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Abstract

LLM safety and ethical alignment are
widely discussed, but the impact of content
moderation on user satisfaction remains
underexplored. To address this, we analyze
nearly 50,000 Chatbot Arena response-
pairs using a novel fine-tuned RoBERTa
model, that we trained on hand-labeled data
to disentangle refusals due to -ethical
concerns from other refusals due to
technical disabilities or lack of information.
Our findings reveal a significant refusal
penalty on content moderation, with users
choosing ethical-based refusals roughly
one-fourth as often as their preferred LLM
response compared to standard responses.
However, the context and phrasing play
critical roles: refusals on highly sensitive
prompts, such as illegal content, achieve
higher win rates than less sensitive ethical
concerns, and longer responses closely
aligned with the prompt perform better.
These results emphasize the need for
nuanced moderation strategies that balance
ethical safeguards with user satisfaction.
Moreover, we find that the refusal penalty
is notably lower in evaluations using the
LLM-as-a-Judge method, highlighting
discrepancies between user and automated
assessments.

Trigger Warning and Disclaimer: This paper
discusses content moderation in LLMs, including
sensitive topics such as hate speech, harassment,
and illegal activities, as part of an analysis of LLM
performance and user satisfaction. The study does
not endorse or promote any harmful, illegal, or
unethical content, nor does it make any normative
judgments about the “right amount” of content
moderation.
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1 Introduction

With the rise of large language models (LLMs)
such as ChatGPT, the topics of LLM alignment and
safety have garnered significant attention across
academia (Xie et al.,, 2024), industry (OpenAl,
2023, Antropic, 2023), and regulatory bodies
(European Data Protection Board, 2024). LLMs,
while demonstrating remarkable capabilities, face
challenges due to their black-box nature, which
makes controlling their outputs inherently difficult.
Consequently, these models may generate illegal,
unethical, or inappropriate content, raising
concerns about their safe deployment (Weidinger et
al., 2021).

In response, various methods have been
developed to minimize harmful or sensitive
outputs, including model guardrails (Dong et al.,
2024) and detoxification techniques (Welbl et al.,
2021). Other approaches include fine-tuning
models with ethically curated datasets (Raza et al.,
2024) and reinforcement learning from human
feedback (RLHF) to encourage safer and more
aligned responses (Ouyang et al., 2022). While
these techniques address compliance, they often
focus on preventing harmful outputs without
considering how refusals to answer specific
prompts influence user perceptions.

Understanding user perceptions of content
moderation due to ethical concerns is crucial
because it directly impacts the adoption and
acceptance of LLMs in real-world applications.
While users generally agree on the need for ethical
safeguards (Kieslich et al. 2021), overly restrictive
or poorly phrased refusals may be perceived as
unhelpful, undermining the user experience. This
tension between safety and helpfulness represents
a critical gap in existing research.

To address this gap, we leverage data from
Chatbot Arena, a platform where users compare



responses from two LLMs and indicate their
preferred option (Chiang et al.,, 2024). Chatbot
Arena provides a natural setting to study user
preferences, as it captures revealed preferences in
head-to-head matchups between models. However,
a technical challenge arises in classifying responses
that involve refusals. While existing approaches
like Sorry-Bench evaluate compliance on pre-
defined prompts related to ethical concerns (Xie et
al. 2024), they do not distinguish between different
types of refusals. This makes it challenging to
identify refusals in Chatbot Arena answers due to
content moderation on sensitive issues from other
reasons for response refusals, such as technical
inabilities of the corresponding model.

To overcome this limitation, we fine-tune a
RoBERTa-Large model on a hand-labeled dataset
of responses, enabling the model to classify refusal
behaviors based on their underlying reason: (i)
ethical concerns, or (ii) lack of technical
capabilities or insufficient context or information.
Additionally, we distinguish between responses
that completely refuse to conduct the task and those
that provide disclaimers but attempt to address the
task of the prompt.

Using this classifier, we analyze almost 50,000
one-turn prompts and response pairs from Chatbot
Arena, with a particular focus on refusals to
conduct tasks due to ethical concerns. Our analysis
reveals a significant “refusal penalty”: when
models refuse to answer due to ethical concerns,
their win rate drops to 8%, compared to 36% for
normal responses. The penalty becomes even more
pronounced when refusals are paired against
normal responses, with win rates as low as 4% for
ethical-based refusals.

We also evaluate the performance of refusals
using the LLM-as-a-Judge method, a common
automated evaluation framework (Zheng et al.,
2023). Interestingly, we find that the win-loss ratio
for refusals is nearly four times higher under LLM-
as-a-Judge evaluations compared to user decisions.
Nonetheless, even with this leniency, refusals for
ethical reasons lose more matchups than they win
(31% win vs. 50% loss), suggesting that also
automated evaluators penalize response refusals.

Given this strong refusal penalty, we further
investigate factors that may mitigate its impact. In
line with recent research on response styles (Wang
et al. 2024), we find that refusals with longer text
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and higher textual similarity to the prompt achieve
higher win rates. This suggests that users value
detailed explanations and constructive alternatives,
rather than generic statements like “I'm sorry, 1
cannot comply.” Additionally, refusals for prompts
flagged as particularly sensitive, such as illegal
activities, achieve higher win rates, indicating that
both users and LLM evaluators recognize the
importance of ethical safeguards in these contexts.

