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Abstract
Human evaluation is the gold-standard for eval-
uating text generation models. It is also expen-
sive, and to fit budgetary constraints, a random
subset of the test data is often chosen in prac-
tice. The randomly selected data may not accu-
rately represent test performance, making this
approach economically inefficient for model
comparison. Thus, in this work, we develop a
suite of selectors to get the most informative
datapoints for human evaluation while taking
the evaluation costs into account. We show that
selectors based on variance in automated met-
ric scores, diversity in model outputs, or Item
Response Theory outperform random selection.
We further develop an approach to distill these
selectors to the scenario where the model out-
puts are not yet available. In particular, we
introduce source-based estimators, which pre-
dict item usefulness for human evaluation just
based on the source texts. We demonstrate the
efficacy of our selectors in two common NLG
tasks, machine translation and summarization,
and show that up to only ∼50% of the test data
is needed to produce the same evaluation result
as the entire data. Our implementations are
published in the subset2evaluate package.

1 Introduction

Robust model evaluation drives natural language
generation (NLG) research. Despite improvements
in automated evaluation metrics, human evaluation
remains the gold standard in NLG (Zhou et al.,
2022; Freitag et al., 2023). Distinguishing between
high-quality models requires increasingly more ex-
pert human annotations to determine which model
performs better. For example, the WMT shared
tasks (Conference on Machine Translation, Kocmi
et al., 2024a), annually evaluate dozens of state-of-
the-art machine translation models.

The dominant approach in human evaluation un-
der budgetary constraints is to randomly select eval-

0We release the subset2evaluate package, trained models,
and reproducible paper code.

Figure 1: Output-based variant of our informative sub-
set selection approach. Given model outputs and auto-
mated metrics, we select items to be human-evaluated
on which the final model ranking can be computed.

uation items in the test data (Ruan et al., 2024). The
random selection is clearly sub-optimal because it
can lead to selecting overlapping items while omit-
ting items that significantly impact the evaluation
outcome, such as model ranking.

Thus, in this paper, we develop approaches to
select a subset of test items to reduce human-
evaluation cost without sacrificing evaluation accu-
racy. In particular, we are interested in selecting
a subset of test items that would lead to a human
ranking of multiple NLG models similar to that
on the entire testset. We frame this as a subset
selection problem (dubbed output-based selection,
Figure 1) where we are given a set of items X and
model outputs M, and would like to select a sub-
set Y ⊆ X such that the ranking of models with
human evaluation on Y is the same as on X . While
automated metrics can be noisy and may not al-
ways align with human judgments, they still help
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identify test items that are informative for evalu-
ation. We build multiple data selectors that lever-
age these metrics, such as prioritizing challenging
items, items leading to diverse model outputs, or
using Item Response Theory.

Yet, in some evaluation scenarios, such as when
organizing a large shared task, we may not yet
know which models will be evaluated by our test
set, or obtaining all model outputs on the whole X
may be computationally infeasible due to the size
of X . In this setting, dubbed source-based selection
(Figure 2), the standard methods for output-based
selection can not be used. However, by distilling
the output-based selection methods, we build pre-
dictors that only use the item input to predict the
expected item difficulty or likelihood that it leads
to diverse model outputs.

We demonstrate the efficacy of our data selection
approach with case studies on two typical natural
language generation tasks: machine translation and
summarization. Our key contributions include:

• framing the task of informative subset selection
for evaluation in two variants,

• multiple evaluation subset selection methods, in-
cluding cost- and document-aware selection,

• selector distillation for source-based selection,
• package subset2evaluate for budget-efficient test

set construction for model evaluation.

This paper is structured as follows. We formalize
the problem in Section 2, describe the output-based
and source-based selectors in Sections 3 and 4. We
show our results on efficient machine translation
evaluation in Section 5 and the results on evaluating
summarization models in Section 6. Notably, we
find that in the WMT annual evaluation for machine
translation models, our methods yield the same
number of clusters in model ranking as random
sampling but with only 32% of human annotations.
At this scale, this is a non-trivial cost benefit.

2 Problem Statement

We are given a set of items X and a set of models
M that we wish to rank based on X . Here, each
item x ∈ X is an input text and m(x) is the output
of model m in the NLG task. For example, in ma-
chine translation, each x is the input in the source
language and m(x) is the corresponding transla-
tion. Since |X | is very large (exceeding the human
budget B), we seek a subset Y ⊆ X such that the
ranking of models on Y can be as close to that on

X as possible. An illustration of the problem is
also shown in Figure 1.

Human evaluation set selection. In order to ob-
tain a subset Y ⊆ X to be human-evaluated, we
quantify the cost of human evaluations on Y with
Cost(Y) and the usefulness of the subset for evalu-
ation with Utility(Y). In the ideal case, the utility
of the set Y indicates how close the human ranking
of models on items y ∈ Y is to the human ranking
of models on whole X . We frame this as a subset
selection problem as follows:

argmax
Y⊆X

Utility(Y) s.t. Cost(Y) ≤ B (1)

In our work, we make two simplifications. First,
we note that the cost of evaluating a set of items
is the sum of costs for evaluating individual items,
i.e., Cost(Y) =

∑
y∈Y Cost(y). This assumption

is generally true if the human evaluation of items
y is carried out one by one. Second, we assume
that the utility of the set Y is the sum of utilities
of items y ∈ Y . Note that this is generally not
true as similar datapoints may not offer an extra
marginal utility for model ranking. However, in our
experiments, we find that this assumption leads to
good empirical results. Moreover, our preliminary
experiments on modeling diversity of datapoints
did not lead to better performance. See Appendix
Figure 7 for details.

