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Abstract

As language models become integral to critical
workflows, assessing their behavior remains a
fundamental challenge — human evaluation is
costly and noisy, while automated metrics pro-
vide only coarse, difficult-to-interpret signals.
We introduce natural language unit tests, a
paradigm that decomposes response quality into
explicit, testable criteria, along with a unified
scoring model, LMUNIT, which combines
multi-objective training across preferences,
direct ratings, and natural language rationales.
Through controlled human studies, we show this
paradigm significantly improves inter-annotator
agreement and enables more effective LLM de-
velopment workflows. LMUNIT achieves state-
of-the-art performance on evaluation bench-
marks (FLASK, BigGenBench) and compet-
itive results on RewardBench. These results val-
idate both our proposed paradigm and scoring
model, suggesting a promising path forward for
language model evaluation and development.

1 Introduction

The evaluation of generative language models
remains one of the most fundamental challenges
in natural language processing (Jones and Galliers,
1995; Deriu et al., 2021; Smith et al., 2022; Chang
et al.,, 2024) — it determines how we measure
progress and validate improvements, and it ulti-
mately shapes the field’s trajectory. As these mod-
els transition from research prototypes to produc-
tion systems, real users increasingly rely on them
for critical workflows (Lin et al., 2024), creating an
urgent need for evaluation methods that identify re-
sponse strengths/weaknesses, ensure reliability, de-
tect context-dependent failures, and prevent costly
regressions. Yet current approaches fall short:
human evaluation is expensive, noisy, and struggles
to discern subtle differences among top-performing
models (Hosking et al., 2023; Clark et al., 2021;
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Reword the following statement to make it active and
interesting without changing its meaning: this new
technology has been applied to many industries.

Model Response

Sure, here’s a revised statement: this innovative
technology has revolutionized many industries by...

{ Step 1. Create unit tests for the prompt Ii:,%l

Does the response use active voice?

Does the response maintain the core meaning about
technology being used across multiple industries?

Does the response use more engaging language than
the original?

{ Step 2. Evaluate unit tests with LMUnit @

| The response uses active voice... I | 4.53 I
The response does not maintain the core
meaning and adds words like “innovative” 1.09
and “revolutionized”
The response is somewhat engaging... 3.27

[ Step 3. Aggregate unit test scores -
| 4.53 | 1.09 | 3.27 wmmmm)  Bad Response! .

Figure 1: Natural Language Unit Tests: Overview
of the three-step process: (1) unit test creation, (2)
LMUnit-based scoring with natural language rationales,
and (3) score aggregation for overall quality assessment.

Karpinska et al., 2021), while automated metrics
compress the rich, multi-dimensional nature of
response quality into coarse, difficult-to-interpret
scores (Stent et al., 2005; Liu et al., 2016) that
rely on implicitly learned, often biased evaluation
criteria (Dubois et al., 2024a; Shankar et al., 2024,
Zhang et al., 2024a). As models become more capa-
ble and deeply integrated into essential workflows,
it is imperative that our evaluation methodologies
evolve in tandem, empowering LLM practitioners
to reliably detect subtle failures, meaningfully
distinguish among top-performing systems, and
generate actionable insights that drive sustained



improvements in capabilities.

We focus on one of the most critical challenges
in evaluating language models: measuring
response quality. Defining “response quality” is
inherently complex — what constitutes a good
response depends on multiple factors, including
factual accuracy, logical coherence, and alignment
with user-specific objectives, among other dimen-
sions, all of which vary by domain, application,
style, and context (Mehri and Eskenazi, 2020a; Ye
et al., 2023; Krishna et al., 2023). Existing eval-
uation approaches struggle with this complexity,
which results in an unreliable evaluation signal: (1)
reference-based comparisons are ill-suited to open-
ended scenarios and subtle failure modes where no
single “correct” response exists (Liu et al., 2016;
Lowe et al., 2017), (2) human evaluations become
inconsistent and costly as models grow more capa-
ble and errors subtler (Walker et al., 2007; Pan et al.,
2024; Christiano et al., 2023), and (3) preference
models or prompted LLM judges compress nu-
anced assessments into opaque, coarse-grained met-
rics that are difficult to interpret or steer (Dubois
et al., 2024b; D’Oosterlinck et al., 2024; Singhal
et al., 2023). To address these limitations, we
propose natural language unit tests, a paradigm
that decomposes response quality into explicit,
testable criteria that humans can define, refine, and
guide over time (Figure 1). While this approach en-
hances transparency and adaptability, it introduces
a key technical challenge: how to reliably score
and integrate these fine-grained assessments in a
manner that remains aligned with human values.

Building an effective scoring model for unit tests
presents a significant challenge: it must accurately
evaluate a wide range of criteria — ranging from
broad notions of quality to detailed rubrics that
capture intricate, context-specific requirements.
Existing approaches each address part of the
problem: prompted LLM judges can be instructed
to consider certain criteria (Liu et al., 2023), but
their accuracy is limited by generic instruction-
following abilities and the inability to learn directly
from preference data (Wang et al., 2024b; Zhong
et al., 2022); preference models, while closely
aligned with human judgments, lack promptability
and struggle to handle more granular, human-
defined criteria (Singhal et al., 2023; Lambert and
Calandra, 2023). To address these challenges, we
propose LMUNIT!, a unified modeling approach

"https://lmunit.contextual.ai/

that optimizes large language models as preference
models while supporting flexible, user-defined
evaluation criteria. By combining diverse training
signals with natural language rationales, LMUNIT
achieves strong results across preference modeling,
direct scoring, and fine-grained unit test evalua-
tions, laying a robust foundation for more adaptive
and transparent evaluation methodologies.

To demonstrate how our paradigm enables hu-
man stakeholders to effectively intervene and steer
the assessment and LLM development process,
we assess its real-world impact beyond standard
offline benchmarks through human studies. First,
in a controlled annotation study, expert raters
achieved substantially higher inter-annotator
agreement when evaluating outputs against
explicit unit tests compared to standard preference
annotations. Second, in a case study with LLM
developers, we found that LM UNIT’s transparent,
test-driven evaluations enabled the identification
of more errors than conventional LLM judges,
demonstrating the value of the proposed paradigm.