This paper provides novel insights into how
content moderation and refusal behaviors in LLMs
impact user preferences and evaluation outcomes.
First, we reveal the existence of a substantial
refusal penalty, particularly for ethically motivated
refusals, and show how user decisions differ
significantly =~ from  automated evaluations
conducted by the LLM-as-a-Judge framework.
These findings emphasize the need to balance
ethical safeguards with user-centered design to
ensure alignment without sacrificing satisfaction.

Additionally, we demonstrate that refusal
phrasing and context plays a critical role in
mitigating user dissatisfaction. These results
highlight the importance of not only moderating
content effectively but also communicating
refusals in a way that aligns with user expectations.

Finally, this work introduces a scalable approach
to classifying nuanced refusal behaviors in LLMs,
leveraging a fine-tuned RoBERTa-Large model
trained on hand-labeled data. We make this model
publicly available to support ongoing efforts in
improving the moderation and evaluation of LLM
outputs.?

2 Related Work
2.1 LLMs and Content Moderation

Much of the existing work on content
moderation focuses on classifying sensitive or
toxic content, encompassing outputs flagged as
harmful, inappropriate, or offensive. Efforts in this
domain have been strengthened by open datasets
such as Jigsaw’s Toxic Comment Classification
Challenge (Jigsaw, 2019) and
RealToxicityPrompts (Gehman et al., 2020), which
enable systematic evaluation of LLMs’ ability to
generate or resist toxic outputs. Tools like Detoxify
(Hanu, 2020) provide classifiers to evaluate text on
dimensions such as threats, obscenity, or insults,



helping reduce the prevalence of harmful outputs
while maintaining the utility of LLMs.

Building on the need for safer outputs, recent
work has also examined the refusal behaviors of
LLMs. Benchmarks such as Sorry-Bench (Xie et
al.,, 2024) or datasets to evaluate safeguards in
LLMs (Wang, 2023) assess compliance and refusal
strategies for sensitive or pre-flagged prompts.
While these studies provide valuable insights, they
primarily frame refusal behavior in binary terms -
whether a model complies with or refuses a request
- without addressing the underlying reasons for
such refusals.

Therefore, in this study, we adopt a broad
categorization framework that helps to disentangle
refusals due to content moderations and ethical
concerns from other categories. In particular, prior
research in LLM and conversational Al suggests
that refusal behavior can generally be classified
into two high-level categories:

e Technical/ Capability Refusals: These
occur when a model declines to answer
due to a lack of information, insufficient
training data, or technical limitations
(e.g., “I cannot answer this because it is
outside my knowledge”). Such refusals
highlight inherent constraints in LLM
capabilities (Bommasani et al., 2021;
Ouyang et al., 2022).

e Social/ Ethical Refusals: These refusals
are motivated by content moderation
policies aimed at avoiding harmful,
unethical, or inappropriate outputs (e.g.,
“I cannot provide advice on illegal
activities”). (Weidinger et al.,, 2021;
Anthropic, 2023).

2.2 Response Refusals and User Satisfaction

Naturally, users prefer capable LLMs, so we
should expect that refusals due to technical
limitations are negatively associated with user
satisfaction, as they signal a lack of capability,
which can frustrate users seeking assistance (Kim
etal., 2023). However, for refusals based on ethical
concerns this association is less clear.

On the one hand, ethical refusals demonstrate
adherence to societal norms, ensuring safety and
alignment with widely accepted ethical guidelines
(Kieslich et al., 2021). Similarly, refusals, when
well-articulated, enhance trust by transparently
communicating limitations or ethical concerns

(Cheong, 2024). On the other hand, ethical
refusals, may be perceived as overly restrictive or
unhelpful, particularly if they fail to provide
detailed explanations or alternatives (Weidinger et
al., 2021). Such refusals may also invoke concerns
around censorship or the suppression of
uncomfortable content (Matusevych et al., 2024).
Moreover, for users already skeptical of Al
moderation, ethical refusals might reinforce
mistrust in automated systems, especially if users
perceive the model as overly biased, politically
motivated, or lacking nuance (Duenser & Douglas,
2023).

The effect of user refusals may also depend on
the phrasing of refusals. Overly generic or abrupt
refusals can feel dismissive or unhelpful, eroding
trust and satisfaction. For example, research in
conversational Al (Denny et al. 2021) highlights
that users prefer responses that offer detailed
explanations or alternative suggestions, even when
refusing a prompt. Additionally, studies in human-
computer interaction suggest that users value
transparency and effort in Al communication
(Cheong 2024). Hence, ethical refusals that clearly
articulate the reasoning behind the refusal, provide
constructive alternatives, or acknowledge user
concerns should be perceived as more trustworthy
and aligned with user expectations. In contrast,
vague or formulaic refusals may frustrate users,
particularly when they feel their needs are
dismissed without sufficient justification.

2.3 Response Refusals and LLM-as-a-Judge

Similarly to user satisfaction, it is also not clear
how refusals affect judgments by LL.M-as-a-Judge,
a common framework for automated evaluation
(Zheng et al., 2023). Recent findings reveal that the
LLM-as-a-Judge method exhibits several biases in
its evaluation process, some of which may
specifically affect its assessment of refusals (Ye et
al.,, 2024): (i) Preference for content without
emotional elements: LLM judges tend to favor
responses that lack emotional elements or
subjective framing. This suggests that ethical and
judgment refusals, which aim to maintain
neutrality and avoid subjectivity, may align well
with LLM-as-Judge preferences. (ii) Preference for
longer responses: LLM judges favor longer
responses, even when these are less clear, accurate,
or high-quality compared to shorter alternatives.
This bias implies that short refusals, particularly



generic ones may be penalized in favor of refusals
that provide detailed explanations or constructive
alternatives.  (iii)  Credibility of authority
statements: LLM Judges tend to assign more
credibility to statements perceived as authoritative,
regardless of their evidential support. Refusals and
disclaimers, which often indicate uncertainty or
limitation, may therefore be viewed less favorably
than confident and definitive responses, even if the
latter are less aligned with ethical or technical
constraints.