With the two assumptions, we rewrite Equa-
tion (1) using 0/1 indicator variables zx, which
becomes a 0-1 knapsack problem.

maximize
∑
x∈X

zx ·Utility(x)

subject to
∑
x∈X

zx · Cost(x) ≤ B

and∀x ∈ X : zx ∈ {0, 1} (2)

This problem is generally NP-complete (Karp et al.,
1975). However, for constant Cost(.) and positive
item utilities, we can find an optimal solution by
taking the items with the highest utilities until the
budget B is reached. For non-constant Cost(.), we
find an approximate solution using integer linear
programming (Huangfu and Hall, 2018).

Next, we present multiple ways to approximate
the utility of an item Utility(x).

2.1 Subset selection evaluation
Once we select a subset of data for human evalua-
tion, how do we know if it is good? We evaluate
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the quality of the selected subset with two mea-
sures: (1) Spearman rank correlation, and (2)
Cluster count. The rank correlation reveals how
closely the model ranking as per the selected subset
matches with the ordering when evaluated on all
data. Note that this requires the presence of human
evaluations on the entire testdata. Our second met-
ric, cluster count, popularly used by WMT (Kocmi
et al., 2023), does not require human evaluations
on the entire test data. The cluster count directly
evaluates the discriminability of the model rank-
ing by putting the models in various equivalence
classes (clusters). Higher number of equivalence
classes indicates higher discriminability of mod-
els. To compute cluster count, we start with the
best performing model. If the second best model
is statistically indistinguishable with Wilcoxon one-
sided test with p < 0.05, we add it to the same
cluster, else we create a new cluster. Then, we com-
pare the third best model with the lowest ranked
model in the previous cluster and so on. See Ap-
pendix Algorithm 1 for details.

2.2 Source- vs. Output-based selection

In many practical scenarios, for example in the
WMT shared tasks, the size of X may be so large
that it is prohibitively expensive to obtain model
outputs on the whole dataset for all the models.
Furthermore, we may not yet know all the par-
ticipating models M, e.g., when preparing blind
test sets for a shared task. For such scenarios,
we introduce source-based data selection. In con-
trast to output-based data selection, which models
item utilities with the knowledge of model out-
puts m(x), source-based data selection models
Utility(x) based solely on the input x.

3 Output-based Selectors

We begin by outlining various utility functions for
output-based subset selection. We will describe
methods for source-based selection later as these
rely on the methods for output-based selection. Fi-
nally, we will compare data selection approaches
using the defined utilities with a random subset se-
lection baseline which randomly chooses a subset
of data with the cost B for human evaluation.

3.1 Metrics moment

We first introduce two utility functions for select-
ing informative items based on the distribution mo-
ments induced by automated metric scores. Met-

rics provide us with a coarse estimate of item diffi-
culty and the shape of the distribution can be used
to select high-impact items for human evaluation.

Our first heuristic for defining utility is based on
average metric scores. As average metric scores
correlate negatively with the difficulty of the item
for NLG models, our heuristic selects items with
highest difficulty, i.e., lowest average metric score:

METRICAVG(x,M) = (3)

−
∑
m∈M

metric(x,m(x))

|M|

To optimize the selected evaluation subset quality,
our second heuristic looks for items that impact the
final ranking the most. Items where all models pro-
duce very high quality or very low quality outputs
add lower value for final model ranking. Thus, to
prioritize high-impact items that highlight differ-
ences between models, our second metric measures
variance in metrics across models:

METRICVAR(x,M) = (4)∑
m∈M

(metric(x,m(x))−METRICAVG(x,M))2

|M|

3.2 Metric consistency

Another approach to utilize the shape of the distri-
bution of metric scores over various models is to
consider items where the automated metrics show
model ranking consistent with the whole set X :

METRICCONS(x) = (5)

RankCorr

(
⟨metric(x,m(x))|m∈M⟩,

⟨
∑

x′∈X metric(x′,m(x′))|m∈M⟩

)

As these items mimic the ranking of models ac-
cording to the automated metrics, they should be
selected in the test set.

3.3 Output diversity

While metrics variance prioritizes items that lead
to outputs of different qualities, our fourth metric
goes a step further and prioritizes items that lead
to diverse outputs as evaluating identical outputs
from different models is not useful:

DIVERSITY(x,M) = (6)

−
∑

m1,m2∈M sim(m1(x),m2(x))

|M|2



Output diversity can be captured by average text
similarity among the outputs, for example with
unigram overlap, or embedding similarity. We take
the negative value of the average to prioritize items
with lower similarity across outputs.

3.4 Item response theory
Previous works on informative test construction
often use Item Response Theory (IRT, Santor and
Ramsay, 1998), which provides a principled ap-
proach to the problem. Inspired from educational
sciences, IRT provides a way to create a budget-
efficient test for evaluating and comparing various
students. Given a set of students’ responses to a
set of test items, IRT models the probability that
a student m with a given ability level θm will an-
swer a question x correctly as the standard logistic
function:

p(rm,x=1) =
cx

1 + exp[−ax(θm − bx)]
, (7)

Here, the student response (r) is typically a bi-
nary label (correct or incorrect), ax denotes the
discriminability of the item, bx denotes the diffi-
culty of the item x, and cx denotes the probability
that a random guess may lead to the correct answer.
The item parameters define the shape of the stan-
dard logistic function – for items with high discrim-
inability ax, even very close students can be distin-
guished because a small change in θm changes the
prediction.

We draw on this analogy and fit an IRT model
to predict the metric scores metric(x,m(x)) for
various models m on items x. However, in NLG,
metric scores are usually not binary but continuous.
While some previous approaches circumvent this
by binarizing the continuous variable (Polo et al.,
2024), this leads to a loss of information, and we
can redefine the objective to directly predict the
continuous score rm,x := metric(x,m(x)) as in
other works in psychometry (Noel and Dauvier,
2007):

rm,x =
cx

1 + exp[−ax(θm − bx)]
, (8)

See an illustration of IRT predictions and param-
eters bx and ax in Appendix Figure 8. Following
standard practice, we optimize the IRT model with
stochastic variational inference (Wu et al., 2020;
Rodriguez et al., 2021; Lalor and Rodriguez, 2023).

