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Abstract

This study investigates language models’ gener-
ative capabilities in tool-use dialogs. We catego-
rize the models’ outputs in tool-use dialogs into
four distinct types: Tool Call, Answer Comple-
tion, Slot Question, and Relevance Detection,
which serve as aspects for evaluation. We in-
troduce FunctionChat-Bench, comprising 700
evaluation items and automated assessment pro-
grams. Using this benchmark, we evaluate sev-
eral language models that support function call-
ing. Our findings indicate that while language
models may exhibit high accuracy in single-
turn Tool Call scenarios, this does not necessar-
ily translate to superior generative performance
in multi-turn environments. We argue that the
capabilities required for function calling ex-
tend beyond generating tool call messages; they
must also effectively generate conversational
messages that engage the user.

1 Introduction

Function calling, a way to connect language mod-
els with external tools, is a significant advancement
that enhances the utility of Al systems. Language
models that support function calling have been fine-
tuned to generate a JSON object that adheres to the
function specification when a function needs to be
called. Given this key feature, the JSON objects
generated by the language models receive signifi-
cant attention in related research and evaluation.

However, In tool-use dialogs, the capabilities
required of a language model are not limited to
generating call messages for which the tool is the
recipient; they must also encompass the generation
of conversational messages for which the user is the
recipient. This realization has led to the creation of
anew dataset designed to better simulate real-world
scenarios where both interactions between Al and
tools, as well as between users and Al, occur.

In this paper, we introduce FunctionChat-Bench,
which aims to provide a more comprehensive eval-
uation of language models’ generative capabilities

to handle diverse types of inputs, including both
single-turn utterances and conversation history of
multi-turn dialogs. We also describe experiments
conducted using this benchmark and analyze these
results.

2 Generative Capabilities Associated with
Language Models’ Tool Usage

2.1 Definitions of Output Types

The outputs generated by language models in tool-
use dialogs can be broadly categorized into two
types: those that directly communicate with the
user and those that interact with tools. The former
is represented on the left side of the figure 1 and
is referred to in this paper as a conversational type
output. The latter is shown on the right side of the
figure 1 and is referred to in this paper as a tool call
type output. The conversational type output can be
further divided into three subcategories. Thus, we
can categorize them into four types:

* Tool Call. The output containing a tool call
object that has the function name and its argu-
ments.

* Answer Completion. The output that delivers
the result from a specific function to the user.

* Slot Question. A question or a request about
missing information, which is essential for
tool call.

* Relevance Detection. The output correspond-
ing to a response to either a user’s general chat
unrelated to tool usage, or a request outside of
the accessible functions.

2.2 Related Works

Recently, there has been a significant increase in re-
search focusing on the tool utilization ability within



I walked from Hangeul Museum today.
How long did T walk?

[ ]
-
USER
Please let me know your destination to calculate

walking distance and walking time.
I walked to the Hannam police precinct.
USER

The walking distance from Hangeul Museum to
Hannam police precinct is approximately
3.3km and takes approximately 52 minutes.

I walked quite a bit. The weather was nice

[ ]
-
That sounds like a refreshing walk!

It's great to hear that.
° What's the weather like tomorrow?
-
USER

I'll try walking tomorrow too.
Please tell me the weather forecast.

I'msorry, I can't provide weather forecasts.

(Slot Question) 1

(Answer Completion)

and I felt really good.
(Relevance Detection) l

@)

AL

(Relevance Detection) l,

AL

(Tool Call)

"function": {"name": "getWalkInfo", "arguments":
"{\"origin\": \"Hangeul Museum\", \"destination\":
\"Hannam police precinct\"}'}}

{"origin": "Hangeul Museum", "destination":
"Hannam police precinct", "distance": 3.3,
"distance_unit": "km", "time":

{"hours": null, "minutes": 52}}

TOOoL

Figure 1: A Classification of Language Models’ Outputs in Tool-use Dialogs

language models. The development of new bench-
marks for tool usage further underscores the grow-
ing interest in evaluating the proficiency of these
models in handling tools.

APIBench (Patil et al., 2023), GPT4Tools (Yang
et al., 2023), RestGPT (Song et al., 2023), Tool-
Bench (Qin et al., 2023), among others, concentrate
on evaluation data and systematic assessment meth-
ods for measuring the tool usage capabilities of
language models.

It is encouraging that API-bank (Zheng et al.,
2023) and ToolTalk (Farn and Shin, 2023) have
considered over multiple user utterances as input
for their evaluation data. MetaTool (Huang et al.,
2024) is distinctive in that it focuses more on eval-
uating whether language models have tool usage
awareness rather than generating arguments. Simi-
larly, BFCL (Yan et al., 2024) is characterized by
including function relevance detection among its
research interests, which aims to determine how
the model will react when the provided function is
not suitable to answer the user’s question.