However, beyond these biases identified in the
literature, it is important to note that alignment is
an integral part of the LLM training process,
aiming to ensure that models adhere to ethical and
safety guidelines (OpenAl, 2024a). As a result,
LLM judges may inherently favor refusals that
align with these principles, viewing them
positively as evidence of compliance and
adherence to training objectives. This built-in
alignment bias could explain a systematic
preference for ethical refusals in automated
evaluations, even when such responses might lack
user-centric qualities like empathy or constructive
alternatives.

3 Methodology
3.1 Data

To investigate the impact of content moderation by
large language models on user satisfaction, we
leverage data from Chatbot Arena, a widely used
benchmarking platform for conversational Al
models (Chiang et al., 2024). The dataset consists
of 57,477 conversation pairs, with each pair
comprising responses from two distinct models to
a shared user prompt. Users are tasked with
selecting their preferred response or declaring a tie
if neither model is favored. This user feedback
serves as the indicator of user satisfaction.

A significant majority (approximately 86%)
of all interactions in the dataset are single-turn
conversations, meaning they consist of a single
user prompt followed by two model responses.
These one-turn interactions offer a clear, isolated
view of user preferences, minimizing the potential
influence of follow-up clarifications or context
from the user. To maintain the interpretability of
user decisions, we exclude multi-turn
conversations (those involving multiple user-
model interactions) from our analysis. This choice

ensures that user preferences are directly linked to
the initial model responses rather than follow-up
exchanges, which could introduce complexities
like jailbreaking attempts or context refinement.
After applying this filtering criterion, our final
dataset consists of 49,938 conversation pairs, each
with a single user prompt and two corresponding
model responses.

3.2 Labeling

To the best of our knowledge, no existing
classifier distinguishes between the different types
of refusals exhibited by large language models
(LLMs). While frameworks like Sorry-Bench (Xie
et al. 2024) provide valuable insights into LLM
refusal behavior, they primarily focus on pre-
defined questions designed to trigger ethical
concerns. This allows for a targeted evaluation of
how well models adhere to ethical guidelines.
However, it does not capture refusals that arise
organically from general, user-generated prompts,
nor does it distinguish between refusals driven by
ethical concerns from a general lack of capability.

To address this gap, we created a novel
labeled dataset through a systematic and rigorous
hand-labeling process. The use of hand-labeling for
complex annotation tasks is well-supported in the
NLP literature, particularly when the categories to
be labeled are nuanced and context-dependent.
Similar approaches have been used in tasks such as
opinion and emotion classification (Wiebe et al.,
2005), sentiment detection (Mohammad et al.,
2016), or culture classification (Koch & Pasch,
2023) where clear distinctions between classes
require human expertise.

Given that most responses in the Chatbot
Arena dataset are standard and do not involve
refusals, we applied a pre-filtering strategy to focus
on responses where refusals were more likely to
occur. Specifically, we searched for key phrases in
model responses that commonly signal a refusal or
disclaimer, such as “I’m sorry,” “I cannot,” or “as
an Al model”. This process identified roughly
6,700 conversation pairs in which at least one of the
two model responses contained a refusal-indicating
phrase. Importantly, for each of these flagged pairs,
we labeled the responses from both models, even if
only one of the models contained the key phrase.
Similar pre-filtering strategies have been
successfully used in offensive language detection



Table 1: Refusal and Disclaimer Categories

Category Definition Example
Normal No refusal or disclaimer; the model provides a Q: What is the capital of France?
standard, straightforward answer. A: The capital of France is Paris.
The model refuses to answer for ethical reasons
Refusal - . ' Q: How do | hack a computer?
Unethical such as legal, moral, inappropriate, or safety-related A: I’m sorry, I cannot help with that request.
concerns.
Q: Provide a betting formula with changing odds to recover
o . - . losses
Dlscla'lmer The model cites ethlca'l concerns but still attempts to A: Asan Al language model, I do not encourage or
Unethical conduct the task/question of the prompt. - - P
promote gambling or betting activities. However, | can
provide you with the following formulas...
Refusal ;I_'he_ m(_)del rlefuksesft_o ?nswer. due tolltskomf/n bili Q: What is the current gold price?
Capability Imlt_atlons, ack of information, or lack of ability to A: I’m sorry I do not have access to real time data
provide an adequate response. '
Disclaimer The model signals its limitations but attempts to Q What will Re?l Madr.ld s lineup be on the weekend
s - N - A: | cannot predict the lineup for sure, but based on past
Capability provide an answer within its capacity. o
matches a potential lineup could be...

(Waseem & Hovy, 2016) and sentiment analysis
(Duong & Nguyen-Thi, 2021), where filtering
significantly reduces labeling costs while
maintaining label quality.

From this filtered set, we hand-labeled 1,750
model response pairs, corresponding to a total of
3,500 individual model responses. These responses
were categorized into two primary reasons for
refusal:

o Unethical: Refusals or disclaimers
arising from ethical concerns, such as
requests for content that is inappropriate,
illegal, or sexual in nature.

o Capabilities: Refusals or disclaimers due
to the model’s limitations, such as a lack
of relevant knowledge, contextual
understanding, or technical capability to
fulfill the user’s request.