Our key contributions include: (1) proposing
the paradigm of natural language unit tests, and
validating it at scale, (2) developing LMUNIT
as a unified scoring model that achieves state-of-
the-art performance, (3) demonstrating improved
performance with post-training of rationales, (4)
showing the benefits and challenges of effective
unit test creation and weighting strategies, and (5)
validating our approach through human studies that
demonstrate improved inter-annotator agreement
and more effective LLM development workflows.

2 Related Work

2.1 Evaluation of Generative Language Models

As LLM development continues to progress, robust
and interpretable evaluation methodologies become
increasingly critical. While human evaluation is
often considered the gold standard (Ouyang et al.,
2022; Touvron et al., 2023), its cost and scalability
limitations (Hosking et al., 2023; Schoch et al.,
2020) have driven the development of automated
approaches. These include word overlap metric
(Papineni et al., 2002; Lin, 2004), embedding-
based scoring methods (Yuan et al., 2021; Zhang
et al., 2019), model-based evaluations (Lowe et al.,
2017; Mehri and Eskenazi, 2020b; Zhong et al.,
2022; Saad-Falcon et al., 2023), reward modeling
(Christiano et al., 2017; Askell et al., 2021; Kim
et al., 2023), and LM judges (Zheng et al., 2023;
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Liu et al., 2023; Es et al., 2023; Ravi et al., 2024,
Kim et al., 2024a; Li et al., 2024b). However, au-
tomated methods face significant limitations. They
often lack interpretability and can exhibit biases
that diverge from human evaluations (Shankar
et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2023b; Chaudhari et al.,
2024). Recent work has defined more fine-grained
LM evaluators (Ye et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024b;
Ribeiro et al., 2020; Lin and Chen, 2023; Cook
et al., 2024) and unified different paradigms within
LM evaluation (Wang et al., 2024b; Kim et al.,
2024c; Wu et al., 2023). Furthermore, for code gen-
eration tasks, LLM-based unit test generation has
led to performance improvements by comparing
different responses against compiler-compatible
synthetic unit tests (Chen et al., 2022; Yuan et al.,
2023; Saad-Falcon et al., 2024).

2.2 LM Judges

LLMs can be prompted to evaluate responses
without additional training, showing high correla-
tion with human ratings (Liu et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023a; Fu et al., 2023; Chiang and Lee,
2023; Es et al., 2023; Kocmi and Federmann,
2023). While some approaches focus on in-context
examples and evaluation instructions (Fu et al.,
2023), others leverage chain-of-thought prompting
(Liu et al., 2023) or fine-tune specialized judges
(Saad-Falcon et al., 2023; Tang et al., 2024).
However, these approaches face key limitations:
poor generalization across evaluation tasks (Es
et al., 2023; Saad-Falcon et al., 2023; Ravi et al.,
2024) and systematic biases in position, verbosity,
and self-preference (Chen et al., 2024; Pan et al.,
2024; Zheng et al., 2023; Koo et al., 2023).

2.3 Reward Models

Reward models have gained widespread adoption
for evaluating and aligning language models
(Bradley and Terry, 1952; Christiano et al., 2017;
Liu and Zeng, 2024). Howeyver, these models face
fundamental challenges: low inter-annotator agree-
ment in human preference data (e.g., 65% - 75% in
early RLHF papers) (Askell et al., 2021; Ouyang
et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024a), preferences can
be noisy and inconsistent (Dubois et al., 2024b),
and models often learn spurious correlations like
favoring longer responses (Lambert and Calandra,
2023; Singhal et al., 2023; Dubois et al., 2024a).
Recent advances have shown promise in addressing
these limitations: Helpsteer-2 (Wang et al., 2023c)
demonstrated improved performance through

higher-quality preference data collection, while
GenRM-COT (Zhang et al., 2024b) leveraged
chain-of-thought reasoning for more reliable evalu-
ation. Despite these improvements, challenges with
reward underspecification and alignment persist
(Eisenstein et al., 2023; Chaudhari et al., 2024).

2.4 Fine-Grained Evaluators

Breaking down complex evaluation problems into
simpler components has been a foundational prin-
ciple in NLP evaluation (Walker et al., 2000), and
remains central to solving challenging problems
with language models (Saha et al., 2024). While
some approaches use fixed evaluation dimensions
(Liu et al., 2016; Lowe et al., 2017; Zhong et al.,
2022), the emergence of more flexible language
models has enabled more dynamic, fine-grained
evaluation criteria (Mehri and Eskenazi, 2020a; Lin
and Chen, 2023; Ye et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2024b).
However, pre-defining criteria likely won’t gen-
eralize well to real-world settings (Shankar et al.,
2024). Most similar to our proposed paradigm is
CheckList (Ribeiro et al., 2020), which introduced
a structured, behavioral testing paradigm for
NLP models, and TICK (Cook et al., 2024),
which employed model-generated test criteria to
demonstrate the benefits of decomposition. Our
work builds on these foundational concepts while
extending them in key ways: we train a dedicated
scoring model that synthesizes multiple training
signals for more accurate and scalable fine-grained
evaluation, we conduct broader and more rigorous
evaluations across diverse benchmarks, and we
validate our paradigm through human studies.

2.5 Unified Evaluators

Recent work has focused on unifying different
evaluation paradigms. DJPO (Wang et al., 2024b)
improves human correlation by training LM judges
through preference optimization (Rafailov et al.,
2023), while Prometheus (Kim et al., 2024a,c)
combines direct assessment and pairwise ranking
capabilities through model weight merging. These
approaches, along with fine-grained reward
functions (Wu et al., 2023), show promise in both
human and automatic evaluations.

Our work, LMUNIT, extends these unified
approaches while addressing their key limitations.
While previous work has made progress in com-
bining different evaluation paradigms, they still
face challenges in interpretability, generalization,
and fine-grained control. LMUNIT addresses these



LMUnit is a unified evaluation model. The same forward
pass can be optimized with ratings, preferences, natural
language rationales and fine-grained unit testing data.
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LMUnit is jointly optimized with three different loss functions: SFT loss, MSE
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Figure 2: LMUNIT Training Setup: We leverage several different data sources (direct rating, preference, unit test
direct, unit test preference) along with three different loss functions, to optimize the fine-grained scoring of LM UNIT.

by decomposing evaluation into explicit testable
criteria that can be defined and refined by human
experts, while leveraging the strengths of both LM
judges (natural language understanding, flexible
criteria) and reward models (precise scoring,
preference learning). This enables more reliable,
interpretable, and actionable evaluation that can
adapt to diverse real-world requirements.