The most critically evaluated aspect in recent
benchmarks related to tool usage, including func-
tion calling, is the generation of the tool call type
output, which is considered a core capability. How-
ever, the tool call type output is not a type that
directly interacts with the user. The conversational
type output, which communicates with the user in
natural language, is a factor that significantly af-
fects perceived performance. This type, which has
been either excluded or only partially addressed
so far, also needs to be included in the evaluation
scope.

3 Dataset Design

We developed a novel benchmark, FunctionChat-
Bench, that not only evaluates the tool call type
output but also comprehensively assesses the con-
versational type output. It contains two subsets of
the evaluation dataset: a single call dataset and a
dialog dataset.

"The two subsets, FunctionChat-Singlecall and
FunctionChat-Dialog, are available at the following URL:



3.1 Single Call Dataset

Evaluation items in the single call dataset are de-
fined by the following conditions:

1. The user’s single turn utterance must contain
all of the necessary information for function
invocation, leading directly to a tool call.

2. A suitable function for carrying out the user’s
request must be provided in the available tool
list.

Under these conditions where a tool call object
must be generated, language models are evaluated
whether they select the suitable function and cor-
rectly extract information to appropriately generate
arguments.

It was considered that the success of the model’s
output generation could be influenced by the length
of the available tool list or the similarity between
the functions provided therein. Therefore, the tool
list was constructed in three types based on the
number of functions provided: 1, 4, and 8. Among
these, for cases where 4 or 8 functions were pro-
vided, the lists were further differentiated by ran-
domly selecting the functions or by selecting func-
tions that were similar in terms of domains or oper-
ations (Table 1).

Length Similarity Composition

1 exact 0.20
4 random 0.20
4 close 0.20
8 random 0.20
8 close 0.20

Table 1: Types of Tool Lists in Single Call Dataset

The types of parameters in the function spec-
ifications were defined within the categories of
integer, number, boolean, and string. Within this
range, the attributes of the information to be ex-
tracted or generated is quite diverse. For example,
there are clear extractions such as names and place
names that do not require modification, as well as
types that require simple paraphrasing from user
utterances, such as search terms, memo titles, or
message contents. Various types were included to
thoroughly evaluate the strengths and weaknesses
of each model from multiple perspectives.

The single call dataset comprises a total of 500
evaluation items, organized into 25 unique func-

https://github.com/kakao/FunctionChat-Bench.

tions to be called, with each function having 4 dif-
ferent queries and combined with 5 types of tool
lists.

3.2 Dialog Dataset

Unlike the environment addressed in the single call
dataset, language models cannot continuously gen-
erate only tool call type outputs when interacting
with a user in real chat. After a function invocation,
the results must be conveyed to the user, and if the
user has not provided all the essential information
for the function call, the model must request the
missing information. Furthermore, the user may
introduce topics unrelated to the function calling
feature during the conversation, and the necessary
external tools to process the user’s request may not
be provided in the available function list.

The dialog dataset was designed to evaluate
whether language models can appropriately han-
dle a diverse range of input scenarios. It broadens
the scope of evaluation to encompass not only tool
call type outputs but also conversational outputs
directed towards the user. This is because, even
if the tool call messages are accurately conveyed,
users directly experience the model’s performance
during interactions.

The dialog dataset consists of 45 Korean dialogs,
each containing between 3 to 8 turns to be gen-
erated by the model, with a median of 4 and an
average of 4.44 turns. In total, it includes 200 turns
of model generation, each serving as an evalua-
tive item. Each turn is annotated as one of the four
defined output types: Tool Call, Answer Comple-
tion, Slot Question, and Relevance Detection. All
dialogs contain 70 Tool Calls, with each dialog
containing at least one function calling (Table 2).

Type of Output Count
Tool Call 70
Answer Completion 71
Slot Question 36
Relevance Detection 23
total 200

Table 2: Dialog Dataset Composition

3.3 System Prompt

For details on the system prompt applied to our
evaluation data, see Appendix A.


https://github.com/kakao/FunctionChat-Bench

4 Evaluation Methods

When evaluating language models, there is a gen-
eral consensus that having a large number of evalu-
ation items is beneficial, regardless of the specific
domain under evaluation. This is because a sub-
stantial quantity of evaluation items helps ensure
that the assessment is not biased and remains reli-
able. Simultaneously, a large number of evaluation
items naturally leads to the need for automating the
evaluation process and quantifying the results.