Within these categories, we further distinguished
between two behaviors:

o Refusal: The model explicitly declines to
perform the task or answer the user’s
question.

e Disclaimer: The model acknowledges its
limitations, ethical stance, or other
concerns but still attempts to provide a
partial or contextual response.

The baseline category, referred to as “normal”,
includes responses where the model neither

provides a disclaimer nor refuses the request.
Table 1 provides detailed definitions for all five
categories.

To ensure label consistency, we adopted an
iterative annotation process, which is a well-
established method in NLP to reduce ambiguity
and establish clear decision boundaries (Zhang et
al. 2023). The annotation process began with a
small batch of exploratory labels, which were
reviewed to identify ambiguous or edge cases. For
instance, some refusals could be classified as either
capability or ethically related, depending on the
specific language used by the model. Through
multiple iterations, we refined the label definitions
and established clear precedence rules to guide the
annotation process and reduce uncertainty. These
rules ensure that the assignment of categories is
consistent, repeatable, and explainable, making it
easier to generalize the approach to future datasets.

The following key precedence rules were
established:

e Ethical Mentions Take Precedence: If
the model explicitly cites ethical reasons
for not fulfilling the request, even when
capability limitations are also mentioned,
the response is labeled as Unethical. For
instance, if the model responds,“/’'m
unable to provide guidance on bypassing
laws, as it violates ethical principles, and
1 also don't have the technical expertise
required.” the label is assigned as
Unethical. Even if the model additionally
mentions capability limitations, the



explicit reference to ethical concerns
takes precedence.

e Refusals vs. Disclaimers: Responses
were categorized as refusals if the model
did not directly address the task, even if it
explained the refusal or suggested
alternatives; For instance, when prompted
on illegal substances, a response like,
"I'm sorry, I cannot give information on
illegal substances. However, I am happy
to help with legal alternatives," qualifies
as a refusal because the model explicitly
declines to fulfill the original request.
Disclaimers, by contrast, include
responses that attempt to address the
prompt while acknowledging limitations
or providing qualifiers. These responses
may include hypothetical scenarios or
partial answers, paired with disclaimers.

As a result, the classification of 3,500 labeled
responses is presented in Table 2, showcasing the
distribution of each category.

Table 2: Distribution of Labeled Data

Category Distribution
Normal 40.6%
Refusal Unethical 17.0%
Disclaimer Unethical 2.9%
Refusal Capability 17.8%
Disclaimer Capability 21.7%

3.3 Training Transformer Model for LLM-
Refusal

A common approach for training models for
domain- or task-specific text classification is to
fine-tune transformer-based models, such as BERT
or RoBERTa. These models are pre-trained on
large corpora of general text but fine-tuning them
on a specific task allows them to better capture the
nuances and context of the target domain. Fine-
tuning requires training the model on task-specific
labeled data while using transfer learning to retain
the general language understanding from the pre-
trained weights. This approach is widely used for
classification tasks in NLP and, such as sentiment
analysis (Gonzéalez-Carvajal & Garrido-Merchan,

2020), culture classification (Koch & Pasch 2023),
or sustainability analyses in finance (Pasch &
Ehnes 2022).

To train a model for our LLM-Refusal
classification task, we used the labeled dataset of
1,750 questions and 3,500 model responses, split
into training, validation, and test sets following a
70-10-20 split, a widely adopted practice in
supervised machine learning. The split was
conducted at the prompt/question level, ensuring
that both responses from the two models
corresponding to the same prompt were allocated
to the same set.

For the classification task, we combined
the question and model response into a single input
sequence, separated by distinct markers. To
accommodate the 512-token limit imposed by
BERT and RoBERTa, we truncated the question to
the first 200 characters, ensuring that a sufficient
portion of the response was always included in the
input. This approach maintains the essential
context of the prompt while prioritizing the
model’s ability to process the full response.

To ensure consistent and reliable
performance, we adopted a standardized training
configuration for the transformer-based model. Our
approach followed established best practices for
large-scale transformer training, focusing on
stability, convergence, and handling class
imbalance (Sun et al., 2019; Pasch & Cutura,
2024). The model was trained for 12 epochs with a
learning rate of le-5, a batch size of 8, and weight
decay of 0.01 to prevent overfitting. Training was
further stabilized using the AdamW optimizer,
known for its ability to combine adaptive learning
rates with weight decay (Zheng et al., 2020).

To ensure smooth convergence, we employed
a cosine learning rate scheduler with a 10%
warmup phase, where the learning rate increased
linearly during the initial training steps before
decaying according to a cosine function. This
scheduling strategy promotes stable learning in
early stages and smooth convergence thereafter.
(Hégele et al. 2024)

Model evaluation was conducted at regular
intervals, with validation every 3 epochs. The best
checkpoint was selected based on the highest
weighted F1 score, ensuring an optimal balance
between precision and recall. Table 3 summarizes
the key hyperparameters.