3 LMUNIT Methodology

To enable reliable scoring of natural language unit
tests, we develop LMUNIT, a unified modeling
approach that combines multi-objective training
with natural language rationale generation. The
key challenge lies in effectively integrating diverse
training signals while maintaining both high
accuracy and interpretable outputs. Here we
detail our approach to addressing this challenge
through careful problem formulation, synthetic
data generation, and our training methodology.

3.1 Problem Formulation

The core challenge in language model evaluation
is developing scoring models that can reliably
evaluate responses against specific criteria while
providing interpretable reasoning. Our formulation
centers on unit tests: given a unit test u, prompt
p, and response 7, we train models to generate
both rationales and scores through the mapping
f(u, p, ) — rationale, score.

Our approach builds on two existing forms of
evaluation data: direct rating data (p,r) — score

and preference data (p,r1,r2) — preference. We
extend these into unit test-based formats:

1. Unit test direct data: (u, p, r) — score or
(u, p, ) — rationale, score

2. Unit test preference data: (u, p, r1, ro) — pref
or (u, p, r1, re) — rationale;, rationaleq, pref

This formulation leverages two complementary
data sources: naturally occurring preference and
rating data to capture human preferences and
calibrate against absolute quality scales, alongside
synthetic data that enables fine-grained evaluation
of specific criteria with interpretable rationales. At
inference time, LMUNIT can flexibly operate with
or without rationale generation.

3.2 Synthetic Data Pipeline

Our data generation pipeline operationalizes the
unit test formulation through three key stages, pro-
ducing examples scored on a 1-5 scale where higher
scores indicate better satisfaction of the criteria:

1. Unit Test Generation: For each prompt,
we generate diverse unit tests targeting fine-
grained quality criteria. To encourage focus
on response-specific details, we optionally
provide one or two responses during genera-
tion. We also maintain a set of coarse-grained
global tests (see Table 10 for details) to ensure
broad coverage of general quality dimensions.



2. Contrastive Response Generation: For
each (u, p, r) triplet, we generate contrastive
responses that vary systematically in how well
they satisfy the unit test criteria. This creates
rich training signal for learning fine-grained
quality distinctions.

3. Rationale and Score Generation: For a sub-
set of examples, we generate chain-of-thought
rationales that explicitly reason through the
evaluation criteria. Each rationale concludes
with a score that must align with any existing
seed data scores to maintain consistency.

We seed our synthetic data pipeline with prompts,
responses, tests and scores from diverse sources
including Nectar (Zhu et al., 2024), Prometheus
(Kim et al., 2024a), Tulu3 (Lambert et al.,
2024a), Complex Instructions (He et al., 2024),
Infinity-Instruct (of Artificial Intelligence , BAAI),
and HelpSteer2 (Wang et al., 2024d,c).

3.3 Training

LMUnit combines the strengths of generative
judge models and classifier-based reward models
through a unique multi-objective training approach.
Given a unit test u, prompt p, and response 7,
the model outputs a sequence of rationale tokens
rat = (raty,...,rr) followed by a score token s.
The probability distribution over possible score
values k€0,1,...,6 is:

P(s=k | u, p, r, rat) =softmax(h’ W), (1)
We compute a continuous score prediction through

a weighted sum:
6

@:Zk-P(s:klu,p, 7, rat) (2)
k=0
The training objective combines three losses.

First, SFT loss on the rationale and score tokens:
T

L= —Z logP(z; | w, p, r, x<t) 3)
where 21 reprégelnts tokens in both rationale and
score sequences.

Second, MSE loss on the continuous score
prediction:
Linse=(y—1) )
Third, preference loss:

Lpret = —1og (‘7(?31 _QQ)) “Lpref=y,}

—log (o (2= §1))  Lpret=yo}
+(51-92)* 1 {pref=tie) (5)

Here, o is the sigmoid function. The final loss
is a weighted combination:

L=aLlg + BLmse + 7£pref (6)
3.4 Post-Training of Rationales

While our initial model learns to generate rationales
through imitation learning, there is no guarantee
that these rationales actually improve scoring
performance. We address this by collecting pairs of
desirable and undesirable rationales for direct pref-
erence optimization (Rafailov et al., 2023), training
the model to prefer rationales that lead to correct
scoring over those that don’t. We employ several
strategies for collecting these pairs. Through the
Refined strategy, we collect on-policy rationales
from our trained model and use the teacher to
refine them through revisions (D’Oosterlinck et al.,
2024) that improve scoring accuracy. With the Har-
monized strategy, we provide the teacher with two
rationales from our trained model from a prefer-
ence pair and prompt the teacher to harmonize the
rationales, ensuring that the independent reasoning
traces are consistent with the relative quality of
the two samples. In the Teacher-based strategy,
we sample multiple rationales from the teacher
on samples with known scores and use rationales
with correct score outcomes as chosen samples
and rationales with incorrect score outcomes as
rejected. We compare these approaches in Table 4.

3.5 Bayesian Optimization of Global Unit Tests

Natural language unit tests decompose evaluation
into fine-grained, interpretable criteria through K
global tests that assess dimensions like accuracy,
safety, and coherence. The aggregation of these
individual assessments into an overall score is
crucial for valid evaluation. While the standard
approach would be to use uniform weighting
of test scores, we investigate whether this can
be improved through learned weights. Using
Bayesian optimization over human preference
data, we learn optimal weights wy, ..., wx that
maximize alignment between weighted test
scores and human judgments. This optimization
process starts from uniform weights and iteratively
updates them based on agreement with held-out
human preferences, demonstrating the potential
of principled aggregation strategies.

