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Abstract

A number of automatic evaluation metrics have
been proposed for natural language generation
systems. The most common approach to au-
tomatic evaluation is the use of a reference-
based metric that compares the model’s out-
put with gold-standard references written by
humans. However, it is expensive to create
such references, and for some tasks, such as
response generation in dialogue, creating refer-
ences is not a simple matter. Therefore, various
reference-free metrics have been developed in
recent years. In this survey, which intends to
cover the full breadth of all NLG tasks, we in-
vestigate the most commonly used approaches,
their application, and their other uses beyond
evaluating models. The survey concludes by
highlighting some promising directions for fu-
ture research.

1 Introduction

The performance of natural language generation
(NLG) technology (Reiter, 2024) has improved dra-
matically in recent years (Clark et al., 2021). As the
errors made by NLG systems are becoming subtler,
the detection of errors in NLG models is likewise
becoming more complex. Consequently, recent
years have seen a growing focus on the evaluation
of NLG models (Sai et al., 2022; Celikyilmaz et al.,
2020; Novikova et al., 2017; Li et al., 2024).

The evaluation of NLG models can be cat-
egorized into human and automatic evaluation.
Although human evaluation is widely regarded
as more convincing than computational met-
rics (van der Lee et al., 2019; Graham et al., 2017),
human evaluation tends to be costly. Therefore,
automatic evaluation is often used in practice. Au-
tomatic evaluation can be divided into two types:
reference-based and reference-free. Reference-
based metrics evaluate the quality of a text by
measuring the correspondence between system out-
puts and human-written texts, termed references,

which are considered gold standards for evaluation.
Reference-based metrics require the preparation
of references, and humans must create and verify
the reference texts. In addition, many NLG tasks
require multiple reference texts because the same
information may be expressed in many different
ways, no one of which is necessarily better than the
others. Moreover, the performance of reference-
based methods greatly depends on the quality and
quantity of the references (Freitag et al., 2020). If
there are few references, or their quality is poor,
they will not provide proper evaluation.

To address the limitations of reference-based
metrics, reference-free metrics, which evaluate
NLG systems without references, have been pro-
posed.1 Reference-free evaluation has the potential
to greatly increase the scalability of NLG evalua-
tion. Moreover, the performance of reference-free
evaluation, in terms of the strengths of its corre-
lation with human evaluation ratings, has recently
seen improvements (Rei et al., 2021; Islam and
Magnani, 2021).

While many reference-free approaches have
been proposed, most NLG evaluation studies have
so far been reference-based. Unsurprisingly there-
fore, surveys of evaluation metrics for individual
NLG tasks (Chauhan and Daniel, 2022; Ermakova
et al., 2019) and comprehensive surveys of NLG
evaluations (Celikyilmaz et al., 2020; Sai et al.,
2022) have paid little attention to reference-free
approaches. The present survey intends to fill this
gap, paying attention to the full breadth of NLG
tasks (Table 1). To clarify the value and limitations
of reference-free evaluation metrics and to encour-
age their future study, we offer a survey of the main
approaches to reference-free evaluation (e.g., Chi-
moto and Bassett, 2022) and their analysis (e.g.,
Mohiuddin et al., 2021; Durmus et al., 2022).

1Reference-free evaluation is also called quality estimation
(QE) (Callison-Burch et al., 2012; Scarton et al., 2016).
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2 Terminology

In this paper, we use the term reference (r) for a
piece of text that can be considered to be correct,
for instance because it was written or validated
by humans. References are used for assessing the
quality of the outputs of the NLG model. Outputs
are thus viewed as hypotheses (h). All informa-
tion used for the evaluation metrics other than hy-
potheses and references is context (c). Often, the
context is the NLG model’s input, but not always.
For example, in a dialogue generation task, some
evaluation metrics make use of future utterances,
which the NLG model does not have access to (Li
et al., 2021; Mehri and Eskenazi, 2020a).

Reference-free metrics are typically categorized
into two types: absolute evaluation and ranking
evaluation. Absolute evaluation takes a context (c)
and a hypothesis (h), and returns a quality score.
Ranking evaluation takes a context (c) and a set of
hypotheses, and ranks the hypotheses; in particular,
the method of ranking two hypotheses (h1 and h2)
is called pairwise evaluation.