Table 3: Hyperparameter for Fine-Tuning
Transformer Models

Hyperparameter Value

Epochs 12

Model checkpoints Every 3 epochs
Learning rate le-5

Batch size 8

Weight decay 0.01

Max token length 512

Table 4 summarizes the results on the hold-out
test set on this text classification task. We compare
the results of BERT and RoBERTa with a common
standard approach of vectorizing texts as TF-IDF
(term frequency-inverse document frequency) and
then apply traditional supervised ML algorithms,
such as logistic regression or random forest.
(Gonzalez-Carvajal & Garrido-Merchan, 2020).
We find that both BERT and RoBERTa outperform
all benchmarks with RoBERTa slightly
outperforming BERT. Despite the complexity of
the multi-class classification task involving 5
distinct categories, ROBERTa demonstrates strong
performance with an F1 score and accuracy of
88%. Achieving this level of performance in a
multi-class setting is noteworthy, especially when
compared to a random baseline of 20% accuracy
for a 5-class problem. This result highlights
RoBERTa’s ability to effectively distinguish
between the nuanced categories for LLM-response
moderation.

Table 4: Text Classification on LLM-

Refusal
Model F1 Accuracy

Random Classifier | 0.20 0.20

Tf-1Df + Supervised ML
Logistic Regression | 0.70 0.72
Random forest | 0.78 0.80
XGBoost | 0.78 0.78

Fine-Tuned Transformer
BERT | 0.87 0.87
RoBERTa | 0.88 0.88

Table 4: Model performance overview. F1 is the weighted
average f1 score. Accuracy is the share of predictions in the test-
set classified correctly.

We use this fine-tuned RoBERTa model to
classify the response behavior of all model

responses in the Chatbot Arena dataset. Table 5
presents the distribution of predicted categories
based on this classification. As expected, the
majority of responses are classified as “Normal”
(87%), reflecting the broader nature of the dataset
compared to the hand-labeled subset, which was
pre-filtered to focus on responses likely to involve
refusals or disclaimers.

3.4 LLM-as-a-Judge

In addition to evaluating user response preferences
from the Chatbot Arena, we employ the LLM-as-a-
Judge method (Zheng et al., 2023) to assess model
performance.

For this analysis, we adopt the pairwise
comparison method, where the LLM is presented
with the user prompt along with the two model
responses and tasked with selecting the better
response or declaring a tie if neither response is
superior. To ensure methodological consistency,
we use the pairwise comparison prompt introduced
by Zheng et al. (2023). Based on recent findings,
we employ GPT-4o as the evaluation model, as it
has been shown to exhibit high alignment with user
preferences in LLM-based comparisons (Raju et
al., 2024).

4 Results

41 LLM-Response-Refusal and Win Rates

Table 5 presents the distribution of LLM response
behaviors alongside their corresponding win, loss,
and tie rates based on both user decisions and the
LLM-as-a-Judge method.

When examining user decisions, we observe a
clear refusal penalty. Normal responses, which
neither refuse nor disclaim, achieve a win rate of
36%, with the remaining outcomes split between
losses (33%) and ties (31%). In contrast, responses
involving refusals perform significantly worse,
indicating a strong user preference against refusal
behaviors.

Among refusal categories, Refusal Unethical
responses exhibit the lowest win rates for user
decisions. These responses achieve a win rate of
only 8%, with a win/loss ratio of 0.16, highlighting
the strong aversion to refusals for ethical reasons.
Refusal Capability responses fare better, with win
rates of 16%, but still fall well below the
performance of Normal responses.



Table 5: LLM Response Moderation and Win/Loss/Tie Rates

Distribution User Decision LLM-as-a-Judge
Response # Share | Win  Loss Tie Win/ | Win  Loss Tie Win/
Loss Loss
Normal 87054 87.16 | 0.36 0.33 031 1.09 | 046 044 0.09 1.05
Disclaimer Unethical 1235 124 (038 034 028 112 |046 046 008 1.01
Disclaimer Capability 5730 574 | 030 039 031 0.77 [043 048 0.09 0.91
Refusal Unethical 2655 266 | 008 051 041 016 [031 050 0.19 0.62
Refusal Capability 3202 321 | 016 046 039 035|027 059 014 045

Figure 1 further illustrates conditional
win/loss rates based on the response moderation
behavior of the opponent model. Figure AF1 in the
Appendix shows these conditional Chatbot Arena
outcomes for LLM-as-a-Judge. The distaste for
refusal behavior becomes even more pronounced
when compared directly to Normal responses:
models that refused to answer for ethical reasons
have a win rate of only 4% when paired with a
model providing a normal response. This finding
underscores the strong user preference for models
that attempt to answer, even in ethically sensitive
contexts.

When considering LLM-as-a-Judge, the
evaluation framework appears significantly more
lenient toward refusal behavior. Refusal Unethical
responses achieve a 31% win rate, with a win/loss
ratio of 0.62, nearly 4 times higher than the
win/loss ratio observed for user decisions (0.16).
This suggests that the LLM-as-a-Judge may
acknowledge the underlying rationale behind
ethical refusals, leading to a more favorable
assessment compared to human users.

For disclaimed responses, the results are
more nuanced. For user decisions, responses
labeled as Disclaimer Unethical achieve a win rate
of 38% even surpassing the win rate for normal.
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Figure 1 Conditional Win/Loss/Tie Rates based on User Decisions



Table 6: OLS Regressions — LLM-Refusals and Win-Rates

User Decision LLM-as-a-Judge
Variable Win Loss Tie Win Loss Tie
Disclaimer Unethical -0.073*** 0.113*** -0.040*** -0.066*** 0.104*** -0.037***
(0.019) (0.018) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.011)
Disclaimer Capability | -0.098*** 0.106*** -0.008 -0.073*** 0.080%** -0.006
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.005)
Refusal Unethical -0.375*** 0.320%** 0.005*** -0.118*** 0.133%** 0.055%**
(0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.010)
Refusal Capability -0.214*** 0.162*** 0.052*** -0.216*** 0.191*** 0.025*
(0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.008)
Similarity 0.006** -0.011*** 0.005* 0.036*** -0.029%*** -0.007***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Length 0.079*** -0.058*** -0.023*** 0.016*** 0.005 -0.022%**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Controls LLM Model Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Opp. Model Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 49938 49938 49938 49900 49900 49900
R-squared 0.13 0.13 0.01 0.16 0.16 0.03

Robust standard errors in parenthesis.* p<.1, ** p<.05, ***p<.01. Controls LLM includes dummy variables for the LLM used for the
response. Controls Opp. Model represent controls for all listed variables for the opponent model.