4 Experiments

We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate
LMUNIT and the natural language unit test



Direct Assessment

Classification Pairwise Ranking

Model Flask BiGGen-Bench Human-Internal InfoBench RewardBench LFQA Average*
GPT-40 69.00 65.00 81.80 92.80 84.60 76.54 78.29
Claude-3.5 Sonnet 67.25 61.83 84.53 91.58 84.23 77.24 77.78
Prometheus-2-7B 47.00 50.00 75.58 48.60 72.0 72.31 60.90
Prometheus-2-8x7B 54.00 52.00 77.82 87.85 74.5 74.23 70.06
Prometheus-2-BGB-8x7B 31.00 44.00 78.57 83.87 68.3 71.54 62.87
Llama-3-OffsetBias-8B 29.00 21.00 68.15 72.15 84.0 63.08 56.22
Skywork-Critic-Llama-3.1-8B - - - - 89.0 64.23 -
SFR-LLaMA-3.1-8B-Judge 52.00 59.00 - 92.80 88.7 68.85 73.19
SFR-LLaMA-3.1-70B-Judge 66.00 65.00 - 92.58 92.7 75.00 78.50
LMUNITLLaMA3.1-8B 60.02 64.46 94.14 91.26 83.23 71.54 74.10
LMUNITLLaMA3.1-70B 72.03 67.69 93.63 89.00 91.56 76.15 79.29
LMUNITLLaMA3.1-70B— Decomposed 72.03 67.69 93.63 89.00 90.54 74.62 78.78
LMUNITLLaMA3.1-70B—Decomposed—Weighted T 72.03 67.69 93.63 89.00 93.45 76.53 79.74

Table 1: Comprehensive Model Performance Comparison: Evaluation results across multiple benchmarks showing
model performance on various tasks. Metrics: (i) Pearson correlation coefficient for direct assessment, (ii) binary
accuracy for classification tasks, and (iii) pairwise preference accuracy for pairwise comparisons. | represents our
result with Bayesian optimization over pairwise benchmarks for learning global unit test weights, as described in
Section 3.5. We learned dataset-level weights for LFQA and section-level weights for RewardBench by optimizing
over model predictions on a 50% split of the dataset, following prior work (Wang et al., 2024d). We confirm that this
technique generalizes to a held-out split of RewardBench in Table 5. Note that the Average column excludes Human-
Internal scores in order to compare fairly against the non-public SFR-LLaMA baselines (as of December 2024).

paradigm. First, we evaluate the performance
of LMUNIT on several evaluation benchmarks,
comparing to LLMs as judges, reward models, and
trained evaluation models. Next, we perform abla-
tions to understand the impact of different method-
ologies, including loss functions and data mixture
choices. Finally, we examine improving rationales
through post-training and analyze the impact of
decomposition through several unit test strategies.

4.1 Experimental Setup
4.1.1 Model Configuration and Training Data

Our training data encompasses a diverse mix of
preference judgments, direct scores, and rationales
across multiple sources: (i) HELPSTEER 2 (50K
pairs with ratings spanning five dimensions), (ii)
PROMETHEUS (10K unpaired samples with rat-
ings), (iii) SYNTH NON-RUBRIC (11K pairs with
ratings and rationales), (iv) SYNTH RUBRIC (13K
unpaired samples with ratings and rationales).

We train several variants of LMUNIT initialized
from instruction-tuned LLaMa-3.1 models (8B,
70B). We train our models for 2000 steps using
fixed weights (i.e., « ==~ =1) for the different
loss components, with a 5x loss multiplier applied
to the rationale samples. The training uses the
Adam optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2017) with a
learning rate of le-6 and a cosine learning rate
scheduler, using a batch size of 64 and a sequence
length of 8K.

4.1.2 Evaluation Benchmarks

We evaluate our models on six evaluation
benchmarks spanning different capabilities and
evaluation criteria:

¢ RewardBench (Lambert et al., 2024b): A
benchmark of pairwise model outputs across
chat, reasoning, and safety domains. We measure
agreement with human preference judgments.

* LFQA (Xu et al., 2023): A benchmark of long-
form question answering responses. We measure
agreement with expert preference judgments.

¢ BiGGen Bench (Kim et al., 2024b): A com-
prehensive benchmark spanning 77 tasks across
instruction-following,  content refinement,
grounding, and tool usage. = We measure
correlation with human assessment scores.

¢ FLASK (Ye et al., 2023): An evaluation frame-
work covering 12 skills across logical thinking,
knowledge application, problem handling, and
user alignment. We measure correlation with
human assessment scores.

¢ InfoBench (Qin et al., 2024): A collection of
instruction-following tasks. Using the expert-
validated split, we measure binary classification
accuracy against expert consensus.



* Internal Unit Test Set: A targeted evaluation of
190 questions in the finance and engineering do-
mains, with an average of five validated unit tests
per question. We measure binary classification
accuracy against human expert annotations.

4.2 Key Results

Our models demonstrate strong performance
across diverse evaluation settings (Table 1).
On direct assessment tasks, LMUNIT achieves
state-of-the-art results with correlations of 72.03
on FLASK and 67.69 on BiGGen-Bench, where
fine-grained evaluation is particularly important.
In aggregate, LMUNIT achieves strong overall
performance with scores of 79.74 (eight weighted
global unit tests) and 79.29 (single unit test),
outperforming general-purpose models like GPT-4
(78.29) and Claude-3.5 Sonnet (77.78). Even
our smaller LMUNITL1.2mA3.1-88 Variant remains
highly competitive with a 74.10 average score. For
pairwise ranking tasks, using unweighted global
unit tests slightly decreases overall performance
to 78.78 (-0.96), but LMUNIT remains stronger
than all other baselines. We recover this minor
performance loss through Bayesian optimization
of the global unit test weights while reaching 93.45
on RewardBench (+2.91) - though we note this
weighting is learned on a subset of RewardBench
itself, analogous to tuning hyperparameters on the
test set (following a similar experimental setup
as Wang et al. (2024d)). A more rigorous analysis
using a proper held-out evaluation set is provided
in Section 4.3.4, confirming the generalization
of this method. These strong results across
direct assessment, classification, and pairwise
ranking tasks validate the effectiveness of our
synthetic data pipeline, training setup, and unified
scoring methodology, establishing LMUNIT as a
state-of-the-art model for reliable evaluation.