Table 1 presents contexts and hypotheses for
each NLG task. This table is reconstructed from
Table 2 in Sai et al. (2022), adding the story gen-
eration task and revising some of the task settings.
Unless otherwise noted, these formats of contexts
and hypotheses for each task are assumed in this
paper.

3 Research questions

Generally, reference-based approaches use simi-
larity to a reference to estimate the quality of the
hypothesis, given the context; we will say that such
similarity metrics function as a proxy for the qual-
ity of the hypothesis (given the context). In the
absence of references, text quality assessment meth-
ods differ along a number of important dimensions,
which will be used to organize this survey.

The first question is (i) How do these approaches
evaluate the quality of the hypothesis, and what do
they use as a proxy for quality? (Section 4) While
many methods consider both the context and the
hypothesis, some focus exclusively on evaluating
the hypothesis alone. Often used supplementary
in reference-free evaluation scenarios, these meth-
ods offer an approach to assessing textual qualities
such as fluency. This raises the question (ii) How
can hypothesis-only evaluation methods evaluate
textual qualities such as fluency? (Section 5) Fi-
nally, reference-free metrics can have other uses

beyond comparing NLG models’ performance. For
example, they can be used in a re-ranking function
to select the most optimal hypotheses from an NLG
model and in a reward function for reinforcement
learning.

They have also been used to filter out low-quality
training data of NLG models (Bane et al., 2022).
We therefore ask, (iii) How can reference-free met-
rics be used, other than for evaluating the quality
of the hypothesis in an NLG task? (Section 6).

4 What is the proxy for quality?

A reference-based method evaluates text quality
by comparing the text (i.e., the hypothesis) with
the reference. For reference-free approaches, we
discuss how quality is evaluated and what is used
as an evaluation proxy. Some reference-free met-
rics combine several of the approaches presented
below. Methods that focus solely on the hypothesis,
ignoring the context, are discussed in Section 5.

4.1 Learning from human judgments
One approach to constructing reference-free met-
rics is to use a regression model to predict human
judgments given a context and a hypothesis (Heil-
man et al., 2014; Xenouleas et al., 2019). This idea
is straightforward because if an evaluation metric
correlates strongly with human judgments, it must
be reliable. For example, COMET-QE (Rei et al.,
2021) uses a regression model trained on human
scores of MT using features of the context and the
hypotheses that are acquired using a cross-lingual
pre-trained language model.

Scope and merits. This method can be applied
to all NLG tasks (Table 1), as long as high-quality
human judgments are available in large quantities.
In particular, in the context of MT evaluation, hu-
man evaluation data is consistently compiled for
the annual shared task of evaluation metrics (Fre-
itag et al., 2021, 2022, 2023), which has led to
the frequent application of this method in MT (Rei
et al., 2021). With a large quantity of high-quality
human judgments, it should be possible to con-
struct high-performance evaluation metrics in this
way.

Limitation. Collecting large amounts of high-
quality human judgments is costly.

4.2 Learning from pseudo-judgments
Instead of human judgments, pseudo-judgments
are likewise used as a proxy. The most preva-



Task Context Hypothesis

Machine Translation (MT) Source language text Translation
Summarization (SUM) Document(s) Summary
Question Answering (QA) Question + Background knowledge (e.g., Knowledge base, Image) Answer
Question Generation (QG) Background knowledge (e.g., Knowledge base, Image) Question
Dialogue (DG) Conversation history Response
Story Generation (SG) Premises or Summary Story
Image Captioning (IC) Image Caption
Data-to-Text (D2T) Structured data (e.g., Table, Graph) Text

Table 1: Context and hypothesis of typical NLG tasks, modified from Table 2 in Sai et al. (2022).

lent method for generating pseudo-ratings involves
utilizing scores from reference-based evaluation
metrics (Chollampatt and Ng, 2018; Zouhar et al.,
2023). In this case, generating pseudo-judgments
requires reference and hypothesis data, which are
often NLG model training data and the correspond-
ing output from an NLG model, respectively.

