in the following aspects:
[Aspect Description]
Assess the aspects with integers between 1-5 , where 1 indicates strongly disagree and 5 indicates 
strongly agree. 
 
Previous cases of the user's ratings as reference...
Try to immerse yourself in this user's experience and provide feedback...
Movie: [Movie]
Explanation: [Explanation Text]

Instruction

Aspect

Output

Example

Data

Figure 2: The outline of evaluation prompt templates applied in our study.

interactions with LLM compared to multiple-aspect prompts. Exper-

imental results under the two settings are presented and compared

in RQ1, Section 2.4.

Algorithm 1 Comparison of personalized and non-personalized

one-shot learning process

1: procedure PersonalizedOneShot
2: for each user 𝑢 inU do
3: Randomly choose item 𝑖0 from I𝑢
4: Collect user evaluations on explanatory text 𝐸 = 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖0)

as s0𝑔 for each 𝑔 in G
5: for each movie 𝑖 in I𝑢 , each 𝑔 in G do
6: 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 ← ConstructPrompt(𝑖 , 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖), s0𝑔)
7: 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡 ← LLM(𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 )

8: Parse 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡 and process the answer

9: end for
10: end for
11: end procedure
12: procedure Non-PersonalizedOneShot
13: Randomly choose user-item pair (𝑢0, 𝑖0)
14: Collect user evaluations on explanatory text 𝐸 = 𝑔(𝑢0, 𝑖0)

as s0𝑔 for each 𝑔 in G
15: for each user 𝑢 inU,each movie 𝑖 in I𝑢 , each 𝑔 in G do
16: 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 ← ConstructPrompt(𝑖 , 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖), s0𝑔)
17: 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡 ← LLM(𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑡 )

18: Parse 𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑢𝑙𝑡 and process the answer

19: end for
20: end procedure

Zero-Shot vs. One-Shot. Zero-shot learning presents the task
without any example and relies solely on the pre-trained knowledge

and reasoning ability of the LLM. While this may result in a lack of

context-specific guidance, the advantage is that it can be applied

directly to datasets without manual labeling.

To explore whether humans and LLM can collaborate on evalu-

ation, we investigate the impact of utilizing human labels as con-

textual information in LLM evaluation. Our primary focus is on

one-shot learning and includes one human label in the prompt. To

enhance the LLM’s ability to learn personalized preferences, we

employ personalized one-shot learning. This approach involves

providing the scoring example from the same user for the target

data. Formally, for the user𝑢, item 𝑖 and explanation 𝐸 = 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖), the
personalized example is the scoring given to 𝐸′ = 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖0), which

is the explanation generated by the same system 𝑔 and the same

user 𝑢 on a randomly chosen movie item 𝑖0. The methods help the

prompt P incorporate personal information. However, a limita-

tion is that it still requires collecting real user feedback, which is

expansive and sometimes impractical. Hence, we also investigate

non-personalized one-shot prompts. In this setting, all examples are

from randomly selected (𝑢0, 𝑖0) pair. That is, the example can come

from another user and are easier to collect in practice. Formally, for

the user 𝑢, item 𝑖 and explanation 𝐸 = 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖), the non-personalized
example is the scoring given to 𝐸′ = 𝑔(𝑢0, 𝑖0). We summarize the

personalized and non-personalized one-shot learning procedures

in Algorithm 1 to better illustrate the example selection process

and their differences. Experimental results under different example

settings are presented and compared in RQ2, Section 4.