4.3 Ablation Studies
4.3.1 Impact of Loss Functions

Our ablation studies examine the complementary
benefits of different training objectives: SFT, MSE,
and preference loss. As shown in Table 2, each
additional loss provides measurable improvements
across our evaluation benchmarks (+0.5). While
we observe incremental gains from each additional
loss, there is a meaningful improvement across
different evaluation scenarios, validating the effec-
tiveness of our multi-objective training approach.

4.3.2 Data Mixture Effects

We analyze how different compositions of training
data affect LMUNIT’s performance to identify
the most effective mixture for robust evaluation
capabilities. As shown in Table 3, rubric data is
essential for strong performance on fine-grained
direct assessment and that our synthetic data
pipeline provides dramatic performance gains
(+3.52) when synthetic rubric data is incorporated.
We also observe that non-rubric synthetic data is
most effective as preference pairs (+4.04) rather
than direct scoring data (-2.75), likely due to the
improved contrastive signal.

4.3.3 Impact of Rationales

Moving beyond simple imitation learning of
rationales, we examine strategies to optimize
rationale generation for better evaluation. As
shown in Table 4, training with rationales improves
model performance even when rationales are not
used at test time (+0.2). While including rationales
during inference initially leads to lower scores,
our post-training optimization through DPO helps
recover performance, with teacher-based pairs
providing the largest gains (+1.1).

4.3.4 Unit Test Decomposition Analysis

Our experiments with different unit test strategies
on RewardBench (Table 5) reveal two key findings.
First, global-level tests significantly outperform
query-level tests across all categories, with section-
level learned weights achieving the strongest
results (+2.4 over unweighted aggregation). Sec-
ond, the performance of fine-grained query-level
tests degrades substantially, particularly on harder
examples, though this can be partially mitigated
by placing greater weight on earlier tests (+1.5).

These results highlight both the promise and
challenges of our approach: while global unit tests
provide a robust foundation for evaluation, devel-
oping effective fine-grained testing criteria remains
difficult. The success of weighted global unit
tests, coupled with the challenges of query-level
decomposition, suggests an important direction for
future work in developing more sophisticated test
generation and aggregation strategies.



Direct Assessment Classification PairWise Ranking
Training Loss Flask BiGGen-Bench Human-Internal InfoBench RewardBench LFQA Average
LMUNITLLaMA3.1-8B
SFT 51.31 59.12 94.19 90.29 83.56 68.85  74.55
SFT + MSE 60.46 63.94 94.29 92.92 83.44 71.54 71.77
SFT + MSE + PREF  60.02 64.46 94.14 91.26 83.23 7154 7744
LMUNITLLaMA3.1-70B
SFT 69.09 67.14 93.88 90.83 89.98 76.15 81.18
SFT + MSE 70.25 67.34 93.73 87.59 91.03 75.77  80.95
SFT + MSE + PREF  72.03 67.69 93.63 89.00 91.56 76.15  81.68

Table 2: Training Loss Ablation Results: Adding SFT, MSE, and preference loss components each contribute
modest but consistent improvements to LMUNIT’s performance across direct assessment (Pearson correlation),
classification (binary accuracy), and pairwise ranking (preference accuracy) tasks.

Direct Assessment Classification PairWise Ranking
Data Mix Flask BiGGen-Bench Human-Internal InfoBench RewardBench LFQA Average
Direct only
HS2 57.0 42.26 94.74 88.60 91.31 69.23  73.86
HS2 + SYNTH NON-RUBRIC 47.00 42.00 93.83 88.80 86.00 69.00  71.11
HS2 + PROMETHEUS 64.90 59.27 93.43 87.50 91.40 7115  77.94
HS2+ PROMETHEUS + SYNTH RUBRIC 71.60 67.94 94.89 89.19 91.70 73.50  81.46
Preference only
SYNTH NON-RUBRIC 65.94 62.80 92.37 91.69 80.73 66.92  76.74
HS2 59.26 44.00 94.19 87.49 90.54 69.62  74.18
HS2 + SYNTH NON-RUBRIC 64.89 62.13 93.88 87.70 91.49 69.23  78.22
Full Data Mix
ALL 72.03 67.69 93.63 89.00 91.56 76.15  81.68

Table 3: Training Data Mix Ablations: Our direct-only synthetic mix with rubrics dramatically improves model
performance over baselines trained on open-source data only. Our synthetic preference data also strongly improves
performance even without rubrics, likely due to fine-grained contrastive signal. Training on our full data mix yields
our SOTA LMUNIT model. All models are initialized with Llama-3.1-70B. HS2 refers to HelpSteer2.
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Figure 3: LMUNIT Unit Test Scoring Improves

Inter-Annotator Agreement on Preference Data:

Instructing annotators to answer gold-standard unit
tests improves inter-annotated agreement by 48% and
20% compared to pairwise judging of responses or
rubric-based scoring ("Spec"), respectively.

5 LMUNIT Human Subject Studies

We conducted two studies to validate key claims
about natural language unit tests: (1) Whether
this paradigm, implemented through LMUNIT,
provides concrete advantages over traditional LM
judges for developers working on real systems,
and (2) Whether decomposing evaluation into
explicit criteria can improve the quality of human
preference data.

5.1 Case Study with LLM Developers

To evaluate whether decomposed evaluation helps
developers better understand and improve language
models, we conducted a controlled study with
16 LLM researchers and engineers. Participants
were asked to analyze model outputs from Arena
Hard Auto (Li et al., 2024a) and a multi-domain
commercial benchmark using both LMUNIT and



.. Rationales? Benchmarks
Training Process
Train Test RewardBench BigGenBench Flask Average

LMUNIT Losses X X 91.1 67.4 72.1 76.9
LMUNIT Losses v X 91.6 67.7 72.0 77.1
LMUNIT Losses v v 83.8 62.1 64.2 70.0
LMUNIT Losses + DPO (Harmonized) v v 84.4 62.0 64.6 70.4
LMUNIT Losses + DPO (Refined) v v 84.2 61.8 65.0 70.3
LMUNIT Losses + DPO (Teacher) v v 85.4 63.1 64.9 71.1

Table 4: Rationale Ablations: Training on rationale data improves LMUNITL 1 ,ma3.1.708 performance with no
rationales at test time, though test-time rationale generation decreases overall performance. The rationale generation
can be improved by DPO post-training, with the greatest gains coming from chosen and rejected pairs teacher
examples. Bolded numbers indicate the best overall performance, and the underlined numbers indicate the best
performance with rationales enabled at test time.