To generate pseudo-judgments, simple ap-
proaches are also sometimes used. For example,
the reference is given a “good" judgment, while the
output of the NLG model or a noised version of the
reference (such as with word drops) is assigned a
“bad" judgment (Bao et al., 2022; Guan and Huang,
2020; Wu et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2021b; Moosa
et al., 2024). This approach could be better suited
for building pairwise ranking evaluation metrics
because a simple “good or bad” decision would
be sufficient for constructing such metrics, and it
makes it easier to generate training data for pair-
wise comparisons (Moosa et al., 2024).

Scope and merits. This approach is used for data
augmentation to supplement limited human judg-
ments. Moreover, this approach is used to effec-
tively transforms reference-based evaluation meth-
ods into reference-free evaluation metrics, allowing
for the benefits of reference-free methods, as shown
in Section 6.

Limitation. It is important to note that discrep-
ancies between pseudo-judgments and actual eval-
uations are likely.

4.3 Correspondence between context and
hypothesis

“Correspondence" is the extent to which the hypoth-
esis aligns with the context. In various NLG tasks,
the hypothesis should faithfully reflect the context
and accurately convey the necessary details. There-
fore, the correspondence between the context and
hypothesis is often used as a proxy for evaluating
these tasks. We discuss the general scope, mer-

its, and limitations of this approach, followed by a
detailed explanation of the method for comparing
context and hypotheses.

Scope and merits. The correspondence-based
approach is often used in machine translation, sum-
marization tasks, image captioning, and data-to-
text tasks (Gatt and Krahmer, 2018; Reiter, 2024).
For example, in machine translation, the output
must express the same information as the input;
in summarization, the emphasis is on whether the
generated summary encapsulates the most impor-
tant information from the original text; similarly, in
image captioning, the emphasis is on accurately de-
scribing the main content of the image. Information
not present in the context should not appear in the
hypothesis. The correspondence-based approach
is used to test these aspects. The correspondence-
based approach is applied to test the veracity of
the hypothesis (van Deemter, 2024), as it is com-
monly employed to detect hallucinations in gener-
ated content. In particular, approaches using Ques-
tion Answering (QA) and Natural Language Infer-
ence (NLI) are often used for this purpose (Fabbri
et al., 2022), as will be explained below.

Limitations. Although these methods can suc-
cessfully apply to the veracity of generated texts,
they are difficult to apply to such quality issues as
verbosity, duplication of information, lack of co-
herence, lack of fluency, and impoliteness. Other
limitations apply to other NLG tasks. For exam-
ple, in story generation, new information, which
is not present in the context, often has to be gener-
ated, and the correspondence-based approach is not
suitable for evaluating the quality of such new infor-
mation. The correspondence-based approach can
only test the presence of information that should
(or should not) be included in the hypothesis based
on the context. Therefore, it is often used in com-
bination with other approaches. For example, in
machine translation, it is used in conjunction with



the perplexity of hypotheses as given by language
models (Zhao et al., 2020).

4.3.1 Encoding as embedding
One way to perform correspondence-based evalu-
ation involves encoding both the context and the
hypothesis as embeddings, and then assessing the
relationship using measures such as cosine similar-
ity or word mover’s distance.

Scope and merits. The method is often used
in machine translation and image captioning.
XMoverScore (Zhao et al., 2020), used in machine
translation, and CLIPScore (Hessel et al., 2021),
used in image captioning, are examples of evalua-
tion metrics that use this approach. XMoverScore
utilizes multilingual BERT (MBERT) (Devlin et al.,
2019), which supports multilingual text embed-
dings, while CLIPScore utilizes CLIP (Radford
et al., 2021), which can encode both images and
text as embeddings.

Limitations. An embedding model that consis-
tently places corresponding context and hypothesis
close in its vector space is important for this ap-
proach. However, not all embedding models ensure
this. For example, it has been suggested that the
monolingual subspaces of MBERT, which is used
as an embedding for machine translation evalua-
tion metrics, do not align well with each other, and
require re-mapping (Zhao et al., 2020; Belouadi
and Eger, 2022).

4.3.2 Reverse transformation.
Another approach is to follow up the transformation
performed by NLG by its reverse transformation,
then compare the original context with the result of
that reverse transformation, then evaluate whether
the original context has been correctly restored.