In the evaluation of language models’ function
calling capabilities, several methods have been in-
troduced for automatically assessing a substantial
volume of items and quantifying the results (Farn
and Shin, 2023; Yan et al., 2024). These meth-
ods primarily measure the accuracy of function
selection and argument extraction from the Tool
Call type output generated by the model. An exact
match approach is commonly employed for this
purpose, and cosine similarity is also used as a
supplementary metric.

However, when constructing evaluation datasets
composed of functions from various domains that
include diverse parameters, and when assessing
capabilities in languages other than English, as well
as not merely responding to single-turn queries but
also broadly evaluating generative abilities within
multi-turn dialogs that involve context and history,
relying solely on exact match or cosine similarity
as evaluation methods might be perceived to be
insufficient.

First, the ground truth that serves as a match
target is not an absolute and unique answer. Param-
eters such as numbers, integers, or booleans have
permissible arguments that do not deviate signifi-
cantly from the ground truth. However, the spec-
trum for string type arguments is broad, ranging
from elements that must match the user-provided
information exactly, like telephone numbers and
email addresses, to elements like note titles or mes-
sage content and search queries, where variations
in expression are allowed. Secondly, these meth-
ods do not account for semantic equivalence across
different languages. Thirdly, it is challenging to
adequately assess whether the conversational mes-
sages delivered by the language model to the user
are appropriately generated.

To address these limitations, we chose a method
using a powerful large language model (LLM) as
a judge (Zhou et al., 2023; Zheng et al., 2023).
Our expectation for the LLM judge is to determine

serial_num:
14

is_pass:
pass

tools_type:
8 random

ground_truth:

{"name": "getCurrentTimeForLocation", "arguments":
"\"location\": \"2~$] 2~ F 2] ]\"}"}

acceptable_arguments:
{"location": ["5]2]3]", "Zurich"]}

model_output:

{"content": null, "role": "assistant", "tool_calls": [{"function":
{"arguments": " {\"location\": \"Zurich, Switzerland\"}", "name":
"getCurrentTimeForLocation"} } ]}

reasoning:

I will review the submitted responses according to the evaluation
criteria. (...) According to [Acceptable Arguments], the argument
values '# 2] 3]" or 'Zurich' are permitted. The submitted response
'Zurich, Switzerland' includes 'Zurich', which refers to the same
entity as '~ 912~ ] 2] 3]' mentioned by the user. Therefore, it can
be considered that this refers to the same content or subject
presented in [Ground Truth] or [Acceptable Arguments]. (...) In
conclusion, this submission is a "pass".

query:
[{"role": "system", "content": "As an Al assistant, communicate
with the user in Korean. (...)"}, {"role": "user", "content": "*| &
2912 # g 38]9) Al Zhe] T F Yt (Eng: What time is it now in
Zurich, Switzerland?)"}]

Figure 2: A simplified sample of the content of the eval-
uation report file that is generated in the final stage of
the evaluation program. This sample was created based
on the actual results of the FunctionChat-Singlecall test
of the functionary model.

whether each turn generated by language models is
a successful output or a failure. In Section 2.1, we
defined the four types of outputs generated by lan-
guage models. Based on these definitions, we eval-
uate their generative capabilities. We established
the criteria that precisely match the four types of
outputs.> We provided well-refined evaluation met-
rics and expected responses, known as ground truth,
to assist the LLM judge in determining the pass or
fail status of submissions.

S Experiments

With FunctionChat-Bench, a dataset specifically
designed to comprehensively evaluate the gener-
ative capabilities in Korean Dialogs, we assessed

For instance, in evaluation items requiring an Answer
Completion type of output, the criterion is the appropriateness
of completing the answer without altering the semantics, based
on the context. For evaluation items expecting a Slot Question
type of output, the criterion becomes the occurrence of a
proper slot-filling question. The four types of rubrics for LLM
evaluation are attached to the Appendix B.



eight language models that support function calling
functionality.? Initially, we collected outputs from
each model for 500 evaluation items in the single
call dataset and 200 evaluation items in the dialog
dataset. Subsequently, the model-generated outputs
were inserted into evaluation prompts along with
specific criteria and reviewed by an LLM judge.
The judge used was the gpt-4-0125-preview model.
After completing its assessment, the LLM judge
determined the pass or fail status for each item,
and finally, the overall pass scores or rates were
calculated for each model. Additionally, to facili-
tate an easy review of the evaluation items, model
outputs, and the LLM judge’s reasoning and final
decisions, a separate report file in TSV format was
generated (Figure 2).* This entire process was fully
automated through the evaluation system we imple-
mented.’