. RewardBench Subset
Technique
Chat ChatHard Safety Reasoning Average

Global-Level Unit Tests

Single Test 96.1 86.0 92.7 91.6 91.6
Unweighted Tests 97.2 79.9 93.2 934 91.0
Dataset-Level Learned Weights 95.6 84.3 93.2 95.7 92.2
Section-Level Learned Weights 97.8 86.5 93.5 95.8 93.4
Query-Level Unit Tests

Single Test 92.8 78.6 84.1 83.7 84.8
Unweighted Tests 92.8 67.6 84.6 82.1 81.8
Exponentially Decaying Weights ~ 93.9 72.9 84.9 81.4 83.3

Table 5: Unit Test Decomposition: Reward Bench samples are scored according to either 8 coarse-grained global tests
(see Table 10 for details) or 8 fine-grained, query-specific tests generated by Claude-3.5-Sonnet. Learned weights are
computed via Bayesian optimization over the predictions of LM UNITY | sma3.1-708 On @ 50% subset of RewardBench.
For decaying weights, we weigh each np, unit test by 0.8™ in the order they were generated. All results are reported
on a 50% held-out subset of Reward Bench. Single unit test results correspond to using only the "Is the response

helpful?" global unit test or the first generated query-level test.

traditional “LLM as a Judge”.

LMUNIT enabled substantially more detailed
analysis: participants identified 157% more
response attributes (10.8 vs 4.2) and 131% more
error modes (7.4 vs 3.2), rating both as significantly
more important than those found through LM
judges. In practice, LMUNIT led to concrete
improvements: 13 of 16 researchers made targeted
improvements to data selection and preprocessing
after identifying critical error modes, with six
reporting 10+ point gains in instruction-following
and reasoning tasks. Detailed examples and
analysis are provided in Appendix A.2.

5.2 Reducing Noise in Human Evaluation

Human preference data is crucial for training re-
ward models (Christiano et al., 2017; Askell et al.,
2021). However, inter-annotator agreement is often
low (Wang et al., 2024a), with annotators strug-
gling to weigh different factors consistently and
give reliable signal (Howcroft et al., 2020). Since

reducing task ambiguity has been shown to help
improve agreement (Novikova et al., 2018; Huynh
et al., 2021; Rottger et al., 2022), we investigated
the benefits of decomposing evaluation into explicit
criteria. We conducted an experiment with 15 expe-
rienced annotators on expressing judgements with
20 queries, comparing three approaches: unstruc-
tured preference judgments (Control), standardized
evaluation criteria (Specification), and unit test-
based evaluation (Unit Test). The Control group
selected their preferred response with no additional
guidance, the Specification group assessed each
response against a five-point quality specification
before selecting their preferred response, and the
Unit Test group answered gold-standard targeted
unit tests before picking. The gold-standard
unit tests were pre-written by trained human
annotators to ensure quality. More details on the
human-written unit tests are in Appendix A.1.

As shown in Figure 3, the Control group showed
low inter-annotator reliability (Fleiss’ Kappa =



0.04), while the Unit Tests group achieved sub-
stantially higher agreement (Fleiss’ Kappa = 0.52),
demonstrating that structured decomposition sig-
nificantly improves consistency in human evalu-
ation. Annotators chose their preferred response
after completing the unit tests and 89% of the time
they selected the response with the largest number
of satisfied unit tests. This further shows that an-
swering unit tests guided their preference decisions.

6 Discussion

Our experiments and analyses reveal several
key insights about the effectiveness of our unit
test-based evaluation framework and highlight
important directions for future work:

LMUnit Shows Benefits of Unified Training:
Our empirical results validate the benefits of
a unified scoring approach through three key
findings: combining multiple training objectives
improves performance across all evaluation
settings (Table 2), incorporating diverse data types
enhances model capabilities (Table 3), and LMU-
NIT’s approach achieves state-of-the-art results on
fine-grained evaluation benchmarks like FLASK
and BiGGen-Bench (Table 1). These results sug-
gest significant untapped potential in synthesizing
different sources of evaluation signal — from human
preferences and ratings to targeted synthetic data
— particularly for fine-grained assessment tasks.

Unit Tests Enable Rich Human-in-the-Loop
Evaluation: Language model evaluation frame-
works should enable precise human steering
while reducing noise and manual effort. Our
results show this paradigm achieves both goals:
structured criteria dramatically improve evalua-
tion consistency and inter-annotator agreement
(Figure 3), while offering multiple meaningful
intervention points. Humans can write or refine
test criteria, optimize test weights (Table 5), and
guide development through decomposed feedback -
leading to significantly more detailed error analysis
in practice (subsection 5.1). This suggests unit
tests can enable deeper, more reliable human-Al
collaboration in evaluation.

Rationale Post-Training Improves Task
Performance: A fundamental challenge in
language models is developing genuine reasoning
capabilities rather than simply learning to imitate
human-like explanations. While training models
to generate rationales through supervised learning
can produce plausible-sounding explanations, this
doesn’t necessarily improve their underlying ca-

pabilities. Our work demonstrates two key insights
about moving beyond imitation: first, training with
rationales improves model performance even when
not generating them at inference time (Table 4),
and second, post-training optimization of rationales
for task performance rather than imitation leads to
further gains. This suggests a promising direction
for developing better reasoning capabilities: using
rationales not just as outputs to mimic but as a
trainable intermediate step that can improve task
performance while maintaining interpretability
and enabling human feedback. Beyond LMU-
NIT, this approach can be extended to improve
general-purpose model reasoning by optimizing
rationales for downstream task performance rather
than merely imitating ground-truth rationales.
Query-Level Unit Test Creation Remains
Challenging: While our work advanced scoring
and evaluation methodology, generating effec-
tive query-specific unit tests proved difficult.
Global-level unit tests with learned weights
significantly outperform query-level unit tests
(Table 5), highlighting the need for better test gen-
eration approaches. Future work should explore
end-to-end training of test generation, evaluate
human-created tests at scale, and investigate
when fine-grained decomposition justifies its
complexity. These findings collectively point to
both the promise and challenges of the unit testing
paradigm for language model evaluation. The
strong performance of LMUNIT demonstrates the
potential of unified training approaches, while our
human studies show how structured evaluation
can enable more reliable and meaningful human
oversight. Though challenges remain in test
generation and optimal decomposition strategies,
our results suggest this paradigm offers a practical
path toward more reliable, interpretable, and
human-aligned evaluation of language models.