2.4 Three-Level Meta Evaluation
Good evaluation requires that evaluation efforts themselves be eval-

uated [27]. Employing the suitable meta-evaluation method ℎ(·) is
crucial for thoroughly examining the evaluation procedure. Corre-

lation coefficients, such as Pearson(𝑟 ), Spearman(𝜌), and Kendall(𝜏 )

coefficients, have served as a widely used metric for gauging the

similarity in trends between two arrays of ratings or scores [20]. In

NLG, the strategy of meta-evaluation can be divided into two levels:

Dataset-Level and Sample-Level [20]. Formally, given a dataset D
consisting of a set of source data X = (𝑥1, 𝑥2, ...., 𝑥 |X | ) and genera-

tion methods G = (𝑔1 (·), 𝑔2 (·), ..., 𝑔 | G | (·)) and correlation metric

𝑟 (·) dataset-level and sample-level meta evaluation are expressed

as:

Dataset Level

ℎ𝐷 (s, ŝ) = 𝑟

((
s1, s2, ...s |X | | G |

)
,

(
ŝ1, ŝ2, ...ŝ |X | | G |

))
Sample Level

ℎ𝑆 (s, ŝ) =
1

|X|

|X |∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑟

((
s(𝑖,1) , ...s(𝑖, | G | )

)
,

(
ŝ(𝑖,1) , ...ŝ(𝑖, | G | )

))
Previous studies have not discussed amultiple-levelmeta-evaluation

when assessing the quality of evaluation metrics for explainable rec-

ommendations. However, consideringmultiple-levelmeta-evaluation

in explainable recommendations is worthwhile. This is because the

distribution of ground-truth labels or evaluations generated by

models may differ between users or user-item pairs. Consequently,

while an evaluation metric might effectively capture trends within

specific groups (such as comparing the qualities of a group of texts
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derived from the same user-movie pair), it may struggle to accu-

rately depict trends across groups (such as capturing certain users’

inclination to provide higher ratings).

Therefore, we propose a 3-level strategy for meta-evaluation on

recommendation explanations. Our motivation is to divide the data

into groups at various grain scales and measure the correlation

between evaluation results with ground-truth labels within each

group. The three proposed levels are Dataset-Level, User-Level, and

Pair-Level. Together, they provide a comprehensive view for ℎ:

Dataset Level correlation calculates the correlation of all scores.

The total number of data can be expressed as |D| = |U| · |I𝑢 | · |G|.

ℎ𝐷 (s, ŝ) = 𝑟

((
s1, s2, ...s |D |

)
,

(
ŝ1, ŝ2, ...ŝ |D |

))
User Level correlation calculates the correlation within the data

of each user and then averages it. The total number of data derived

from the same user 𝑢 can be expressed as |D𝑢 | = ·|I𝑢 | · |G|.

ℎ𝑈 (s, ŝ) =
1

|U|
∑︁
𝑢

𝑟

((
s1, s2, ...s |D𝑢 |

)
,

(
ŝ1, ŝ2, ...ŝ |D𝑢 |

))
Pair Level correlation calculates the correlation within the data

of each user-item pair and then averages it. |G| explanation texts

are derived from the same user-item pair by 𝑔1 (·), 𝑔2 (·), ..., 𝑔G (·).

ℎ𝑃 (s, ŝ) =
1

|U| · |I𝑢 |
∑︁

𝑢,𝑖∈I𝑢
𝑟

((
s1, s2, ...s | G |

)
,

(
ŝ1, ŝ2, ...ŝ | G |

))
Referring to correlations on which level depends on the settings

of the task. For instance, if an evaluation metric is used to compare

between G, it is more important to look at the Pair-Level correlation

between the results from the evaluation metric and ground-truth

labels. When the study requires a measure of satisfaction with the

recommendation explanation text by different users of the system,

the results of Dataset-Level correlation should be referred to.

We use a concrete example to illustrate the possible variation

of the same evaluation metric at different levels. For instance, our

experimental results in Section 2.4 found that BLEU-4 scoring re-

sults correlate poorly or even negatively with ground-truth labels

at the Dataset-Level, whereas correlations improve at User-Level

and Pair-Level. This discrepancy arises because BLEU-4 computes

the token similarity between the target text and the reference text.

Some reference texts may contain more commonly used token com-

binations than others, potentially inflating the BLEU-4 score. This

introduces a bias into the evaluation process that is unrelated to

user perceptions, thereby impacting the Dataset-Level correlation.