Scope and merits. This approach to
correspondence-based evaluation is often used
in machine translation, where back-translation
models are readily available. For example, in
English-to-German translation (forward trans-
lation), a German-to-English translation model
is prepared, and then the input English text of
the model is compared with the back-translated
English text, using reference-based metrics (Moon
et al., 2020; Zhuo et al., 2023). When using an
NLG model for the reverse transformation, it
is similar to methods that will be discussed in
Section 4.4.2. In other tasks, such as generating
text from semantic representations, Manning and

Schneider (2021) a similar approach has been
applied by using a parser that converts text to
semantic representations to evaluate whether the
generation process can be accurately reversed.

Limitations. The main limitation of this ap-
proach is that it depends on the performance of the
reverse transformation (Moon et al., 2020; Zhuo
et al., 2023).

4.3.3 Using question answering (QA).
QA is used to evaluate whether a text contains
the necessary information. The idea behind this
approach is to check whether the answers obtained
by a QA system, when referencing the context and
the hypothesis separately for a given question, are
the same. If the answers are same, it is assumed that
the information regarding the question is contained
in both the context and the hypothesis. The critical
point in this approach is how to extract suitable
questions.

Scope and merits. This approach is often ap-
plied for the evaluation of summarization. Eyal
et al. (2019) proposed a (reference-based) method
for identifying important entities from references
and generating fill-in-the-blank questions. Then,
Scialom et al. (2019) extended the method to gen-
erate fill-in-the-blank questions from the context,
and Wang et al. (2020) generated questions from
the hypothesis. Scialom et al. (2021) proposed a
method for generating questions from both context
and hypothesis. The idea of using QA for testing
other NLP systems was used by Lee et al. (2021a)
in testing a caption generation system and by Re-
buffel et al. (2021) in testing a table-to-text system.

Limitations. The success of this approach de-
pends on two elements: (i) creating good ques-
tions (Gabriel et al., 2021) and (ii) having a high-
performing QA system.

4.3.4 Using natural language inference (NLI).
NLI is the task of predicting whether one sentence
or text implies or contradicts another (or neither,
i.e., “neutral”). NLI-based approach are often used
for summarization (Laban et al., 2022) and dia-
logue evaluation (Dziri et al., 2019; Pang et al.,
2020). For example, in dialogue, it should be
noted that each utterance is consistent with pre-
vious ones,2, and NLI is often used to detect incon-

2Recall that the context of an utterance in dialogue is con-
sidered to consist of the utterances preceding it in the dialogue.
(See Table 1)



sistencies.

Scope and merits. NLI-based approaches are
often used for summarization (Laban et al., 2022)
and dialogue evaluation (Dziri et al., 2019; Pang
et al., 2020). For example, in dialogue, it should
be noted whether each utterance is consistent with
previous ones,3, and NLI is often used to detect
inconsistencies.

Limitations. A simple way to perform this ap-
proach is to use models trained on existing NLI
datasets, such as SNLI (Bowman et al., 2015) and
MultiNLI (Williams et al., 2018). However, these
existing datasets are known to have biases (Gu-
rurangan et al., 2018). In addition, existing NLI
datasets may not meet the requirements for NLG
evaluation due to factors such as domain mismatch.
Indeed, Falke et al. (2019) confirmed that models
trained on existing NLI datasets cannot be used im-
mediately for summarization evaluation. Dziri et al.
(2019) built NLI models by creating a pseudo-NLI
dataset for dialogue with normal conversational
data as entailment, unrelated dialogue and dull re-
sponses as neutral, and ungrammatical sentences
and contradiction data of MuitlNLI as a contradic-
tion.

4.3.5 Comparing key expressions.

Lastly, the correspondence-based approach can
be performed by extracting key expressions from
the context and hypothesis and comparing them.
The critical point in this relatively simple ap-
proach is how to extract keywords. For example,
KoBE (Gekhman et al., 2020), a metric for eval-
uating machine translation, uses an entity linking
system with a multilingual knowledge base to ex-
tract entities (keywords) from both the context and
hypothesis, and then compares these entities to
check correspondences. In image captioning, Mad-
hyastha et al. (2019) proposed a metric that detects
an object in an image and compares the labels of
detected objects, and the caption using the Word
Mover Distance.

Scope and merits. This method is good for test-
ing whether or not a certain thing is mentioned. It
is a simple method that is useful for checking for
obvious omissions.