We repurpose this method from evaluating stu-
dents to evaluating models and use both the item

Figure 2: Source-based variant of informative subset
selection (in contrast with output-based in Figure 1).
Given just the item inputs, we select items to be given
to models and their outputs to be human-evaluated.

discriminability ax, and difficulty bx for utility:1

DIFFDISC (x) = ax × bx (9)

4 Source-Based Selectors

Next, we discuss approaches for source-based
data selection where the model outputs and metric
scores are not available. We provide two ways to
adapt our output-based methods to the case where
we select datapoints given only source texts: (a)
estimating item utility just based on x via model
distillation, and (b) creating an artificial crowd of
models imitating M.

4.1 Item utility distillation

The calculation of item utilities in output-based
selection requires access to the models M. To
mitigate this, we develop a model distillation ap-
proach to fit a model Utilitysrc(x) that predicts
Utility(x,M) in the absence of M, just based
on the item input x. We use the architecture of a
learned NLG metric (Rei et al., 2020) to predict
the utilities. The input text x is encoded with a
pre-trained language model and a regression head
is trained with MSE loss predicting output-based
utilities. As a result, we obtain new source-based
item utility estimators: METRICAVGsrc, METRIC-
VARsrc, METRICCONSsrc, METRICDIVERSITYsrc,
and DIFFDISCsrc. For IRT, Benedetto et al. (2020);

1We use a product instead of addition because ax and bx
may have different scales.



Byrd and Srivastava (2022) build functions that
directly predict the item discriminability ax and
difficulty bx for unseen items. In contrast, our pre-
dictor predicts directly the product ax × bx used
for the item utility.

An advantage of source-based item utilities over
output-based ones is that we can train the model to
predict the utilities based on human scores as op-
posed to metric scores, if these exist in the training
data. In the context of machine translation, similar
models are used for estimating properties of trans-
lation and sources Rei et al. (2020); Don-Yehiya
et al. (2022); Zouhar et al. (2023); Perrella et al.
(2024). See implementation details in Appendix
Table 6. Note that this method only works on novel
items that are similar to those in the training data.

4.2 Artificial crowd

If M is large, prohibiting the computation of all the
model outputs, but a subset of models in M′ are
available, one can use the subset of models or some
other models M′, to obtain some outputs. Then
these outputs from the models M′ can be used to
approximate the output-based utilities.

UTILITY(x)
with M

≈ UTILITY(x)
with M′

(10)

In our implementation, we take a subset of the orig-
inal M, simulating the case where we are willing
to compute model outputs for at least a portion of
the models. The approach of designing an artificial
crowd was previously used by Lalor et al. (2019)
to train IRT on sentiment classification and natural
language inference tasks.

5 Case Study 1: Machine Translation

As our first case study for budget-efficient human
evaluation, we consider machine translation, par-
ticularly the setting in the general WMT shared
task (Kocmi et al., 2024a). For WMT and similar
venues, both source-based and output-based vari-
ations come into play sequentially: (1) all source
data is collected, (2) an initial subset is created
based on just sources, (3) the initial subset is dis-
tributed to participants & outputs are collected, (4)
automated metrics are computed, (5) the final sub-
set is created based on sources and outputs, (6)
the final subset is human-evaluated, (7) the model
ranking is produced.

We first describe the experimental setup by
which we evaluate our data selection methods. We

then present the results for the simpler of the two
scenarios: output-based selection, considering both
segment-level translation and document-level trans-
lation (Section 5.1). Then, we explore the case
considering annotation cost of individual items and
its impact on subset selection (Section 5.2). We
conclude with the results for the source-based data
selection task (Section 5.3). In our results, we fo-
cus on selecting data subsets of sizes ranging from
5% to 50% of the original testset.

In order to satisfy the positivity constraints of
item utility functions (Section 2), we shift all the
utilities to be positive by a constant. In our initial
experiments, we assume a constant human evalua-
tion cost for each item.

Data setup. For our experiments, we use the hu-
man annotation data from publicly available past
WMT campaigns. We include only language pairs
and WMT years with at least 500 human annota-
tions per model. As a result, we end with 33 cam-
paigns with 31k source items and 395k translations.
Out of these, we use the 9 language pairs from
WMT 2023 which contain MetricX-23 (Cs�Uk,
De�En, Ja�En, Zh�En, En�Cs, En�De, En�Ja,
En�Zh, He�En), unless specified otherwise.

5.1 Output-based selection for WMT
The results for output-based selection (i.e., when
models and metric scores are known) are shown in
Figure 3. We evaluated the efficacy of our proposed
methods using rank correlation and cluster count
(Section 2.1). We compare these methods with
random selection, which has been reported to be a
strong baseline in previous works (Rodriguez et al.,
2021; Park et al., 2022; Polo et al., 2024).2

We find that approaches based on metrics mo-
ments surpass the random baseline with a slight
margin when measured by rank correlation, and
by a large margin (>1 extra cluster) when mea-
sured by cluster count. The IRT model performs
slightly better than the metrics moment approaches,
and metric consistency performs best. The results
across individual WMT years and languages are
shown in the Appendix Table 10.