Full experimental results and analyses can be found in Section 2.4.

3 ZERO-SHOT LLM CAN BE A COMPETITIVE
EVALUATOR

To investigate the quality of assessments given by zero-shot LLMs

and answer RQ1, we conduct a 3-level meta-evaluation, with the

concrete process introduced in Section 2.4. The 5-level scores from

real users are used as ground-truth labels. Zero-shot LLMs in-

structed by prompts are utilized as evaluators for recommendation

explanations. We calculate Pearson correlations between evaluator

results with user labels as the evaluation accuracy. It should be

noted that the evaluation accuracy here refers to the correctness of

the assessment given by the evaluator, which is different from the

aspect of Accuracywhen evaluating recommendation explanation,

referring to whether the text is consistent with the user’s inter-

ests. We test the accuracy of referenced-based metrics, third-party

annotation, and LLM-based evaluator and demonstrate in Table 1.

Experimental Setting.We conduct experiments with 6 LLMs,

including Llama2-7B [31], Llama2-13B [31], Qwen1.5-7B [1], Qwen1.5-

14B [1], GPT3.5-Turbo and GPT4 [8]
3
. The temperatures of LLMs

are set to 0. The results returned by LLM are parsed to integer

scores from 1 to 5. For the null value in user labels, we set it to 3

since it represents the unknown user attitude. For the null value

in LLM labels, we set it to 0 since it is usually caused by parsing

failures, which should bring penalties to the correlation score.

LLMs can achieve evaluation accuracy that is compara-
ble to or surpasses traditional methods. As shown in Table

1, there are variations in the evaluation accuracy across models.

GPT-4 demonstrates the highest performance, followed by GPT-3.5

and Qwen1.5-14B, which both show adequate evaluation accuracy.

Qwen1.5-7B and Llama2-14B display moderate labeling capabilities,

whereas Llama2-7B exhibits poor performance.

In average performance of different aspects, GPT-4 surpasses

both third-party annotators and reference-based metrics. GPT3.5

and Qwen1.5 demonstrate comparable accuracy to the third-party

annotator, also out-performing reference-based metric.

Evaluation accuracies of evaluators are aspect-dependent.
When analyzing the performance across different aspects, we can

see that the third-party annotators show better evaluation accuracy

in Persuasiveness and Transparency than Accuracy and Satisfaction.

This implies that Accuracy and Satisfaction are more subject, dis-

playing greater individual variability. Thus, third-party annotations

may not be satisfactory solutions in these aspects. Experiments in-

dicate that LLMs, particularly GPT-4, perform better in these areas.

However, regarding Transparency, LLMs are inferior to human la-

beling. In subsequent sections, we discuss strategies for enhancing

the zero-shot LLM evaluator.

Results from multiple-aspect prompt v.s. single-aspect
prompt. The multiple-aspect involves LLM scoring a text across 4

aspects simultaneously, while in the latter, it assesses each aspect

individually. We find that several LLM evaluators (LLama2-13B,

Qwen1.5-7B, GPT3.5, GPT4) perform notably better on Satisfac-

tion when using the multiple-aspect prompt. This may be due to

user satisfaction being a composite consideration of various dimen-

sions. Thus, scoring on other aspects acts as an implicit Chain-Of-

Thought [34] process that enhances the zero-shot reasoning ability

of LLMs [14]. Conversely, the single-aspect prompt yields better

results on the Transparency aspect with several LLMs. This may be

because the evaluation of Transparency is relatively independent,

and separate scoring allows the model to better understand the

task without interference from other aspects. Overall, we would

recommend the multiple-aspect version, as it has no significant gap

with single-aspect but requires fewer interactions. Our experiments

on RQ2 and RQ3 are also conducted on multiple-aspect prompts.

3
https://openai.com/api/
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Table 1: The 3-level Pearson correlation between the results given by the evaluator and the ground-truth label given by users.
Bold fonts denote the best results among all tested evaluators and the underlines show the second-best results.