Even when using the most robust models as
judges, LLMs are not perfectly reliable at reason-
ing for passing judgment. Therefore, after the auto-
matic evaluation, the LLM judge’s reasoning and
decisions were qualitatively reviewed by a human
judge. During this process, incorrect judgments that
did not meet the evaluation criteria and principle
were identified. These judgment errors were ulti-
mately adjusted (Appendix C). The main results of
our experiments are presented in Tables 3 and 4.

6 Analysis
6.1 Statistics

The FunctionChat-Singlecall exclusively evaluates
the tool call type output. It allows for the assess-
ment of performance in generating accurate tool
call object, driven by appropriate function selection
and proper argument generation. When designing

3 gpt-40-2024-05-13,
gpt-4-turbo-2024-04-09,
gpt-3.5-turbo-0125
(https://platform.openai.com/docs/models),
gemini-1.5-pro-preview-0514,
gemini-1.5-flash-preview-0514,
gemini-1.0-pro-002
(https:
//ai.google.dev/gemini-api/docs/models/gemini),
functionary-medium-v2.4
(https://github.com/MeetKai/functionary),
solar-1-mini-chat-240502
(https://developers.upstage.ai/docs/apis/
function-calling).

“In the "query" tab, the English sentences are added as
examples, while the original data contains only Korean sen-
tences. Likewise, in the "reasoning" tab, the original data is in
Korean.

5The evaluation scripts we developed have been made pub-
lic at https://github.com/kakao/FunctionChat-Bench.

this dataset, the initial hypotheses were as follows:
First, the accuracy in generating a tool call object
was expected to decrease as the number of candi-
dates in the available tool list increased. Second,
Whenever more than two functions were available
in the tool list, the higher the similarity in domain
or operations between these functions, the lower
the accuracy would be. After experimenting with
various models, it was found that these hypotheses
were partially correct and partially incorrect.

Regarding the first hypothesis, the trend of de-
creasing the accuracy as the number of candidates
increases was not distinctly evident within the
range of 1 to 8 candidates (Compare the 4.random
type versus the 8.random type, and the 4.close type
versus the 8.close type in Table 3). Although it
was expected that the exact type, where only one
target function is presented in the tool list, would
be easier, it could not be generalized. Particularly,
Gemini demonstrated higher accuracy as the num-
ber of provided function candidates increased from
1, 4, to 8. In relation to the second hypothesis, the
similarity of available functions showed a fair corre-
lation with the accuracy. The close group generally
scored lower than the random group. Especially,
gpt-4-turbo exhibited a significant difference of 10
points between the scores in the 8.random type and
the 8.close type (Table 3).

The FunctionChat-Dialog provides a broader and
more diverse range of inputs for evaluation com-
pared to the FunctionChat-Singlecall. In addition
to inputs that ask for the generation of tool call type
outputs, it also includes inputs that necessitate the
generation of conversational type outputs such as
slot filling questions and tool call rejections based
on relevance detection. Furthermore, while the in-
puts in the FunctionChat-Singlecall consist solely
of a user’s single-turn utterance, the inputs in the
FunctionChat-Dialog are of a multi-turn discourse
format. This includes messages exchanged between
the user and Al, as well as messages between the
Al and tools.

When designing this dataset, there was a hy-
pothesis that while single-turn environments might
show high accuracy in Tool Call, this does not
necessarily imply superior overall generative ca-
pabilities in multi-turn environments. Comparisons
between Table 3 and 4 demonstrate that this hypoth-
esis holds true. Notably, Solar achieved a high score
of 83.6 in evaluations using the single call dataset,
but it exhibited significantly lower performance in
the areas of Slot Question and Relevance Detection


https://platform.openai.com/docs/models
https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/docs/models/gemini
https://ai.google.dev/gemini-api/docs/models/gemini
https://github.com/MeetKai/functionary
https://developers.upstage.ai/docs/apis/function-calling
https://developers.upstage.ai/docs/apis/function-calling
https://github.com/kakao/FunctionChat-Bench

l.exact 4.random 4.close 8.random 8.close | SUM AVG

gpt-4o 87 87 90 88 86 438 87.6
gpt-4-turbo 92 93 89 92 82 448 89.6
gpt-3.5-turbo 94 94 90 92 87 457 91.4
gemini-1.5-pro 49 67 59 69 62 306 61.2
gemini-1.5-flash 45 49 52 57 62 265 53.0
gemini-1.0-pro 60 65 63 70 64 322 644
functionary-medium 61 61 54 57 52 285 57.0
solar-1-mini-chat 83 84 84 84 83 418 83.6