Balancing domains. Items in the WMT data
come from multiple distinct domains, such as news,
social, or chat. The substantial increase in cluster

2Central limit theorem shows that the mean of observed
independent random variables (item scores) converges to the
true mean (model score average) at least as fast as x−1/2

converges to 0.

https://www2.statmt.org/wmt24/
https://www2.statmt.org/wmt24/
https://github.com/google-research/mt-metrics-eval
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Figure 3: Main output-based results for machine translation (WMT23). Rank correlation (left) and cluster
count (right) for random and our output-based subset selection methods: Metrics moments (MetricAvg, MetricVar),
Consistency (MetricCons) and Item Response Theory (DiffDisc) based on MetricX-23, and output diversity
(Diversity). Numbers in the legend show average Rank correlation/Cluster count across all data proportions.

count might appear to result from selecting from
a single domain. Consequently, the test set might
capture fewer aspects of model performance, re-
sulting in more statistical clusters. To test this, we
enforce all domains having the same number of se-
lected items. The results in Appendix Table 7 show
that even with this balancing, our methods perform
much better than random selection for both ranking
correlation and clustering.

Selecting document-level items. Recently, MT
evaluation has shifted to document-level transla-
tion evaluations (Kocmi et al., 2024a, inter alia)
where entire document translations are now eval-
uated. We extend our methods to this setting by
defining the utility of a document as the average of
various sentence-level utilities defined in this pa-
per. We now consider entire documents to be items
where the cost and utility of the document are the
sum of costs of evaluating sentence-level transla-
tions in the document and average of sentence-level
utilities, respectively. The results in Appendix Ta-
ble 4 mimic the main results for item-level selec-
tion: Metric consistency and variance perform the
best while metric average the poorest. Overall, they
all perform better than random.

5.2 Accounting for human annotation cost
in subset selection

Human evaluation costs are usually determined
by the total human evaluation time. Furthermore,
different annotation items take different times to
annotate due to their lengths. For example, the
machine translation evaluation campaign of Kocmi

et al. (2024c) contains very short 3-word items that
take less than 10 seconds to annotate but also multi-
sentence items that take more than 3 minutes to
annotate each.

As the human evaluation time is not known
during the subset selection stage, we use source
length as a rough measure for human evaluation
time. Kocmi et al. (2024c) provide a human evalua-
tion of machine translation dataset with evaluation
times. We use this data to approximate human eval-
uation time as a linear function of source length.
t̂(x) = 0.15 · |x| + 33.7. This approximation is
weakly correlated with the real human evaluation
time (ρ=0.24). Furthermore, items with the high-
est difficulty correlate positively (ρ=0.33) with hu-
man evaluation time; a more difficult item usually
has a higher annotation cost compared to a random
item. Selecting the most difficult items to human
evaluate may thus be suboptimal.

Taking costs into account, we approximate the
solution to Equation (2) with integer linear pro-
gramming. The results in Table 1 show that cost-
aware subset selection can lead to very high rank
correlation or cluster count even with a limited
budget. The important prerequisite for cost-aware
subset selection is an estimate on the human evalu-
ation time.

5.3 Source-based selection for WMT

We now describe the source-based selection case
where we do not yet know model outputs for X .
The first approach is to distill the item utilities with
a source-based predictor.
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Figure 4: Main source-based results for machine translation (WMT23). We compare rank correlation (left) and
cluster count (right) for random subset selection (same as Figure 3), and source-based subset selection methods:
estimators of Metrics moments (MetricAvgsrc, MetricVarsrc), Consistency (MetricConssrc), output diversity, and
Item Response Theory-based parameters (DiffDiscsrc). Numbers in legend similarly show averages across all points.

Method Correlation Clusters

Random 96.3%+4.0% 3.06+0.82
MetricAvg 96.7%+3.8% 3.08-0.08
MetricVar 97.0%+3.2% 3.33+0.11
MetricCons 96.6%+2.4% 3.19-0.05
Diversity 96.6%+2.6% 3.33+0.34
Diff.×Disc. 96.8%+3.0% 3.23+0.37

Table 1: Results for methods with cost-aware subset
selection with integer linear programming (Equation
2). The sizes of the resulting subsets can differ but
have the same cost. Numbers in subscripts indicate im-
provements against cost-unaware selection in Figure 3.
Results are averaged across languages and subset sizes.

We train all item utility estimator models only
up to WMT22 to avoid contamination of the evalu-
ation on WMT23. Figure 4 shows the source-based
selection results, which can be applied to unseen
items without model outputs, unlike output-based
selection. Although the source-based estimation
of metric moments performs worse than in output-
based selection (Figure 3), it still outperforms ran-
dom selection. Diversitysrc, which predicts output
diversity, and Diff.diff.×Disc.src, which predict the
latent IRT parameters, perform the best and on par
with their output-based selection versions.

For the artificial crowd approach, we assume
that we know the model output on X for at least
some models. On the other hand, this does not
require past evaluation data. Appendix Table 5
shows that the previous distillation methods for
source-based selection perform on par with the
artificial crowd approach. The choice whether to
use an artificial crowd or item utility predictors for

the source-based subset selection case then depends
on availability of at least some model outputs or
past evaluation data on which an estimator can be
trained.