3Recall that the context of an utterance in dialogue is con-
sidered to consist of the utterances preceding it in the dialogue.
(See Table 1)

Limitations. This approach is intrinsically very
limited because keyword extraction does not ad-
dress the full meaning of the hypothesis or the
context. For example, even if the text mentions all
the correct objects, adding a negation will change
the meaning of the sentence dramatically, poten-
tially turning a good hypothesis into a bad one or
conversely.

4.4 Peer evaluation
Frequently, one NLG model is used as a proxy for
evaluating another. With some irony, this had been
called “peer" evaluation.

4.4.1 Probability given other NLG models
In order to address the correspondence between
context and hypothesis, high-performing NLG
models that differ from the model to be evaluated
are often used (Fu et al., 2023; Thompson and Post,
2020). For example, Prism-src (Thompson and
Post, 2020) uses a multilingual machine translation
model to calculate the generation probability of the
hypothesis for the context and take that probability
as the evaluation score. In addition, Mehri and Es-
kenazi (2020a); Li et al. (2021) propose the use of a
dialogue model to evaluate other dialogue models.

Scope and merits. This method can be applied
to all NLG tasks (Table 1) in principle, as long as a
high-performance NLG model is available.

Limitations. This approach suffers from the is-
sue that a high-performance NLG model is nec-
essary to evaluate the performance of an NLG
model (Deutsch et al., 2022). Meanwhile, Agrawal
et al. (2021) suggest that an evaluation translation
model can correctly rank other translation models
that outperform it on average. Further investigation
is needed to weigh the strengths and weaknesses of
this approach.

4.4.2 Similarity with pseudo-reference
The idea of this approach is to use pseudo-
references (Belouadi and Eger, 2022; Chen et al.,
2021; Gao et al., 2020). Here, Similarity is usu-
ally calculated by a reference-based metric. This
approach may be regarded as one of the methods
outlined in Section 4.3, as it addresses the chal-
lenges of context and hypothesis formulation by
employing pseudo-references.

Scope and merits. Pseudo-references are gener-
ated by NLG models other than the model being
evaluated or, in some cases, by heuristic algorithms.



Therefore, the method can be applied to all NLG
tasks (Table 1), as long as a high-performance NLG
model is available. For example, Belouadi and Eger
(2022) propose an evaluation metric for machine
translation, part of which creates pseudo-references
using another machine translation model and com-
pares the pseudo-references to the output of the test
model, using Word Mover Distance.

Limitations. Analogous to the reference-based
approach, the quality of the pseudo-references sig-
nificantly influences the evaluation performance.
A notable challenge for this approach is the neces-
sity of having access to a high-performance NLG
model for the effective evaluation of other NLG
models.

4.4.3 LLM-as-a-judge
Recent advancements have seen the increasing uti-
lization of LLMs in the evaluation of NLG tasks,
a method commonly referred to as “LLM-as-a-
judge” (Zheng et al., 2023; Chiang and Lee, 2023;
Kocmi and Federmann, 2023). The LLM-as-a-
judge presents evaluation results as text output,
such as generating evaluation scores like “this
hypothesis is 3 score”. The expression in the
formula is as follows.

Scope and merits. The advantage of LLMs lies
in its ability to adapt to various tasks and eval-
uation criteria through prompting. Additionally,
LLMs can generate explanation such as the reason-
ing behind scores. Furthermore, the emergence of
multi-modal LLMs has shown promising results in
tasks such as image caption (Lee et al., 2024).

Limitations. While it is a promising approach,
there are several challenges (Zheng et al., 2023;
Chen et al., 2024; Ohi et al., 2024). For exam-
ple, it has been reported that slight modifications
in the prompt can alter evaluations, and there are
biases like giving higher ratings to longer hypothe-
ses (Zheng et al., 2023). Additionally, most LLMs
used in this approach are proprietary commercial
models (e.g., GPT-4), only accessible via an API,
and subject to frequent updates, which poses chal-
lenges to reproducibility.

5 How can textual quality be evaluated?

Some reference-free metrics are designed to eval-
uate hypotheses only, without paying attention to
context. Such metrics are used to evaluate textual
quality and they are often combined with other

reference-free metrics, such as those described in
Section 4.3. This section focuses on often dis-
cussed textual qualities, such as fluency, and on
typical approaches to using these qualities in NLG
evaluation.