Dataset-Level / User-Level / Pair-Level (%)

Method Persuasiveness Transparency Accuracy Satisfaction Average

Random -0.55 / 0.52 / 1.81 0.65 / -0.43 / -2.58 -0.41 / 4.12 / 3.98 0.36 / -2.26 / 5.88 0.01 / 0.49 / 2.27

Reference-based Metric

BLEU-1 11.68 / 15.84 / 17.07 10.06 / 12.69 / 14.44 6.43 / 10.71 / 12.18 11.36 / 12.91 / 15.79 9.88 / 13.04 / 14.87

BLEU-4 -1.17 / 7.68 / 13.53 -3.47 / 4.13 / 10.24 -4.63 / 4.8 / 8.96 0.61 / 6.86 / 12.09 -2.16 / 5.86 / 11.21

ROUGE-1-F 14.16 / 16.39 / 17.56 11.93 / 12.74 / 14.45 8.61 / 11.02 / 12.83 12.87 / 13.2 / 16.23 11.89 / 13.34 / 15.27

ROUGE-L-F 14.16 / 16.39 / 17.56 11.93 / 12.74 / 14.45 8.61 / 11.02 / 12.83 12.87 / 13.2 / 16.23 11.89 / 13.34 / 15.27

Annnotation

Annotator-1 19.88 / 18.31 / 16.72 15.66 / 16.18 / 11.31 10.16 / 9.78 / 9.77 14.93 / 13.28 / 12.69 15.16 / 14.39 / 12.62

Annotator-2 21.4 / 21.17 / 20.9 25.97 / 26.42 / 27.84 10.96 / 10.96 / 9.32 8.86 / 9.72 / 9.43 16.8 / 17.07 / 16.87

Average 23.33 / 22.25 / 20.93 24.53 / 25.36 / 23.12 12.83 / 12.52 / 11.19 13.9 / 13.54 / 13.16 18.65 / 18.42 / 17.10

Single-Aspect Prompt

Llama2-7B -4.02 / -3.32 / -3.9 -1.52 / -2.92 / -5.43 -1.11 / -1.88 / -3.76 0.74 / 2.72 / 4.54 -1.48 / -1.35 / -2.14

Llama2-13B 8.39 / 9.5 / 10.91 10.64 / 11.67 / 10.68 -4.44 / -4.52 / -0.96 -0.18 / 1.12 / 0.94 3.60 / 4.44 / 5.39

Qwen1.5-7B 5.81 / 8.14 / 10.78 5.49 / 5.07 / 6.15 6.26 / 6.35 / 5.07 -1.97 / -1.52 / -2.42 3.9 / 4.51 / 4.89

Qwen1.5-14B 7.13 / 6.92 / 7.01 22.61 / 22.75 / 22.33 28.65 / 30.71 / 35.11 13.88 / 13.68 / 13.94 18.07 / 18.52 / 19.60

GPT3.5-Turbo 26.81 / 26.36 / 29.58 20.62 / 21.22 / 25.01 16.33 / 15.56 / 17.93 9.95 / 7.75 / 6.33 18.43 / 17.72 / 19.71

GPT4 18.36 / 19.78 / 22.03 20.17 / 21.57 / 23.62 14.46 / 15.61 / 14.33 7.49 / 5.92 / 3.17 15.12 / 15.72 / 15.79

Multiple-Aspect Prompt

Llama2-7B -1.26 / -2.85 / -14.34 -2.2 / -2.59 / -8.87 -3.36 / -7.23 / -16.36 1.74 / 1.99 / 1.82 -1.27 / -2.67 / -9.44

Llama2-13B 17.04 / 17.33 / 18.56 4.26 / 3.41 / 10.25 3.59 / 2.1 / 2.24 17.93 / 16.82 / 18.52 10.71 / 9.92 / 12.39