Table 3: Pass Count of FunctionChat-Singlecall

Tool Answer Slot Relevance | macro  micro

Call Completion Question Detection AVG AVG

gpt-4o 0.94 0.97 0.86 0.91 0.92 0.94
gpt-4-turbo 0.96 0.99 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.96
gpt-3.5-turbo 0.97 0.92 0.58 0.61 0.77 0.84
gemini-1.5-pro 0.70 0.87 0.83 0.97 0.84 0.82
gemini-1.5-flash 0.66 0.94 0.89 0.74 0.81 0.81
gemini-1.0-pro 0.69 0.85 0.67 0.61 0.71 0.73
functionary-medium | 0.56 0.94 0.69 0.65 0.71 0.73
solar-1-mini-chat 0.63 0.77 0.08 0.13 0.40 0.53

Table 4: Pass Rate of FunctionChat-Dialog

when assessed with a dialog dataset, receiving the
lowest scores among the evaluated models. Further-
more, the scores for Tool Call were also lower in
the dialog dataset compared to those in the single
call dataset. This indicates that the performance
of generating Tool Call type outputs is influenced
by whether the input environment is single-turn or
multi-turn. GPT and Gemini were experimented
with three different models, enabling the observa-
tion of how performance varies for each defined
element of generative capabilities. Models known
for their overall enhanced performance, not limited
to function call capabilities, showed a slight de-
cline in generating Tool Call type outputs. However,
there was a significant improvement in generating
conversational type outputs, which compensated
for the overall drop in performance metrics. This
implies that the multi-turn dialog environment ad-
dressed in FunctionChat-Dialog more accurately
mirrors the actual environment users encounter in
tool-use dialogs.

6.2 Error Types

Through our experiments, we obtained a substan-
tial volume of output data from various models.
This data is also valuable as it provides significant
insights into the generative capabilities of language

models in tool-use dialogs. We conducted a de-
tailed review of this data to analyze the types of
errors exhibited by the language models, and we
present these findings along with examples of ac-
tual outputs.

¢ Errors in Tool Call.

Errors related to not creating a tool call object
include the following: Language models incorrectly
indicate that a tool call will be made, but it is not
actually called. A function is not called despite
being available, and the model falsely claims it is
unsupported. Even when all necessary information
is provided by the user, the model redundantly asks
for it again (e.g., "You want to know Junhyuk’s
birthday! What is Junhyuk’s name?"). Additionally,
cases where optional or undefined parameters were
requested, and incomplete objects that included
only the function name without the argument fields,
are also considered errors.

Regarding errors in function selection, these
include generating a function name not listed in
the available function pool or selecting an in-
correct function from the pool. Due to the simi-
larity in domain or action, a similar function is
chosen (e.g., choosing add_contact instead of
update_contact), or a function is selected based



on the similarity in argument terminology (e.g.,
due to the movie title "Gift in Cell No.7", the in-
correct function gift_search_product is chosen
instead of the correct get_movie_details). On
the other hand, there is a tendency among GPT
models to solve tasks in a familiar manner without
primarily referencing the received function spec-
ifications (e.g., despite the function specification
allowing send_message to be called with only a
name, the model attempts to search for a contact
using search_contact).

The errors associated with extracting informa-
tion for generating arguments also varied. A well-
known error type is fabricating arguments by in-
venting information that was not mentioned. Some-
times, only part of an argument is invented (e.g., the
user provides only month and day, but an arbitrary
year is invented to generate a fitted format argu-
ment). Conversely, there are errors where clearly
stated information is omitted. Functionary often
extracts only the first part of a phrase needed to
construct a argument (e.g., extracting only "in Cell
No.7" from the movie title "Gift in Cell No.7").
This leads to a distortion of meaning, resulting in a
failure.

Additionally, there are errors in not following
the specified format. Parameters designated as in-
tegers are generated in numbers ("year": 2012.0 or
"num_people": 3.0), integers or numbers are gener-
ated as strings, and strangely, positive numbers are
converted to negatives.

Errors such as converting "4 (meaning
37000)" as 30700 or "4 e =& (meaning 15%)" as
10% appear to stem from a lack of understand-
ing Korean. Other errors also seem related to the
handling of Korean tokens, such as adding a num-
ber of spaces or newline characters, or removing
all spaces entirely when extracting relatively long
strings.

* Errors in Answer Completion.

In this part, the language model’s task is to con-
vey the result of a function call to the user. However,
there have been instances where the model does
not fulfill this role, instead producing messages that
are completely unrelated to the context of the input
or mirroring parts of the conversation history. This
tendency was observed in the Solar model, which

®In Korean, "in Cell No.7 (784}2])" is the first part of
"Gift in Cell No.7 (7141} 2] 4-&)". Generally, the word order
in Korean is the opposite of English.