However, this high win rate may be partially
attributed to pairings with models that outright
refuse to answer. When disclaimer responses are
compared directly to Normal responses (as shown
in Figure 1), the win rates are notably lower with
27% for Disclaimer Unethical. Similarly, for
Disclaimer Capability the win rate is overall 30%
but drops to 25% in pairings with normal
responses, reinforcing that users tend to favor
Normal responses over disclaimers or refusals.

Finally, we measure the effect of refusal
and disclaimer behaviors on win/loss/tie rates using
OLS regressions, as shown in Table 6. While other
methods, such as logistic regressions, could also be
used, we apply OLS due to its interpretability of
coefficients. Our regressions control for the LLM
model used, the opponent model, as well as
additional response characteristics, including the
text length of both responses and their textual
similarity to the initial prompt. Textual similarity
was computed using sentence-transformers
(Reimers, 2019) with the all-MiniLM-L6-v2
model. Both the textual similarity and text lengths
were standardized with Z-scores for easier
interpretation. For formatting reasons, Table 6 only
displays coefficients for the model being analyzed,
while coefficients for the opponent model are
provided in Appendix Table AT1.

The OLS results indicate a consistent
pattern across both user decisions and the LLM-as-
a-Judge framework. All refusal and disclaimer

behaviors are associated with lower win rates and
higher loss rates, with the magnitude of these
effects being larger for refusal responses compared
to disclaimers. Notably, a refusal to respond due to
ethical reasons is associated with a 37 percentage
point decrease in win rates for user decisions and a
11 percentage point decrease for LLM-as-a-Judge
decisions. Moreover, we find that the refusal
penalty is larger for Unethical than Capability
when considering user decisions, while we find the
reverse for LLM-as-a-Judge results.

Furthermore, additional controls indicate that
textual similarity and response length also play a
role in win/loss rates. For user decisions, a one
standard deviation increase in text length is
associated with an increase in win rates by 8
percentage points, indicating users’ preference for
more detailed answers. However, response length
has a weaker effect for the LLM-as-a-Judge, with
an increase of only 1.7 percentage points in win
rates. Conversely, textual similarity is associated
with an increase in win rates of 0.6 percentage
points for user decisions and 3.6 percentage points
for the decision of LLM judges.

4.2 Response Refusal for Ethical Reasons
and Win Rates

Given the low win rates for responses that
refuse to answer prompts due to ethical reasons, we
further investigate factors influencing these



outcomes. Specifically, we apply the OpenAl
Moderation API to the prompts that generated
ethical refusals. This allows us to distinguish
between different categories of unsafe content
(e.g., sexual vs. illegal content) and assess the
degree of sensitivity. For instance, while more mild
or lighthearted prompts may not be flagged by the
Moderation API, they can still invoke refusals from
some models.

Table 7 presents the win/loss/tie rates for
different moderation categories, including only
categories with at least 20 flagged cases. Notably,
70% of the prompts that resulted in ethical refusals
were not flagged by the Moderation API. Examples
of such prompts include recommendations for
cheating in video games, lighthearted jokes, or
mildly sexual content.

When comparing flagged and non-
flagged prompts, we observe notable differences in
win rates. Refusals for flagged prompts achieve a 4
percentage point higher win rate and a twofold
increase in win-loss ratio when considering user
decisions compared to non-flagged prompts.
Similarly, the win-loss ratio for flagged prompts is
also twice as high when evaluated by LL.M-as-a-
Judge. These results suggest that response refusals
are more appreciated for more sensitive content,
especially when prompts are flagged by the
moderation system.

When examining the win rates for
different categories of sensitive content, distinct
patterns emerge between user decisions and LLM-
as-a-Judge evaluations. For wuser decisions,
prompts flagged as sexual or violent content have
the lowest win rates, at approximately 5%. These
low win rates align closely with those of non-
flagged prompts, indicating that users are not
particularly receptive to refusals for these types of

content. It is worth noting that in the context of the
Moderation API, “violence” refers to depictions of
death, physical injury, or violent acts rather than
promoting harm.

Prompts flagged for harassment, which
include offensive language, show moderately
better win rates at 11%, suggesting some level of
user acceptance for refusals in these cases. For
illicit and illicit-violence content, capturing illegal
activities, win rates are more than double those of
non-flagged responses, reaching 15%. The highest
win rates, however, are observed for prompts
flagged as hate, at 17%. This category refers to
content that expresses or promotes hatred based on
characteristics such as race, gender, ethnicity,
religion, nationality, sexual orientation, disability
status, or caste. Hence, content related to hate
speech and illegal activities appear to elicit stronger
user support for ethical refusals, likely due to their
clear alignment with societal norms and ethical
expectations.

Notably, LLM-as-a-Judge evaluations
differ significantly from user judgments for sexual
content. While users rate refusals for sexual
prompts among the lowest, LLM-as-a-Judge
assigns these the highest win rates at 45%.