Qwen1.5-7B 13.0 / 13.26 / 13.08 11.75 / 11.74 / 15.28 -0.8 / -0.34 / -0.49 10.63 / 9.28 / 15.6 8.65 / 8.49 / 10.87

Qwen1.5-14B 25.85 / 26.53 / 32.28 18.16 / 18.45 / 22.03 12.25 / 11.32 / 15.26 15.82 / 14.83 / 18.26 18.02 / 17.78 / 21.96

GPT3.5-Turbo 26.41 / 26.36 / 28.2 11.16 / 9.86 / 11.38 12.09 / 10.63 / 11.15 20.93 / 19.56 / 20.78 17.65 / 16.61 / 17.88

GPT4 27.26 / 28.25 / 28.99 12.68 / 12.17 / 13.26 20.30 / 22.04 / 24.93 24.05 / 25.12 / 27.35 21.07 / 21.90 / 23.63

Table 2: The cost ($) of evaluating a single text entry on four
aspects, where (S/M) denotes single/multiple-aspect prompt.

Human GPT3.5 (S) GPT3.5 (M) GPT4 (S) GPT4 (M)

0.111$ 0.00123$ 0.000364$ 0.0652$ 0.0256$

Evaluators show varying trends across meta-evaluation
levels. The varying trends across levels underscore the impor-

tance of selecting the appropriate level based on the objectives of

the task. Human annotators have similar correlations, i.e., evalua-

tion accuracy across three levels. Reference-based metric primarily

demonstrates a trend where results follow Pair-Level > User-Level

> Dataset-Level. A particularly notable example is BLEU-4, which

performs even worse than random at the Dataset-Level while per-

forming considerably better at the Pair-Level. This discrepancy

in results arises since BLEU-4 emphasizes the co-occurrence of

4-gram tokens in target and reference texts. Thus, it is influenced

by the specific words in the reference text. At the Dataset-Level,

this introduces bias unrelated to user perception.

Cost of LLM vs. human annotators.We present the expenses

associated with evaluating a single text entry across 4 aspects,

including both third-party human annotators and closed-source

LLMs in Table 2. The utilization of closed-source LLMs (Llama2 and

Qwen) incurs no charges. It can be observed that the cost ofmultiple-

aspect prompt evaluation is lower than that of single-aspect prompt

evaluation. Even for the most costly LLM configuration, i.e., GPT4

(S), the cost remains lower than that of human annotation. Thus,

we propose that LLM offers a cost-effective solution for evaluating

recommendation explanations.

4 LLM EVALUATORS WITH IN-CONTEXT
LEARNING

Having investigated zero-shot LLM-based evaluators in Section 2.4,

we would like to further discuss RQ2, i.e., whether LLM can get bet-

ter results by collaborating with human annotators. Concretely, we

adopt one-shot learning to exploit human labeling. The generation

of zero-shot and one-shot prompts are detailed in Section 2.3.2. We

conduct the experiments on an open-source and a closed-source

LLM respectively, which are GPT4 and Qwen1.5-14B. Results are

shown in Figure 3, where the one-shot in the legend refers to the

non-personalized one-shot. We can see that whether human la-

beling can enhance the evaluation accuracy of the LLM is highly
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Figure 3: Comparison of 3-level Pearson correlations for zero-shot, (non-personalized) one-shot, and personalized one-shot
learning on GPT4(M) and Qwen(M). (M) denotes the multiple-aspect version.

dependent on the prompt design and the backbone model used.

Following this, we detail the effects on the two LLMs.

Both personalized and non-personalized examples benefit
the evaluation accuracy of GPT4. As shown in Figure 3(a), incor-

porating human labels helps align the LLM with user preferences,

making GPT4(M) perform as well as or better than third-party hu-

man annotators across all aspects simultaneously. Concretely, we

find that personalized one-shot learning improves performance

over zero-shot on all trails. Interestingly, non-personalized one-

shot learning also yields improvements over zero-shot learning

on most trails, though Satisfaction decreases at the Dataset and

User Levels. Therefore, considering collecting real user labeling on

public datasets is impractical, our experiments demonstrate that for

GPT-4, labels from other users can still guide LLMs in evaluating

user perceptions.