Example #1

Input:

user: Please add a shopping list memo.

assistant: Okay, please tell me the contents of the memo. user:
Dish soap, moisturizer, yogurt, grapes

assistant: "function": {"hame": "addMemo", "arguments":
"{"title": "Shopping List", "content": "Dish soap, moisturizer,
yogurt, grapes"}"'}

tool: "name": {"addMemo", "content": "{"status": "success"}"}

Ground Truth: The memo has been added.

Model Output: Okay, please tell me the title and content of the
appointment you want to add to the calendar.

Example #2

Input:

user: How's the weather in Pangyo now?

assistant: "function": {"hame": "informWeather", "arguments":
"{"location": "Pangyo"}"}

tool: {"name": "informWeather", "content": "{"temperature": 2,

"weatherDescription": "cloudy"}"}

Ground Truth: Currently, the temperature in Pangyo is 2
degrees and it is cloudy.

Model Output: The weather in Pangyo is 2 degrees Celsius and
clear.

Figure 3: Examples of Errors in "Answer Completion"

seems to lack the capability for Answer Comple-
tion (See Example #1 in Figure 3).

Meanwhile, one reason for integrating external
tools with a language model is to overcome the
limitations of pre-training and to utilize up-to-date
and factual information. However, there have been
cases where the model alters the results provided
by function calls. This tendency was particularly
evident in the Gemini model. Instead of conveying
the results of function calls to the user, it generates
arbitrary answers based on its own old knowledge,
thereby delivering false information (See in Exam-
ple #2 in Figure 3). This is considered a critical
penalty.

¢ Errors in Slot Question.

The most prominent error type in this part is
clear: language models hallucinate arbitrary val-
ues to fill required parameters and generate func-
tion call messages when the user has not provided
the necessary information (See Example #1 in Fig-
ure 4). Conversely, there are errors where the model
redundantly requests information already provided
by the user, and cases where it falsely generates
a completion message even though the tool call
has not yet occurred (See Examples #2 and #3 in
Figure 4). Additionally, there were instances where
the language model completely malfunctioned, pro-
ducing outputs with strange content or formats.



Example #1

Input:

user: What is the BMR? Explain it simply.

assistant: The basal metabolic rate (BMR) is the minimum
energy your body requires to support basic functions and
operations for 24 hours while at rest.

user: I'm curious about my basal metabolic rate.

Ground Truth: If you provide your weight, height, age, and
gender, T can calculate your basal metabolic rate.

Model Output: {"function": {"arguments": "{\"weight\":60,
\"height\":170,\"age\":25,\"gender\":\"male\"}", "name":
"calculateBMR"}

Example #2

Input:
user: I walked from the Hangeul Museum today: how far might
T have walked?

Ground Truth: Please provide the destination to calculate the
walking distance and the time it took to walk.

Model Output: If you provide the starting point and destination,
I can calculate the walking distance and time required. Please
let me know the starting point and destination.

Example #3

Input:

user: Set February 3, 2024, as D-Day.

assistant: Got it. Could you let me know the name of the D-Day
and whether to include the actual D-Day as day one?

user: It's for a wedding.

Ground Truth: Should T include the D-Day date as day one?

Model Output: Wedding D-Day is set. There are 101 days left
until February 3, 2024.

Figure 4: Examples of Errors in "Slot Question"

Errors in Relevance Detection.

In this part, language models fail to properly
detect inputs that are unrelated to tool-use, and in-
stead, it excessively associates all outputs with tool
usage. This error is observed as a pattern attempt-
ing to link to one of the available functions (e.g., to
the input "The weather is nice!" it outputs "Which
area’s weather would you like to know about?"), or
actually calling it (e.g., to the input "I’'m so busy
these days." it calls the add_task function with
hallucinated arguments).

On the other hand, language models also fail
to correctly detect the relevance of some inputs
to the available tools, even if they are related to
tool-use. This manifests as pretending to have fea-
tures that are not available or fabricating functions
that are not provided. For example, in response to
the input "Can you order some pizza for me?", it
might reply with "Sure! What kind of pizza would
you like to order?" or fabricate and call a function
named order_pizza with parameters for size and
toppings. It can also manifest as calling an incorrect
function that is available, instead of indicating that

Input:
user: Set an alarm for 5 PM today.

Ground Truth: There is ho feature to set an alarm.

Model Output: {"function": {"arguments": "{"title": "Set Alarm",
"content": "Set alarm for 5 PM"}", "name": "addMemo"}}

Figure 5: An Example of Errors in "Relevance Detec-
tion"

the proper function to address the user’s request
does not exist (See Figure 5).