5.1 Supervised modeling of textual quality on
annotated data

Research on tasks such as essay scoring, which
involve qualities such as fluency and coherence, is
actively conducted. Models trained for these tasks
are also used as evaluation metrics in NLG. Here,
we briefly discuss several datasets in which scores
for fluency and coherency have been manually as-
signed to texts. Datasets of this kind can be used
for training models of textual quality, offering sig-
nificant benefits. However, the construction of such
datasets involves considerable expense.

Fluency. The Corpus of Linguistic Acceptability
(CoLA) (Warstadt et al., 2019) is a dataset com-
prising English sentences, each annotated as ei-
ther grammatical or ungrammatical. CoLA is of-
ten used to train classification models for fluency
assessment (Zhu and Bhat, 2020; Krishna et al.,
2020). Italian CoLA (Trotta et al., 2021) and Rus-
sian CoLA (Mikhailov et al., 2022) have also been
created. SummEval (Fabbri et al., 2021) is a bench-
mark dataset for summarization evaluation, featur-
ing fluency score annotations applied to the outputs
of various summarization models. Additionally,
TMU-GFM-Dataset (Yoshimura et al., 2020) is a
dataset specifically designed for Grammatical Error
Correction (GEC) metrics. This dataset includes
annotations for both fluency and grammaticality in
the outputs of GEC systems.

Coherence. The Grammarly Corpus of Dis-
course Coherence (GCDC) (Lai and Tetreault,
2018) is a dataset featuring English texts that have
been manually annotated to reflect three levels of
discourse coherence: low, medium, and high. Clas-
sification model trained on GCDC is used for eval-
uating coherence (Vásquez-Rodríguez et al., 2023).
Following the GCDC, datasets annotated for dis-
course coherence in Danish (Flansmose Mikkelsen
et al., 2022) and Chinese (Wu et al., 2023) have sub-
sequently been created. SummEval also provides
coherence score as well as fluency.

5.2 Language models
LMs are often used to evaluate the fluency, coher-
ence, and readability of hypotheses, without rely-



ing on annotated data, without relying on annotated
data (Mehri and Eskenazi, 2020b; Wu et al., 2020).
Texts with high probability given an LM are consid-
ered high-quality texts. In practice, several meth-
ods can be used to calculate the score, such as per-
plexity, negative log-likelihood, and SLOR (Kann
et al., 2018). For example, the Scribendi Score (Is-
lam and Magnani, 2021), a reference-free evalua-
tion metric for GEC based on GPT-2’s perplex-
ity scores, has been proposed. This metric is
reported to correlate better with human ratings
than traditional reference-based metrics such as
M2 (Dahlmeier and Ng, 2012) and GLEU (Napoles
et al., 2015, 2016). This approach is often com-
bined with others, such as those described in Sec-
tion 4.3.

5.3 Approaches focused on individual textual
quality aspects

This subsection discusses several approaches that
address specific aspects of textual quality.

5.3.1 Coherence
Coherence evaluation methods are often trained on
synthetic tasks. For example, a synthetic task is
a task that creates incoherent text (negatives) by
inserting extra sentences or shuffling the order of
sentences, and then classifies negatives and posi-
tives (Moon et al., 2019; Shen et al., 2021).

These tasks are similar to Next Sentence Pre-
diction and Sentence Order Prediction used in the
pre-training phase of masked language models such
as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) and ALBERT (Lan
et al., 2020). Therefore, masked language models
are also used to evaluate text coherence (Zhu and
Bhat, 2020).

However, it has been reported that even if the per-
formance is high on synthetic tasks, performance
on downstream NLG tasks can be low (Mohiud-
din et al., 2021). Steen and Markert (2022) also
investigate the performance of reference-free co-
herence evaluation metrics in summarization tasks
and found that the correlation between human judg-
ment and metrics scores was low.

5.3.2 (Lack of) redundancy
Lack of redundancy is an important quality crite-
rion for tasks generating paragraph- and document-
level text, such as summarization and story gener-
ation. To measure redundancy, heuristic methods
such as n-gram repetition counts and superficial ex-
pression repetition counts are commonly used (Zhu

and Bhat, 2020; Xiao and Carenini, 2020). How-
ever, these methods fail to capture contextual re-
dundancies, where different surface forms have
semantically similar content.