7 Conclusion

This paper introduces natural language unit tests,
a paradigm for language model evaluation that en-
ables precise assessment through explicit, testable
criteria. To implement this paradigm effectively,
we develop LMUNIT, a unified scoring model
that combines multi-objective training across
preferences, direct ratings, and natural language
rationales to achieve state-of-the-art performance
on major evaluation benchmarks. Our results
validate both the broader paradigm of decomposed
evaluation and our novel scoring methodology.



Looking ahead, this work opens several promising
research directions: deeper integration of human
feedback loops, enhanced scoring models with
improved reasoning capabilities, and end-to-end
training of unit test generation and scoring.
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A Appendix
A.1 Assisting Humans with Preference Annotations

This subsection of the Appendix contains additional information on the experiment to reduce noise in
human evaluation of preference data.

A.1.1 Human-Written Unit Tests

We conducted a pilot study to develop gold-standard unit tests for 20 queries, which were later used to
reduce noise in preference data. Four experienced annotators used a Google Sheets interface to create
4-8 unit tests per query. These tests were designed to verify that model responses were both accurate and
grounded in the retrieved documents. Annotators wrote specific criteria defining the expected behavior
and content that would constitute a complete, well-grounded response to each query.

Agreement Kappa # Cases with # Queries with
Overall Overall 100% Agreement High Disagreement
Pairwise Judging 71% 0.04 3 12
Spec 80% 0.32 7 7
Unit Tests 86% 0.52 11 5

Table 6: Unit Tests Improve Inter-Rater Agreement: Unit test-based evaluation achieves substantially higher
agreement rates and fewer cases of high disagreement compared to alternative approaches, such as pairwise judging
and rubric-based scoring (i.e. "Spec"). High disagreement refers to queries in the 40-60% agreement range.

A.2 LMUNIT Case Study

This section contains additional details regarding the LM UNIT case study described in Section 5. For
the annotation regarding error attributes and failure modes, we provide an overview of the annotation
guidelines in Table 7, annotation row examples in Table 8, and completed annotations in Table 9.

We also gathered some illustrative anecdotes from study participants to reflect the benefits of unit
test-based evaluation methods with LMUNIT:

* Motivating LM System Decisions: "We had suspected for a while that some of our training data was
not diverse enough, but it was hard to prove with just LM judge feedback. The LMUNIT unit tests
revealed that the model was performing better on certain types of queries (i.e. summarization and
multi-hop queries) while creating generic answers for others (i.e. analysis and calculation queries).
This led us to augment the dataset with more varied examples and improve our retrieval process,
leading to a performance increase for the LM system overall."

* High-Resolution Feedback: "With LM judges, we would often get long-winded explanations that did
not really explain the issue clearly, which made it hard to figure out what was going on. Sometimes the
judge verdict did not align with the explanation at all! However, LMUNIT gave us clear Passed/Failed
results with specific criteria, allowing us to know what went wrong and where to fix it."

* Improved Annotator Alignment: "For our project, we noticed a frustrating gap between LM judge
evaluations and the feedback from our annotators. The LM judges would pass responses that skipped
crucial reasoning steps as long as the final answer was correct but annotators rejected responses
for lacking logical progression. After switching to LMUNIT, the alignment with the annotators
improved significantly. LM UNIT unit tests flagged responses that missed intermediate steps, just
like the annotators. This allowed us to retrain the model with more targeted feedback, leading to
better performance in tasks requiring step-by-step reasoning and saving us time on annotations."



Instruction

Response #1

Response #2

LM Judge
Verdict

LMUNIT Unit Tests with
Verdicts for Better Response

Examples How does the inte-
#1 gration of healthcare
analytics with electronic
health records (EHRs)
and the establishment
of common technical
standards contribute to
improving patient care?

The integration of healthcare ana-
lytics with electronic health records
(EHRs) and the establishment
of common technical standards
significantly contribute to improving
patient care by providing a more co-
ordinated, efficient, and data-driven
approach to healthcare delivery...

**Integration of Healthcare Analyt-
ics with Electronic Health Records
(EHRs)**

*Enables the collection, aggregation,
and analysis of vast amounts of
clinical data from diverse sources,
including EHRs, medical devices,
and laboratory results.

* Provides insights and analytics
that help identify trends, predict
outcomes, and improve patient care.

Response
#1

- Does the response explain how healthcare
analytics integration with EHRs impacts patient
care? [Passed]

- Does the response mention the role of common
technical standards in improving interoperabil-
ity? [Passed]

- Does the response detail the major challenges
addressed by the ONC’s Federal Health IT
Strategic Plan 2015-2020? [Failed]

- Does the response cover how privacy concerns
are addressed according to the ONC’s plan?
[Passed]

Examples How might changes in

#2 the regulation and public
perception of unmanned
aircraft systems (UAS)
influence the growth
and application of urban
drone technology?

The influence of changes in reg-
ulation and public perception of
unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) on
the growth and application of drone
technology in urban environments
over the next decade is significant
and multifaceted...

**Regulations and Public Percep-
tion:**

*#*]. Regulatory Landscape:**

- Increased regulations governing
airspace usage, safety, and privacy.

- Stricter licensing and registration
processes for drone operators...

Response
#1

- Does the response adequately address how
changes in regulation might impact the growth
of UAS technology in urban environments?
[Passed]

- Does the response explain how changes in
public perception might influence the application
of UAS technology in urban environments?
[Passed]

- Does the response mention specific regulations
that could affect UAS usage in urban areas?
[Passed]

Table 8: Comparison of LMUNIT vs. LM Judge for Human Feedback

Instruction

Response

Response
Attributes

Error Modes

Example

#1

How does the integration of healthcare
analytics with electronic health records
(EHRs) and the establishment of com-
mon technical standards contribute to
improving patient care, while address-
ing the challenges related to privacy,
data accuracy, and interoperability?