7 Conclusion

This paper presents FunctionChat-Bench, the novel
benchmark for language model’s generative capa-
bilities associated with function calling. It contains
two subsets of an evaluation dataset (Singlecall and
Dialog), and an automated evaluation program.

Our dataset uniquely targets not only the tool
call objects generated by the language model but
also the conversational messages that interact with
users. Additionally, we have devised an evaluation
methodology. It employs an advanced LLM as a
judge to determine the pass or fail status of submit-
ted outputs, utilizing refined evaluation rubrics. The
composition and design of our dataset, along with
our evaluation methodology, will provide valuable
insights. These will focus on what and how to eval-
uate in order to measure or enhance the function
calling capabilities of language models.

With FunctionChat-Bench, we evaluated eight
language models that support function calling.
Through our experiments, we observed that the
strengths and weaknesses of language models can
vary significantly depending on several factors,
such as the number of functions provided, the simi-
larity between the provided functions, whether the
input is single-turn or multi-turn, and the type of
output required. Researchers can also utilize our
publicly available evaluation dataset and program
to comprehensively assess the function calling ca-
pabilities of API-accessible language models or
their own implementations. Additionally, we con-
ducted a detailed analysis of the outputs generated
by the models used in our experiments, providing
a rich description of their error types along with ac-
tual examples. We believe that this will inspire im-
provements in the technology for integrating tools
with language models by providing valuable infor-
mation on areas that need enhancement.



Limitations

Our research attempted a comprehensive evalua-
tion of language models’ function calling capabili-
ties; however, the evaluation dataset we designed
is in some respects narrow and relatively easy. Lan-
guage models that support function calling are ca-
pable of parallel function calling, allowing them to
call multiple functions in one turn. However, our
dataset does not include scenarios involving multi-
ple function calls; it only addresses single function
calls. Additionally, it lacks complex scenarios that
require planning the sequence in which multiple
functions should be called. Overall, while the study
delves into the basic aspects of the function calling
feature, it is not suitable for evaluating advanced
capabilities that utilize this feature.
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A System Prompt

Our dataset includes user inputs and function or
parameter descriptions in the function specifica-
tion, all written in Korean. This indirectly assesses
the understanding and generation capabilities for
Korean, a relatively low-resource language. Com-
monly, language models tend to convert informa-
tion extracted from Korean inputs into English vo-
cabulary when generating arguments in the tool
call object. This tendency can sometimes affect the
successful execution of tasks requested by the user
(consider cases where search terms are translated
into English for querying a Korean database, or
message contents are changed to English). There-
fore, we have attempted to more customarily con-
trol the operation of the language model by speci-
fying in the system prompt that outputs are encour-
aged to be generated in Korean, along with several
other detailed aspects.

The system prompt used in FunctionChat is as
follows. Both the original Korean version and the
English translation version are presented.

-
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As an Al assistant, communicate with the user in Korean. If
there is a suitable function, do not respond with your own
knowledge but resolve the user’s request through a function
call. Do not arbitrarily create parameter values needed for the
function call. If essential information is lacking, ask the user
to obtain the information. Unless there is a special reason, do
not translate the user’s Korean expressions into English when

generating parameter values.
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B Rubrics for LLM evaluation

The common elements of evaluation prompt are as
follows:

You are evaluating a response submitted for a specific function
call task against a set of standards. Below is the data:
[BEGIN DATA]

skskosk

[Available Functions]
{tools}

[Query]:

{query}

[Ground Truth]:
{ground_truth}
[Submission]:
{response}

sekosk

[Criterion]:
Rk

[END DATA]

Does the submission meet the criteria? Begin by explaining
your reasoning step by step in Korean, without immediately re-
vealing the outcome. Subsequently, on a separate line, clearly
indicate whether it is a "pass" or "fail". For clarity, repeat
your final decision once more (without quotes or punctuation,

literally).

These format refers to Zhou et al. (2023). The
placeholders {tools}, {query} and so on will be
replaced by specific details from the actual case
being evaluated. As in the data from Zhou et al.
(2023), The "Query" and "Submission," which cor-
respond to the input and output of the model being
evaluated, are included in the prompt. Specifically,
since the FunctionChat evaluation system targets
function calling models, the "Available Functions"
section has been added. Additionally, to enhance
the alignment between the llm judge and the human
who designed the evaluation, "Ground Truth" has
been incorporated. The prompt for evaluating Tool
Call type outputs additionally includes "Accept-
able Arguments," which serve as supplementary
indicators for "Ground Truth."