Finally, we consider the phrasing and context
of the refusal and their impact on win rates. Within
the responses labeled as "Refusal Unethical", we
observed variation in how models phrase their
refusal. Some models output a generic refusal
statement such as “/ 'm sorry, I cannot help you with
this request.” Others provide detailed explanations
for why the request is inappropriate or offer
alternative suggestions, such as legal or safer
options related to the user’s prompt.

To test whether these factors influence user
preferences, Table 7 reports the win/loss/tie rates

Table 7: Content Moderation Flagging and Win Rates for Refusal Unethical

User Decision LLM-as-a-Judge
Moderation Count | Win  Loss Tie  Win/Loss | Win Loss Tie  Win/Loss
flagged 796 | 0.11 043 045 0.28 0.38 037 0.25 1.03
not flagged 1859 | 0.07 0.55 0.38 0.13 028 056 0.17 0.5
harassment 98 0.11 045 0.44 0.24 037 040 0.23 0.92
hate 41 0.17 044 0.39 0.39 044 027 0.29 1.63
illicit (illegal) 443 10415 034 051 0.44 041 029 0.30 1.41
illicit violent 199 | 0.15 034 051 0.44 038 0.27 0.35 1.41
sexual 42 0.05 057 0.38 0.09 045 029 0.26 1.55
violence 234 | 0.05 057 0.38 0.09 029 051 0.20 0.57
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for Refusal Unethical responses, with a focus on
the effects of text length and textual similarity to
the initial prompt. These two measures serve as
proxies for whether the response is simply a brief
refusal or an attempt to provide additional context
or constructive alternatives despite the refusal.

The analysis reveals that the phrasing and
effort involved in refusals significantly influence
their win rates. Textual similarity between the
refusal response and the initial prompt is positively
associated with win rates and negatively with loss
rates. For user decisions, a one standard deviation
increase in similarity corresponds to a 1.6
percentage point increase in win rates and a 2.3
percentage point decrease in loss rates. The effect
is even more pronounced for the LLM-as-a-Judge
framework, where the same increase in similarity
results in a 3.4 percentage point improvement in
win rates and a 3.3 percentage point reduction in
loss rates. These findings indicate that responses
that maintain alignment with the user’s prompt are
perceived as more relevant and constructive, even
when they involve refusal.

Text length also plays a substantial role in
improving win rates. For user decisions, a one
standard deviation increase in text length is
associated with a 9 percentage point increase in win
rates and a 6.2 percentage point decrease in loss
rates. Again, the LLM-as-a-Judge framework
exhibits an even stronger effect, with a one
standard deviation increase in text length resulting
in a 17.4 percentage point improvement in win

rates. These results suggest that users and
automated evaluators favor responses that are not
only aligned with the prompt but also provide
sufficient detail or context to justify the refusal.

Naturally, the characteristics of the opponent
model’s response also influence win rates. Higher
textual similarity or length of the opponent model’s
response negatively affects the analyzed model’s
win rate, highlighting the competitive nature of
pairwise evaluations. A detailed or highly relevant
response from the opponent can diminish the
appeal of a refusal, further emphasizing the
importance of context and effort in phrasing
refusals.

Overall, the findings underscore that users and
evaluators do not inherently reject refusals but
respond favorably to those that provide thoughtful
explanations or constructive alternatives. By
maintaining alignment with the user’s prompt and
offering detailed responses, models can mitigate
the penalties typically associated with refusals,
even in ethically sensitive scenarios.

5 Discussion

5.1 Refusal Penalty and User Satisfaction

Our findings reveal a clear refusal penalty in
user decisions, where responses that refuse to
answer prompts - particularly for ethical reasons -
are rated significantly lower than responses that
attempt to engage with the prompt. While refusals

Table 8: OLS Regressions. Winning Rate for Refusal Unethical

User Decision LLM-as-a-Judge
Variable Win Loss Win Loss Tie
Similarity 0.016*** -0.023*** 0.006 0.034*** -0.033*** -0.001
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007)
Similarity Opp. -0.011* 0.036*** -0.025*** -0.064*** 0.072*** -0.008
(0.006) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007)
Length 0.090*** -0.062** -0.027 0.164*** -0.126*** -0.038
(0.029) (0.03) (0.035) (0.036) (0.031) (0.029)
Length Opp. -0.009 0.046*** -0.037*** -0.006 0.016 -0.009*
(0.006) (0.011) (0.010) (0.012) (0.012) (0.005)
Controls LLM Model Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Controls Opp. Model Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R-squared 0.11 0.51 0.42 0.28 0.38 0.32
Observations 2655 2655 2655 2655 2655 2655

Robust standard errors in parenthesis.* p<.1, ** p<.05, ***p<.01. Controls LLM includes dummy variables for the LLM used for
the response and of the opponent model. Controls Opp. Model controls for the response category of the Opponent Model



due to technical limitations also face penalties, the
effect is even stronger for refusals based on ethical
concerns. This could be due to the perception that
technical refusals stem from inherent model
limitations, whereas ethical refusals might be seen
as overly restrictive or unnecessary. Additionally,
technical responses are more likely to generate
hallucinations if the model attempts an answer,
potentially biasing user perceptions in favor of
refusals for capability-related prompts.