The integration of healthcare analytics
with electronic health records (EHRs)
and the establishment of common tech-
nical standards significantly contribute
to improving patient care by providing
a more coordinated, efficient, and data-
driven approach to healthcare delivery.
Several key strategies and challenges
need to be addressed to achieve these
improvements while safeguarding
privacy, data accuracy, and interoper-
ability. Firstly, healthcare analytics...

Explanation of Healthcare Analytics
Integration, Discussion of EHRs (Elec-
tronic Health Records), Description
of Common Technical Standards,
Addressing Privacy Concerns, Focus
on Data Accuracy, Discussion of
Interoperability, Reference to ONC’s
Federal Health IT Strategic Plan,
Use of Evidence-Based Examples,
Explanation of Cost Reduction in
Healthcare, Description of Stakeholder
Collaboration

Hallucination of Unrelated Information,
Omission of Key Concepts, Redun-
dancy in Explanation, Inconsistent
Use of Terminology, Lack of Coher-
ence between Sections, Incomplete
Explanation of Critical Points, Overly
Generalized Statements

Example

#2

How might changes in the regulation
and public perception of unmanned
aircraft systems (UAS) influence
the growth and application of drone
technology in urban environments over
the next decade?

The influence of changes in regulation
and public perception of unmanned
aircraft systems (UAS) on the growth
and application of drone technology
in urban environments over the next
decade is significant and multifaceted.
Regulatory changes could impose
stricter licensing and airspace regu-
lations, while public concerns about
safety and privacy might limit drone
use in specific areas.

Explanation of UAS Regulation, Ref-
erence to Safety Standards, Discussion
of Operational Restrictions, Mention
of Air Traffic Management Systems,
Integration of Collision Avoidance
Technologies, Privacy Concerns in Ur-
ban Environments, Public Perception
and Security Issues, Transparency in
Data Capture and Processing

Failure to Address Privacy Concerns,
Overlooking Public Perception and
Security Issues, Vague Discussion on
Commercial Applications, Inconsistent
Explanation of Regulatory Compliance,
Inaccurate Reference to Urban Growth
Impact, Failure to Mention Innovation
Amidst Regulations

Table 9: LMUNIT Case Study Responses with Annotation Results

A.3 LMUNIT in LLM Pipelines

Instruction Response  Response LM Judge LMUNIT Unit Tests + LMUNIT Unit Tests +
uchy #1 #2 Verdict Verdicts for Response#1 Verdicts for Response#2
{text} {text} {text} {#1 or#2} Bulleted Queries + Verdicts Bulleted Queries + Verdicts

Table 7: Information for Comparing LM Judge and LMUNIT: Given the following information, annotators
then provide the response attributes, error modes, and their importances identified by each evaluation approach. We
provide annotated row examples in Table 8 and completed annotations in Table 9.

To test the utility of LMUNIT unit test generation and evaluation, we incorporated the models into LLM
development pipelines for 16 researchers and engineers covering domains in finance, publishing, software,
hardware development, and more. The surveyed individuals were volunteer researchers working in NLP
labs who utilized LM UNIT models over the course of 1-2 days, continuing their original evaluation
workflows but with added LMUNIT models. The researchers regularly develop LLM systems that
integrate 70B+ parameter models with retrieval systems, frequently undergoing additional instruction
fine-tuning and preference alignment datasets. These demands necessitate the development of reliable
evaluation systems for understanding 1) error modes of existing systems and 2) actionable steps for



improving existing approaches. We breakdown existing ways LMUNIT has bolstered current pipelines.
The insights provided by LMUNIT proved instrumental for improving both RAG systems and LLM
systems more generally. 13 out of the 16 researchers surveyed stated that LMUNIT helped them identify
current error modes in their training pipelines, inspiring them to make data selection and preprocessing
decisions to address the failures directly. Eight researchers also said LMUNIT sparked them to make
training pipeline decisions surrounding hyperparameters, dataset weighting, and in-context learning.
Furthermore, six researchers said the decisions lead to a 10+ point boost in evaluation performance for
instruction-following and reasoning tasks. Most importantly, 15 of the 16 researchers said they would
be interested in using unit test-based frameworks for building ML pipelines going forward, assuming they
are aligned with evaluation metrics and human preferences for instruction-following and reasoning tasks.
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Figure 4: LMUNIT Favored Over LM Judges for Identified Response Attributes and Error Modes: LMUNIT
is favored by LM researchers and engineers surveyed, allowing users to find greater numbers of important response
attributes and error modes identified in LLM responses. Out of the 16 individuals surveyed, all of them favored
LMUNIT over traditional LM judges.

Test ID | Unit Test

GUT-1 | Is the response helpful and aligned with the spirit of what the prompt was asking for?

GUT-2 | Does the response directly address the prompt’s query or topic?

GUT-3 | Are the facts and information presented in the response correct and reliable?

GUT-4 | Is the response articulated in a clear and understandable manner?

GUT-5 | Does the response provide a thorough answer, covering all aspects of the prompt?

GUT-6 | Is the response succinct without omitting essential information?

GUT-7 | Does the response maintain the reader’s interest and encourage further thought or action?

GUT-8 | Does the response adhere to ethical guidelines and avoid promoting harmful content?

Table 10: Global Unit Tests used for pairwise evaluations on RewardBench and LFQA



	Introduction
	Related Work
	Evaluation of Generative Language Models
	LM Judges
	Reward Models
	Fine-Grained Evaluators
	Unified Evaluators

	LMUnit Methodology
	Problem Formulation
	Synthetic Data Pipeline
	Training
	Post-Training of Rationales
	Bayesian Optimization of Global Unit Tests

	Experiments
	Experimental Setup
	Model Configuration and Training Data
	Evaluation Benchmarks

	Key Results
	Ablation Studies
	Impact of Loss Functions
	Data Mixture Effects
	Impact of Rationales
	Unit Test Decomposition Analysis


	LMUnit Human Subject Studies
	Case Study with LLM Developers
	Reducing Noise in Human Evaluation

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix
	Assisting Humans with Preference Annotations
	Human-Written Unit Tests

	LMUnit Case Study
	LMUnit in LLM Pipelines