5.4 Subset selection cuts costs substantially
At first glance, the improvements over random se-
lection in both scenarios appear minor. Although
previous work on active learning and subset se-
lection agrees that random sampling is a strong
baseline (Wei et al., 2015; Rodriguez et al., 2021;
Park et al., 2022; Polo et al., 2024), the improve-
ments shown do matter, when applied at a larger
scale. To show this, we ask: What budget would
we need to arrive at the same evaluation result as
random sampling with budget B? The answer can
be obtained with the following formula:

Ĉ = min {C|Eval(Y†
≤C) ≥ Eval(YR

≤B)} (11)

where Eval is either rank correlation or cluster
count, Y†

≤C is a subset within budget C that is
comparable to a random subset YR

≤B of budget B.
In Table 2, we quantify the cost-efficiency of

our subset selection approach by reporting the
proportion of number of datapoints in our subset
that achieves the same evaluation result as random
sampling, Ĉ/B. We find that even our simplest
variance-based utility approach achieves the same
or better rank correlation and cluster count with
only 32.0% of the data as random sampling on the
machine translation evaluation task. This means,
that to achieve the same human evaluation quality,
we need to now pay for evaluation of only half the



Method Needed to match
Correlation

Needed to match
Clusters

Random 100.0% 100.0%
MetricAvg 97.8% 61.0%
MetricVar 86.8% 32.0%
MetricCons 87.4% 42.7%
Diversity 71.7% 56.4%
Diff.×Disc. 62.0% 44.7%
MetricAvgsrc 112.9% 67.5%
MetricVarsrc 124.8% 71.5%
MetricConssrc 95.7% 76.1%
Diversitysrc 73.6% 60.4%
Diff.src×Disc.src 91.1% 53.1%

Table 2: Proportion of data needed to reach the same
evaluation result for WMT23 (rank correlation or cluster
count) as random subset selection. Averaged across
budgets from Figures 3 and 4.

test data. At the scale of industrial evaluation of
NLP models, which gets bigger each year, these
economical implications are substantial.

5.5 Importance of a good automated metric

In our main results for machine translation (Fig-
ure 3), we used MetricX-23, which is one of the
best automated machine translation metrics (Fre-
itag et al., 2023). What happens with a weaker
metric? In Figure 5, we show the relationship be-
tween evaluation subset selection performance and
quality of the metric, as measured by item-level cor-
relations with human evaluations. We show results
across the 25 metrics available in the WMT metrics
shared task (Freitag et al., 2021, 2022, 2023).

MetricX-23 is a pretrained supervised met-
ric, requiring human evaluation data for training.
BERTscore (Zhang et al., 2020) is also a pretrained
metric, based on a language model, but is not fine-
tuned on human data. Lastly, BLEU (Papineni
et al., 2002) and ChrF (Popović, 2015) are string-
matching metrics that do not need any pretraining
or data. While the string-matching metrics do not
provide enough signal for robust evaluation subset
selection, pretrained (but not supervised) metrics
are sufficient, because they correlate well enough
with evaluations. However, combining multiple au-
tomated metrics into a single item utility provides
no improvements, as shown in Appendix Table 8.

6 Case Study 2: Summarization

We now show the applicability of our methods to
another natural language generation task, summa-
rization. The summarization task is more open-
ended than machine translation, making the evalua-
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Figure 5: Proportion of data needed to reach the same
evaluation result for WMT23 (rank correlation or clus-
ter count) with respect to the automated metric used
for informing the selection. The automated metric cor-
relation quality (x-axis) is measured as Pearson corre-
lation against human scores. Each value is a separate
dataset and metric, averaged in bins 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4,
0.5. Even though random and diversity methods are
invariant to the metrics, they are affected by the par-
ticular datasets characteristics (e.g. quality of human
annotations), which differ across bins.

Method Needed to match
Correlation

Needed to match
Clusters

Random 100.0% 100.0%
MetricAvg 75.4% 87.1%
MetricVar 61.5% 76.6%
MetricCons 59.9% 81.9%
Diversity 64.2% 62.5%
DiffDisc 117.7% 78.0%

Table 3: Proportion of data needed to reach the same
evaluation result on SummEval as random subset selec-
tion. Averaged across budgets from Figure 6.

tion even more difficult. In this section, we explore
budget-efficient subset selection for both human
evaluation and cheaper, yet still not free, large lan-
guage model-based evaluation.

Setup. We use SummEval (Fabbri et al., 2021)
which contains 17 human-evaluated models on 100
items. The human evaluation of each model output,
in contrast to machine translation, is not a single
scalar meaning overall quality. Instead, humans
evaluate the output in four dimensions: relevance,
coherence, consistency, and fluency. We use the
subset selected for evaluation on each quality di-
mension independently, and then aggregate the fi-
nal results. We choose G-Eval (Liu et al., 2023), an
LLM-based evaluator, as it has a high correlation
between metric predictions and human scores.
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Figure 6: Main output-based results for SummEval averaged across relevance, coherence, consistency, fluency,
and their sum. Rank correlation (left) and cluster count (right) for random subset selection and our output-based
subset selection methods: metrics moments (MetricAvg, MetricVar), consistency (MetricCons) and Item Response
Theory (DiffDisc) based on G-Eval, and output diversity. Numbers in legend show averages across all points.

Results. The results of output-based data selec-
tion for summarization are shown in Figure 6. We
do not include source-based selection because that
requires training data, which are not available for
a dataset this small. In most cases, the methods
outperform the random selection. Similarly to ma-
chine translation, the metric average is not consis-
tently very good. Metric variance, consistency, and
diversity are again much stronger. The results in
Appendix Table 3 show that we only need ∼ 70%
of the budget to obtain the same evaluation result
as random selection when using metric consistency
selection. We show the results across the individ-
ual evaluation dimensions (Relevance, Coherence,
Consistency, Fluency) in Appendix Table 11.

Even when using the LLM-based metric for fi-
nal evaluation, it can become expensive at larger
scale. Budget-efficient subset selection can also
make even this type of evaluation more economi-
cal. The results in Appendix Table 9 show that we
can again select only ∼ 70% of the test set to be
LLM evaluated to reach the same evaluation result
as random selection.

7 Related Work

In this section we provide context for natural lan-
guage generation evaluation and an overview of
previous works on budget-efficient evaluation.