Similarly, disclaimers show a negative effect on
win rates, though their magnitude is smaller than
that of outright refusals. This is somewhat
surprising, as disclaimers aim to promote
transparency by explaining the model’s limitations
or ethical boundaries. However, several factors
may explain why disclaimers still exhibit a
negative effect: (i) Perceived lack of effort: Users
may see disclaimers as evidence of insufficient
effort to engage meaningfully. (ii) Ambiguity:
Generic  disclaimers may fail to clearly
communicate their reasoning, leaving users feeling
dismissed or confused. (iii) User expectations:
Users might expect direct solutions even for

sensitive or challenging queries, viewing
disclaimers as inadequate or unnecessary
responses.
5.2 Implications for Benchmarks and
Evaluation Frameworks
Chatbot Arena, as a widely used

benchmarking platform, offers valuable insights
into model performance and user preferences.
However, while the platform claims to use the
OpenAl Moderation API to flag sensitive content,
our analysis suggests that a significant proportion
of prompts that invoke ethical refusals are not
flagged by this system. For example, many refusals
occur for content like lighthearted jokes or mildly
inappropriate queries, which fall outside the
moderation API's current detection capabilities.
This discrepancy implies that Chatbot Arena
benchmarks might favor models with less stringent
moderation policies, as they would generate fewer
refusals for similar prompts. Whether this bias
toward reduced moderation is desirable depends on
the intended use case of the evaluated models -
whether prioritizing user satisfaction or ethical
safeguards.

Furthermore, our results highlight the
differences between user decisions and LLM-as-a-
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Judge evaluations. LLM-as-a-Judge exhibits a
stronger preference for refusals, particularly for
flagged prompts, reflecting its inherent alignment
with training objectives that emphasize adherence
to moderation policies. For instance, while users
penalize refusals for sexual content heavily, LLM-
as-a-Judge rates such refusals favorably. This
discrepancy adds to the growing discussion on the
biases of automated evaluators and their
divergence from human-centric metrics. As with
Chatbot Arena benchmarks, it is unclear whether
favoring alignment-compliant responses is
inherently good or bad, but these findings call for
careful interpretation when relying on automated
evaluation frameworks to assess model
performance especially related to sensitive content.

5.3 Importance of Refusal Phrasing and

Moderation Calibration

Finally, the phrasing of refusals plays a pivotal
role in shaping user perceptions. Generic refusals
are more likely to be penalized than refusals that
provide detailed explanations, acknowledge user
intent, or offer constructive alternatives. This
suggests that refining refusal phrasing is a critical
area for improving user satisfaction while
maintaining alignment.

Moreover, our findings highlight the need for
careful calibration of content moderation. The
discrepancies between flagged and unflagged
content, as well as varying win rates across
different content categories, suggest room for
improvement in defining which content should
invoke an ethical refusal. Developing moderation
systems that better capture nuanced or borderline
cases - such as lighthearted but potentially sensitive
queries - can help align model behavior with both
user expectations and safety standards.

6 Limitations

This study has several limitations that warrant
consideration. First, the categorization of refusals
into broad categories - unethical and capabilities -
may oversimplify the complex motivations behind
model refusals. More refined subcategories could
provide deeper insights into user perceptions and
model behaviors.



Second, our analysis relies on data from a
specific subset of Chatbot Arena users, which may
not fully represent broader user populations or use
cases. Factors such as demographics, cultural
differences, and domain-specific expectations
could significantly influence the results.

Finally, while win rates serve as a robust and
natural measure of user preferences, they do not
capture the underlying reasons why users prefer
certain outputs over others. Further qualitative
research, such as user surveys or interviews, could

complement this work by uncovering the
motivations behind user decisions.
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A Appendices
A.1 Additional Figures
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A.2 Additional Tables

Table AT1: OLS Regressions — LLM-Refusals and Win-Rates
(incl. Opp. Model Coefficients)

User Decision

LLM-as-a-Judge

Variable Win Loss Tie Win Loss Tie
Disclaimer Unethical -0.073*** 0.113*** -0.040** -0.066*** 0.104*** -0.037***
(0.019) (0.018) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.011)
Disclaimer Capability -0.098*** 0.106*** -0.008 -0.073*** 0.080*** -0.006
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.005)
Refusal Unethical -0.375*** 0.320%*** 0.055*** -0.188*** 0.133*** 0.055***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.010)
Refusal Capability -0.214%** 0.162*** 0.052%** -0.216*** 0.191*== 0.025***
(0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.008)
Disclaimer Unethical Opp. 0.139*** -0.092*** -0.047** 0.088*** -0.073*** -0.015
(0.018) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.012)
Disclaimer Capability Opp. 0.112%** -0.108***  -0.004 0.094*** -0.079***  -0.015***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.005)
Refusal Unethical Opp. 0.305*** -0.370*** 0.064*** 0.132%** -0.176*** 0.044***
(0.013) (0.011) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.009)
Refusal Capability Opp. 0.179*** -0.214%** 0.034*** 0.217*** -0.221%** 0.004
(0.013) (0.010) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.008)
Similarity 0.006** -0.011%** 0.005* 0.036*** -0.029*** -0.007***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Similarity Opp. -0.012%** 0.013*** -0.001 -0.038*** 0.045%** -0.007***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Length 0.079*** -0.058*** -0.020*** 0.016*** 0.005 -0.022%**
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Length Opp. -0.055*** 0.078*** -0.023*** -0.041%** 0.054*** -0.014***
(0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Controls LLM Model Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 49938 49938 49938 49900 49900 49900
R-squared 0.13 0.13 0.02 0.16 0.16 0.03

Robust standard errors in parenthesis.* p<.1, ** p<.05, ***p<.01. Controls LLM includes dummy variables for the LLM used for the

response.
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