5.3.3 Readability
Readability assessment is the task of estimating
how easy or difficult a text is to read, which has
long been addressed, not only in the language pro-
cessing but also in language education. Fluency,
redundancy, and coherence, among other factors,
contribute to readability. Another important as-
pect of readability relates to its readers, because it
is thought that expressions that are unnecessarily
difficult for readers should be avoided.

Readability measures, including and Flesch
Reading Ease and Flesch-Kincaid Grade
Level (Flesch, 1948; Kincaid et al., 1975), have
long been used. These measures are linear
combinations of the number of words per sentence,
the number of syllables per word, and so on, using
carefully adjusted weights. Flesch-Kincaid Grade
Level is often used in evaluation of simplification
tasks (Alva-Manchego et al., 2019). However, it is
reported that these methods can yield inaccurate
or misleading results (Tanprasert and Kauchak,
2021), so caution is advised in their utilization.

5.3.4 Diversity
Diversity is often considered to be desirable in
tasks such as dialogue, story generation, and para-
phrasing. Most diversity evaluation metrics are sur-
face based, based on n-grams; often used ones are
Distinct-N (Li et al., 2016), Self-BLEU (Sun and
Zhou, 2012; Serban et al., 2017)4, and Pairwise-
BLEU (Shen et al., 2019). In practice, increasing
diversity may sacrifice the clarity of the generated
text, so it should always be used in conjunction
with other evaluation criteria (Ippolito et al., 2019;
Kulikov et al., 2019).

6 Other uses of reference-free metrics

We discuss other uses of reference-free metrics that
go beyond their use in evaluating models.

6.1 Rewards for reinforcement learning

The reference-free approach is often used as a re-
ward function for reinforcement learning (Scialom

4There are two methods called Self-BLEU; one computes
the BLEU score between inputs and outputs (Sun and Zhou,
2012) and the other computes the BLEU score between gener-
ated sentence sets (Serban et al., 2017).



et al., 2019; Cho et al., 2022). A reference-based
metric is also sometimes used as a reward function,
but it cannot be used online and is typically used
to optimize a model with the objective function
(evaluation metrics) for each task (Bahdanau et al.,
2017).

Reinforcement learning from human feedback
(RLHF), which optimizes NLG models based on
human feedback on their output to reflect human
preference, has gained much attention (Christiano
et al., 2017; Stiennon et al., 2020). In the RLHF
framework, a model that outputs a scalar reward to
quantify human preferences is used as the reward
function, not human feedback directly. This reward
model is basically the same as that of the reference-
free metrics introduced in Section 4.1. Thus, im-
provement to reference-free evaluation metrics has
become increasingly important for both evaluating
and learning NLG models.

6.2 Data selection for training NLG models
Huge, high-quality data can help train better NLG
models (Kaplan et al., 2020). In recent years,
approaches to crawling data on the Web (Bañón
et al., 2020) and various data augmentation tech-
niques (Feng et al., 2021) have been developed to
increase the training data for NLG models. These
techniques can increase the training data, but these
augmented data generally contain noise. There-
fore, it is important to use cleaning technology.
The data-cleaning task is essentially the same as
the reference-free evaluation metric. For example,
dual conditional cross-entropy filtering (Junczys-
Dowmunt, 2018) is essentially the same idea as the
method introduced in Section 4.4.1.

In active learning, a reference-free evaluation
metric is also used to select data to be requested for
humans to annotate (Chimoto and Bassett, 2022;
Zeng et al., 2019). By requesting humans to anno-
tate the output of an NLG model with low scores on
the reference-free metrics can produce data to build
better NLG models that are preferentially selected
and labeled.

Studies of data selection can help identify some
weaknesses of reference-free metrics, as they apply
these metrics to different data distributions than
those typically used in the evaluation of NLG eval-
uation metrics. In fact, Bane et al. (2022) compared
some data filtering methods to find that COMET-
QE is strong in detecting word order but not in
detecting mismatches of numbers between context
and target text. Complementary research between

data selection and reference-free metrics is becom-
ing increasingly important.