NLG evaluation. Machine translation is one of
the most important NLG tasks, and the progress
of MT is tracked annually in various WMT evalu-
ations (Kocmi et al., 2024a; Nakazawa and Goto,
2024; Ahmad et al., 2024). As the output of NLG
models is a string in natural language, its qual-
ity cannot be easily assessed by comparing to a

ground truth. For this reason, robust NLG evalua-
tion eventually relies on human annotators. How-
ever, human evaluation process is not straightfor-
ward either, ranging from assigning a single score
(Graham et al., 2015; Kocmi et al., 2022) to mark-
ing error spans (Lommel et al., 2014; Kocmi et al.,
2024c). Typically, the output of this process is a
single number per input+output, which is used to
determine the final model ranking.

At scale, such as during model development, hu-
man evaluation is too costly. For this reason, auto-
mated metrics have been developed, starting from
text-matching approaches (Papineni et al., 2002;
Popović, 2015), progressing to learned metrics (Rei
et al., 2020; Juraska et al., 2024). Although learned
metrics correlate more strongly with humans (Fre-
itag et al., 2022), they also have unexpected prob-
lems (Zouhar et al., 2024b,a; Falcão et al., 2024).
Like human annotations, automated metrics also
produce a single number for each input+output,
evaluating the quality of the NLG model’s output.

Budget-efficient evaluation. Previous works at-
tempt to find the most informative or diverse evalu-
ation items, primarily by comparison to a ground-
truth answer. In contrast, our goal is to reduce the
number of human evaluations, while still arriving
at the same result, such as model ranking.

To select the most informative items for evalua-
tion, Rodriguez et al. (2021) and Polo et al. (2024)
use Item Response Theory (IRT, Santor and Ram-
say, 1998), a framework for the creation of test
sets for students in classrooms. However, these
methods require ground-truth answers to which the
model output is compared with a binary outcome.
For natural language generation tasks, there is no



single ground-truth answer, and the model output
evaluation is a continuous score.

Ni et al. (2024) supersample items in an evalua-
tion subset to mimic the distribution throughout the
test set. The subset is constructed based on most
difficult items, which again requires a comparison
to a ground truth and a previous evaluation of some
models on the whole test set. For the evaluation of
classification models, Vivek et al. (2024) find an-
chor points that describe the outcome of the evalua-
tion on the whole test set. Feng et al. (2024) choose
items that have the least similar model output to be
evaluated via pairwise comparisons, which is not
applicable to direct model output evaluation.

Many previous works require that at least a few
models have already been evaluated on the entire
set of items from which we select a subset (Ro-
driguez et al., 2021; Feng et al., 2024; Ruan et al.,
2024). This makes the methods not applicable for
source-based selection, where either the evaluation
set is too large to be processed or where the to-be-
evaluated models are not known in advance.

Subset selection via batched active learning
(Park et al., 2022; Ruan et al., 2024; Li et al.,
2024) is an iterative selection process. In practice,
human evaluations are usually run all at once or
outsourced to third party with annotators working
asynchronously. Therefore, active learning is pos-
sible only when the annotation process is tightly
controlled. In contrast, our item utilities can be
simply used to sort the items from most to least
informative and annotators can then stop ad-hoc
when the budget is reached.

Zouhar et al. (2024c) already human-evaluate
only a subset of the whole test set by skipping
items where an automated metrics reports no er-
rors. However, this subset selection is ad-hoc and
without any control of the subset size.

To our knowledge, no prior work has studied
subset selection for evaluation where the item eval-
uation cost is taken into account. See Appendix
Table 12 for high-level comparison to prior work.

8 Conclusion and Key Takeaways

We formalize the task of test set subset selection
with the goal of selecting a subset of the test set for
efficient human evaluation. We explore two com-
mon variants of this task: source-based selection
(no model outputs available), and output-based se-
lection (outputs and automated metrics available).
We present several methods based on metric vari-

ance, consistency, and diversity; and show that
they outperform the dominantly used random selec-
tion approach for machine translation (Section 5)
and summarization evaluations (Section 6). On
the other hand, the simple heuristic of using dif-
ficulty estimate by prioritizing items with lowest
automated metric scores does not lead to large im-
provements and can be counterproductive as it pri-
oritizes costly-to-annotate items. All our methods
are implemented in the subset2evaluate library with
pre-trained item utility estimators ready to use for
subset selection in machine translation.

Takeaways. Based on the analysis in this paper,
we offer the following advice to NLG researchers
to select a subset of data for human evaluators.
• If model outputs and reliable metrics are avail-

able, use metric variance or metric consistency.
• If model outputs are available but a reliable met-

ric is not available, use output diversity.
• If model outputs are not available but historical

data are available, use the diversitysrc estimation.
• If only some model outputs are available, use

artificial crowd with metric variance.

Limitations. A key limitation of our approach
is the potential bias of automated metrics and ar-
tificial crowd selection. Automated metrics may
already have been used to inform evaluation proce-
dures, although they are misaligned with the final
human judgments (Kocmi et al., 2024b,a). Data se-
lection for human evaluation would make it harder
to catch these biases. To illustrate this issue, con-
sider a model that underperforms on specific types
of item that is not detected by the automated metric.
As these items are estimated to not be faulty, they
are not selected for human evaluation. This issue
primarily arises when using expected metric aver-
ages for item selection, although similar challenges
could occur with variance- or discrimination-based
methods. Section 5.5 shows that the performance
of our methods directly corresponds to the align-
ment between automated metrics and human judg-
ments. Thus, our methods would continue to bene-
fit from future improvements in automated metrics.