Personalized cases facilitate GPT-4 in learning user scor-
ing bias. When comparing the results of GPT4 across different

learning strategies and three levels, we notice that for zero-shot

and non-personalized one-shot, the Pair-Level evaluation accuracy

consistently surpasses that of the Dataset-Level, but this is not the

case for personalized one-shot learning. This indicates that while

the evaluator based on zero-shot and non-personalized one-shot

learning can distinguish between recommendation texts generated

for the same user-movie pair, it may not be good at capturing biases

inherent in user rating, such as higher overall ratings from one

user compared to another. Introducing personalized examples can

mitigate the issue.

Non-personalized one-shot learning does not workwell on
Qwen1.5-14B. We observe that non-personalized one-shot learn-

ing does not effectively improve and even impairs the performance

of Qwen1.5-14B as the evaluator, as shown in Figure 3(b). This

may be because single-shot prompts from other users introduce

additional bias into Qwen1.5-14B’s ratings. Personalized one-shot

learning brings improvements in Accuracy and Satisfaction. These

two aspects, as mentioned in Section 2.4, exhibit greater individual

variability than others. Introducing personalized information helps

Qwen1.5-14B better capture subjective user perception.

In summary, personalized one-shot learning can effectively en-

hance the evaluation accuracy of GPT4 and on Accuracy and Sat-

isfaction of Qwen1.5-14B. Nevertheless, the process of collecting

corresponding user labels is often challenging, particularly on pub-

licly available datasets. As an alternative solution, the incorporation

of labels from other users can also enhance the evaluation provided

by GPT-4. Despite this, human annotation remains relatively expen-

sive. In the next section, we discuss how to improve the accuracy

and stability of evaluations without human labeling.

5 TWO HEADS ARE BETTER THAN ONE
In RQ1, although LLMs can achieve comparable evaluation accuracy

on average of tested aspects, we find that the evaluation accuracy

of LLMs varies by aspect. For instance, the evaluation accuracy of

GPT-4 on Transparency is less ideal compared to other aspects. This

raises the question of how to apply LLM evaluators to untested data

or aspects to ensure the evaluation quality. Inspired by the common

method utilized in human annotation to average the ratings given

by multiple annotators, we ensemble results from various LLMs.

We explore RQ3, conducting experiments on 5 LLM evaluators

from RQ1 (excluding Llama2-7B). We ensemble multiple LLMs by

averaging their ratings to obtain the final scores. In Figure 4, the

x-axis represents the number of LLMs included in the ensemble

and the y-axis indicates the corresponding evaluation accuracy.

Ensemble of multiple LLMs improves evaluation accuracy
and stability. In Figure 4, we can see that the expectation of eval-

uation accuracy (mean) increases with #N on all level aspects. In

addition, the lower bound of the evaluation accuracy also rises.

This suggests that ensemble multiple LLMs can mitigate the issue
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Figure 4: Distribution of evaluation accuracy from ensemble results of #N LLM evaluators. Values on the x-axis denote #N.

of a single evaluator performing poorly on certain aspects, such as

Qwen1.5-7B on Accuracy aspect.

The upper bound of evaluation accuracy decreases as #N
rises on Accuracy aspect.We notice that while the expectation

(mean) of accuracy increases with #N, the upper bound of evalua-

tion accuracy starts to decline when #N ≥ 3 on the Accuracy aspect.

This may be due to the subjective nature of Accuracy aspect, which

results in suboptimal outcomes when there are too many evalua-

tors. Another possible reason is that, as observed in Table 1, two

LLMs (Llama2-13B and Qwen1.5-7B) perform relatively poor on the

Accuracy aspect, which could negatively impact the effectiveness

of LLM ensembles.