The "Criterion" has been established in four dif-
ferent categories according to our definition of the
output types for the fc model. While presented a
6-scale Likert score, we have provided criteria for
a pass or fail status. Subsequently, the four criteria
applied to each type of output will be detailed.
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¢ Tool Call

[Criterion]: Accuracy in selecting the proper function, and
generating the function name and argument values
Determine if the [Submission] is a "pass" or "fail". You are
given a [Ground Truth] for each [Query], so you can refer to
this for evaluating the response.

"pass"

- Selected the appropriate function and accurately named it.

- All keys in arguments match those presented in [Ground
Truth].

- Each argument value matches the type specified in [Available
Functions].

- Each value in arguments was created appropriately, as pre-
sented in [Ground Truth]. For string types, a [Submission]
passes if its argument matches or refers to the same content or
subject as [Ground Truth] or [Aacceptable arguments], even
without an exact text match.

- If *Only ground truth is allowed.” appears under [Aaccept-
able arguments], it means that only when the argument value
exactly matches [Ground Truth] will it be considered a pass.
"fail"

- Selection error: Did not select a function or selected a dif-
ferent function than the one presented in [Ground Truth]. -
Function name error: Failed to accurately create the function
name as presented in [Ground Truth] (different spelling). -
Argument key error: Created a key not presented, or different
from those presented in [Ground Truth].

- Argument value type error: The type of the created argument
value is inappropriate (not created as the type specified in the
description of [Available Functions]).

- Logical error in argument value: The created argument value
exceeds the permissible range as per [Ground Truth] and [Ac-
ceptable Arguments].

* Answer Completion

[Criterion]: Appropriateness of completing the answer without
altering semantics, based on context

Determine if the [Submission] is a "pass" or "fail". In this
submission, the role of the assistant is to convey the result
returned by a specific function to the user. Instead of directly
passing on data in JSON format, it should be paraphrased
into conversational human utterance. It’s important that the
paraphrased content does not semantically differ from the
tool’s content. You are provided with a [Ground Truth] for
each [Query], which you can use to evaluate the response.
However, the [Ground Truth] is not the absolute and only
answer. A slightly more concise response is also acceptable.

* Slot Question

[Criterion]: Occurrence of a proper slot filling question
Evaluate whether it’s a "pass" or a "fail".

In the [Query], a user asks the assistant a question or makes a
request, and in [Available Functions], there exists a suitable
function to perform this task, but there is a lack of required
parameter values needed to call the function. In this [Submis-
sion], the assistant is required to ask the user for any additional
information necessary to invoke the appropriate function and
complete the task. You are given a [Ground Truth] for each
[Query], so you can refer to this for evaluating the response.
"pass"

- Appropriate questions for slot filling were asked. (It is not an
issue if the "function call’ or ’tool call’ item is null.)

"fail"

- Tool call missing required information.

- Tool call with incorrect information: Hallucinated values not
found in the [Query].



Total FP FP

FN FN FP+FN FP+FN

Dataset - es (Count) (%) (Count) (%) (Count) (%)
single call 5000 202 5.1% 16 04% 218 55%
dialog 1600 62 3.9% 2% 1.6% 88  5.5%

Table 5: Summary of False Positives and False Negatives in LLM Decisions

- Fail of function selection: Called a different, inappropriate
function instead of the one that should be called (as can be
verified through the [Ground Truth]).

- Answered arbitrarily based on their own knowledge without
considering the function call.

¢ Relevance Detection

[Criterion]: Detecting the relevance of the [Query] to the func-
tion call functionality or [Available Functions]

Evaluate whether it’s a "pass" or a "fail".

In the [Query], it presents a scenario that does not necessitate
a tool call. You are given a [Ground Truth] for each [Query],
so you can refer to this for evaluating the response.

"pass"

- For user statements that didn’t require a function call, the
model leveraged its available knowledge to interact naturally.
- When there’s a need for an external tool or real-time infor-
mation beyond the capabilities of the language model, and the
[Available Functions] don’t cover these needs, it’s explained
that the feature isn’t provided. Therefore, it’s clarified that the
question cannot be answered or the request cannot be fulfilled.
"fail"

- A tool was called improperly or unnecessarily.

- The task was not rejected despite requiring an external tool
or real-time information not covered by the language model
and [Available Functions], leading to an inaccurate claim that
it could be performed or had been performed.

C Misalignment in Judgment between
Human and LLM

Misalignment cases include instances where the
LLM judged a submission as "pass" but it was ac-
tually a "fail" (False Positives, FP), and where the
LLM judged as "fail" but it was actually a "pass"
(False Negatives, FN). The quantity and propor-
tion of items that were adjusted through qualitative
review are as shown in Table 5.
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