Ethical considerations. We reuse existing data
from WMT and SummEval and do not employ our
own annotators. In the context of automatization
and job security, our work aims not to substitute
human work but to make sure that the effort is
not wasted on annotating less informative items,
ultimately making the work more meaningful.

https://pypi.org/project/subset2evaluate/
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Ondřej Bojar, Anton Dvorkovich, Christian Feder-
mann, Mark Fishel, Markus Freitag, Thamme Gowda,
Roman Grundkiewicz, Barry Haddow, Marzena
Karpinska, Philipp Koehn, Benjamin Marie, Christof
Monz, Kenton Murray, Masaaki Nagata, Martin
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Maja Popović. 2015. chrF: character n-gram F-score
for automatic MT evaluation. In Proceedings of the
Tenth Workshop on Statistical Machine Translation,
392–395. Association for Computational Linguistics.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.1
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.19884
http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.19884
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.wmt-1.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.wmt-1.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.wmt-1.1
https://aclanthology.org/2022.wmt-1.1/
https://aclanthology.org/2022.wmt-1.1/
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.131
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.131
https://doi.org/10.1287/ijoc.2022.1250
https://doi.org/10.1287/ijoc.2022.1250
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6892593/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6892593/
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6892593/
http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.05952
http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.05952
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.153
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.153
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.153
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/130144
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/130144
https://ddd.uab.cat/record/130144
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wat-1.0
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wat-1.0
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wat-1.0
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.06565
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.06565
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0146621605287691
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0146621605287691
https://doi.org/10.3115/1073083.1073135
https://doi.org/10.3115/1073083.1073135
https://openreview.net/forum?id=PAgpyQ5rGS
https://openreview.net/forum?id=PAgpyQ5rGS
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.acl-long.856
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.acl-long.856
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14992
http://arxiv.org/abs/2402.14992
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/W15-3049
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/W15-3049


Ricardo Rei, Craig Stewart, Ana C Farinha, and Alon
Lavie. 2020. COMET: A neural framework for MT
evaluation. In Proceedings of the 2020 Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Process-
ing (EMNLP), 2685–2702. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Nils Reimers and Iryna Gurevych. 2019. Sentence-
BERT: Sentence embeddings using Siamese BERT-
networks. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing
and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natu-
ral Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), 3982–
3992. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Pedro Rodriguez, Joe Barrow, Alexander Miserlis
Hoyle, John P. Lalor, Robin Jia, and Jordan Boyd-
Graber. 2021. Evaluation examples are not equally
informative: How should that change NLP leader-
boards? In Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Computational Linguistics
and the 11th International Joint Conference on Natu-
ral Language Processing (Volume 1: Long Papers),
4486–4503. Association for Computational Linguis-
tics.

Jie Ruan, Xiao Pu, Mingqi Gao, Xiaojun Wan, and
Yuesheng Zhu. 2024. Better than random: Reliable
NLG human evaluation with constrained active sam-
pling.

Darcy A Santor and James O Ramsay. 1998. Progress
in the technology of measurement: Applications of
item response models. Psychological assessment,
10(4):345.

Rajan Vivek, Kawin Ethayarajh, Diyi Yang, and Douwe
Kiela. 2024. Anchor points: Benchmarking models
with much fewer examples. In Proceedings of the
18th Conference of the European Chapter of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1:
Long Papers), 1576–1601. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Kai Wei, Rishabh Iyer, and Jeff Bilmes. 2015. Submod-
ularity in data subset selection and active learning. In
Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on
Machine Learning, volume 37 of Proceedings of Ma-
chine Learning Research, 1954–1963, Lille, France.
PMLR.

Mike Wu, Richard L. Davis, Benjamin W. Domingue,
Chris Piech, and Noah Goodman. 2020. Variational
item response theory: Fast, accurate, and expressive.

Tianyi Zhang, Varsha Kishore, Felix Wu, Kilian Q.
Weinberger, and Yoav Artzi. 2020. BERTScore:
Evaluating text generation with BERT.

Kaitlyn Zhou, Su Lin Blodgett, Adam Trischler, Hal
Daumé III, Kaheer Suleman, and Alexandra Olteanu.
2022. Deconstructing NLG evaluation: Evaluation
practices, assumptions, and their implications. In
Proceedings of the 2022 Conference of the North

American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
314–324. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Vilém Zouhar, Pinzhen Chen, Tsz Kin Lam, Nikita
Moghe, and Barry Haddow. 2024a. Pitfalls and out-
looks in using COMET. In Proceedings of the Ninth
Conference on Machine Translation, 1272–1288. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Vilém Zouhar, Shehzaad Dhuliawala, Wangchunshu
Zhou, Nico Daheim, Tom Kocmi, Yuchen Eleanor
Jiang, and Mrinmaya Sachan. 2023. Poor man‘s
quality estimation: Predicting reference-based MT
metrics without the reference. In Proceedings of the
17th Conference of the European Chapter of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics, 1311–1325.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Vilém Zouhar, Shuoyang Ding, Anna Currey, Tatyana
Badeka, Jenyuan Wang, and Brian Thompson. 2024b.
Fine-tuned machine translation metrics struggle in
unseen domains. In Proceedings of the 62nd An-
nual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics (Volume 2: Short Papers), 488–500. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Vilém Zouhar, Tom Kocmi, and Mrinmaya Sachan.
2024c. AI-assisted human evaluation of machine
translation.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.213
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.213
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1410
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1410
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1410
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.346
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.346
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.346
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.07967
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.07967
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.07967
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1998-11993-004
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1998-11993-004
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/1998-11993-004
https://aclanthology.org/2024.eacl-long.95/
https://aclanthology.org/2024.eacl-long.95/
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v37/wei15.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v37/wei15.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.00276
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.00276
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09675
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09675
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.naacl-main.24
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2022.naacl-main.24
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.121
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.wmt-1.121
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.eacl-main.95
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.eacl-main.95
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.eacl-main.95
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.acl-short.45
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.acl-short.45
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.12419
http://arxiv.org/abs/2406.12419


Inputs: ModelsM Output: Number of clusters |C|
Add a system to the same cluster if it is not statistically
distinguishable from the previous cluster.
1: M← SORT(M, λm : −AVG(m))
2: C ← ⟨ ⟨S0⟩ ⟩
3: for m ∈M>1
4: if WILCOXON(C−1,−1,m) < 0.05
5: C.APPEND(⟨m⟩)
6: else
7: C−1.APPEND(m)
8: return |C|

Algorithm 1: Computation of number of clusters given
an evaluated set of items.