In summary, when dealing with untested datasets and aspects,

we recommend aggregating zero-shot LLM evaluators to ensure

more stable evaluations.

6 RELATEDWORK
Evaluating Explainable Recommendation Evaluation of ex-

plainable recommendations has been an important topic. In pre-

vious studies, widely used evaluation approaches include online

user study, third-party annotation, and reference-based metrics.

An online user study is the most accurate method to evaluate user

perceptions. In Ex3 [36], authors deploy their model online and ob-

serve an increase in traffic. User studies are also utilized to help gain

insights about explainable recommendations. Lu et al. [21] track

users’ intentions, expectations, and experiences in interactions with

an explainable recommendation system. Balog and Radlinski [2]

investigate the relationship between various goals in explainable

recommendations. The limitation of this line of evaluation is that

it is hard to acquire, especially on public datasets. Researchers

resort to third-party annotations as human labels. Some utilize

crowdsourcing to collect labels [35] and others employ experienced

annotators [7, 15]. Although they are easier to obtain compared

to real user labels, human labels are still expensive. In addition,

our experimental results find that third-party annotations may be

less accurate on aspects that are highly subjective. Reference-based

metrics, e.g. BLEU [22], ROUGE [18] and their variants [25] are

utilized by calculating the similarity of target texts with reference

texts. BLEU and ROUGE are almost the most common methods

for evaluating text-based recommendation explanations [16, 17].

These quantitative metrics are easy to acquire and have a standard

calculation process. This line of methods is limited to datasets with

reference text attached, i.e., self-explanations or reviews.

Studies exist proposing and utilizing novel evaluation methods

for explainable recommendations, each with its own advantages

and limitations. Xu et al. [37] propose a model agnostic frame-

work that evaluates explanations from the aspects of faithfulness

and scrutability. ExpScore [35] design models to generate evalua-

tions from human labels. These methods have limited applicability

or require collecting a certain quantity of human labels. RecEx-

plainer [15] utilizes both human and LLM as annotators for gener-

ated explanations. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to

conduct a meta-evaluation on LLM for recommendation explana-

tions to comprehensively study its capability for the task.

LLM-basedNLGEvaluationThe emergence of LLMhas sparked

interest in its potential applications in evaluating NLG tasks. Gilardi

et al. [11] investigate that ChatGPT outperforms crowd workers

on annotating various NLG tasks. Previous studies find that LLM
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can be effective annotators on various tasks when prompting ap-

propriately [10, 13, 32, 33]. In-context learning (ICL) is also em-

ployed to generate annotations using few-shot learning [3, 24, 26].

Researchers summarize the advancements in the field into sur-

veys [4, 30]. Among these studies, the one most similar to ours is

the evaluation of personalized text generation, e.g., reviews, com-

ments on social media, etc [33]. Our work adds to these studies by

utilizing LLMs as evaluators for recommendation explanation texts.

7 CONCLUSION
In this paper, we investigate the feasibility of utilizing LLMs as

evaluators for recommendation explanation texts. We leverage real

user feedback as ground-truth labels to validate the quality of LLM

evaluation. Our studies consider zero-shot LLM evaluation, collab-

orating with human labels and the ensemble of multiple LLMs. Our

key findings include 1) some LLMs, such as GPT-4, can achieve

evaluation accuracy comparable to or better than traditional meth-

ods; 2) GPT4 can effectively learn preference from human labels; 3)

when applying to untested datasets and aspects, aggregating mul-

tiple heterogeneous zero-shot LLMs is recommended to improve

the accuracy and stability of the evaluation. We propose that LLM

can be a reproducible and cost-effective solution for evaluating

recommendation explanations. As a preliminary investigation into

the meta-evaluation of LLM on recommendation explanations, our

work is limited to text-based explanations. In the future, unified

evaluation protocols that encompass a broader range of explanation

formats can be studied. In addition, developing novel methodolo-

gies to further enhance the evaluation accuracy of LLMs is also an

important area worth considering.
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