6.3 Reranking and filtering of model outputs

Reranking or filtering relates to the task of selecting
good outputs or removing bad outputs from a set
of hypothesis. Reference-free evaluation metrics
can be used for these tasks (Chollampatt and Ng,
2018). In comparison to standard model evaluation,
reranking and filtering require often runtime eval-
uation, which need to be done quickly. Therefore,
efficient reference-free evaluation metrics (Grün-
wald et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022) are valuable
for these functions.

7 Discussion

7.1 Reference-free vs. reference-based

In this section, we summarize the main characteris-
tics of reference-free and reference-based metrics.

Faced with the choice between reference-based
and reference-free methods, an important consider-
ation is related to the cost of the method. Reference-
based approaches require references, which are of-
ten expensive to collect. In particular, it is not easy
to collect enough references for open-ended tasks,
such as dialogue and story generation. Reference-
free metrics do not require references. However, as
pointed out in Section 4, many reference-free meth-
ods require training data, such as human judgments,
or parallel data. Consequently, a reference-free ap-
proach is by no means cost-free.

The second consideration is performance. Some
researchers have reported that reference-free met-
rics produce lower evaluation performance than
reference-based ones (Banchs and Li, 2011; Fon-
seca et al., 2019), but in recent years, some studies
have reported the reverse. For example, Kasai et al.
(2022) found that reference-free metrics perform
better than reference-based ones when there are
few references. If the reference quality is poor,
the evaluation performance of the reference-based
method suffer (see Table 13 of Freitag et al. (2021)).
Reference-free metrics are thus not always inferior
to reference-based metrics.

7.2 LLMs and reference-free evaluation
metrics

LLMs have altered the NLG evaluation landscape
in broadly two ways.

On the one hand, LLMs have improved the per-
formance of NLG models. As a result, texts gener-



ated by these NLG models are often indistinguish-
able from those written by humans (Clark et al.,
2021). These improvements present a challenge for
the evaluation of such texts because, in some cases,
the errors and infelicities that separate competing
models are becoming increasingly subtle.

On the other hand, with the advent of LLMs,
reference-free metrics have also advanced. For
example, in addition to the methods presented in
Section 4.4.3, LLMs are used as regression models
in Section 4.1 (Guerreiro et al., 2023). It would
also be possible to use LLMs as NLG models in
the methods presented in Section 4.4.2 and 4.4.1
in the creation of pseudo-ratings presented in Sec-
tion 4.2.5

7.3 Future research: Combining different
approaches to evaluation

In future, we expect that different approaches to
evaluation, which have complementary strengths,
will be combined to achieve superior results. For
example, it has been suggested that the types of
errors that humans can easily detect differ from
those that automatic evaluation metrics can easily
identify (Chen et al., 2024). By combining hu-
man and automatic evaluation, it may therefore be
possible to reduce the workload of human eval-
uators (Zhang et al., 2021), or to achieve results
with superior validity and reliability. For example,
human evaluation could focus on cases in which
discrepancies occur across evaluation metrics. We
believe that exploring effective and efficient ways
to combine human evaluation and automatic eval-
uation metrics is an important direction for future
research.

8 Conclusion

Evaluation is an essential step for the development
of NLG models of any kind(Gatt and Krahmer,
2018; van der Lee et al., 2019; Reiter, 2024). In
this survey, we have discussed existing computa-
tional, reference-free evaluation metrics for a broad
range of NLG tasks, including not only data-to-text
NLG but also such text-to-text tasks as machine
translation and question answering, for example,
which are not always included in discussions of
NLG and NLG evaluation. These reference-free
metrics have recently attracted more attention and
shown improved performance.

5See the survey by Li et al. (2024) for evaluation metrics
using LLMs.

We have shown that although a wide range of
reference-free metrics have been proposed, all of
these can be seen as variations on a few basic
themes, such as learning from human judgments;
exploiting the correspondence between the context
and the hypothesis (as these notions are defined in
section 2); and using peer evaluation. We have also
outlined the assumptions and limitations underly-
ing each method.

We hope that this survey will lead to further
research on reference-free metrics, and that this
will lead to further insights in the question of when
these metrics are most useful, and how they are
best combined with other approaches to evaluation.
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