Method Correlation Clusters

Random 83.6% 2.67
MetricAvg 86.6% 3.04
MetricVar 88.8% 3.10
MetricCons 89.6% 3.23
Diversity 87.6% 2.86
DiffDisc 86.7% 3.20

Table 4: Document-level subset selection. The item
utilities are averaged to create document-level utilities
out of which a subset is chosen. Results are averaged
across languages and subset sizes.

Method Correlation Clusters

Random 91.5% 2.44
MetricVarsrc 91.7% 2.75
MetricAvgsrc 90.1% 2.86
MetricConssrc 91.5% 2.90
Diversitysrc 92.3% 2.96
DiffDiscsrc 91.8% 3.17
MetricVar 92.8% 2.91
MetricAvg 92.4% 3.22
MetricCons 91.5% 2.67
Diversity 91.1% 2.73
DiffDisc 90.9% 2.63

Table 5: Output-based selection methods applied to
source-based selection using artificial crowd of size
of 4 models, randomly sampled from M. The results
differ from source-based selection (Figure 4) because
the selection is evaluated on M\M′. Averaged across
languages and subset sizes.

Encoder XLM-RoBERTa (Conneau et al., 2020)
Head 768× 2048× 1024× 1

Optimizer Adam (lr=1.5×10−5) weight decay (0.95)
Epochs 4 (encoder frozen for first 0.3)

Batch size 16
Training data 50k (before WMT 2023)

Table 6: Implementation details of our item utility
distillation models used for machine translation subset
selection (WMT). The models are based on the COMET
(Rei et al., 2020) quality estimation for machine trans-
lation framework and dubbed COMETsrc. The item
utilities are computed with respect to human scores and
not automated metrics, since they are available.

Method Correlation Clusters

Random 91.8% 2.47
MetricAvg 92.9% 3.01
MetricVar 93.4% 3.06
MetricCons 94.6% 2.99
Diversity 94.4% 2.61
DiffDisc 91.7% 2.86

Table 7: Subset selection with balanced domains. Item
utilities are sorted within domains D and top-B/|D| is
taken from each domain for particular budget B. Results
are averaged across languages and subset sizes.
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Figure 7: Results for selection with clustering. After
running k-means with number of cluster equal to the
budget in embedding space provided by multilingual
MiniLM (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019), the items clos-
est to the center are chosen for Y . The cluster count is
lower because we intentionally choose diverse items.

Method Correlation Clusters

MetricVar (M) 93.8% 3.22
MetricVar (X) 94.3% 3.17
MetricVar (M+X) 94.3% 3.32
MetricCons (M) 94.2% 3.24
MetricCons (X) 92.2% 3.01
MetricCons (M+X) 93.1% 3.10
MetricVar (M+X)
+MetricCons (M+X) 94.1% 3.38

Table 8: Subset selection with joint utilities on
WMT23. The item utility is a product of individual
0-1-normalized utilities based either on MetricX-23 (M)
or XCOMET-XL (X, Guerreiro et al., 2023). Results
are averaged across languages and subset sizes.



2 0 2 4
Model ability 

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
su

cc
es

s

bs = 0.0
as = 1.0
cs = 1.0 IRT predicts low

score for a model
with low ability

2 0 2 4
Model ability 

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
su

cc
es

s

bs = 3.0
as = 1.0
cs = 1.0

For difficult (bs) items,
only high s lead to

prediction of success

2 0 2 4
Model ability 

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
su

cc
es

s

bs = 0.0
as = 9.0
cs = 1.0

Discriminative (as)
items distinguish
between models of
close abilities ( )

2 0 2 4
Model ability 

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
su

cc
es

s

bs = 0.0
as = 1.0
cs = 0.8

Low feasibility (cs)
prevents any model from

ever getting the full score.

Figure 8: Illustration on how item response theory parameters affect predictions of model success. The parameters
are difficulty bs (shift on x-axis), discriminability as (slope), and feasibility cs (upper bound).

Method Needed to match
Correlation

Needed to match
Clusters

Random 100.0% 100.0%
MetricAvg 68.6% 116.4%
MetricVar 91.6% 103.9%
MetricCons 61.4% 84.8%
Diversity 81.5% 104.8%
DiffDisc 63.1% 97.9%

Table 9: Proportion of data needed to reach the same
evaluation result on SummEval (rank correlation or
cluster count based on GPT4 evaluation) as random
subset selection. Averaged across budgets from Fig-
ure 6. Selectors use Supert (Gao et al., 2020), an
unsupervised automated metric for multi-document
summarization.



Dataset #Models #Items Random MetricAvg MetricVar MetricCons Diversity DiffDisc
W

M
T

24
Cs�Uk 11 1955 94.3%/2.33 91.3%/4.00 93.2%/3.50 94.5%/2.60 94.5%/2.90 93.8%/2.00
En�Cs 15 572 91.0%/2.61 89.0%/2.90 90.1%/2.70 92.5%/3.10 86.9%/2.20 94.0%/3.00
En�Es 13 635 89.0%/3.19 93.8%/4.80 90.5%/3.70 93.2%/4.00 84.2%/3.90 86.4%/3.20
En�Hi 10 635 86.1%/2.83 89.2%/3.50 89.3%/3.10 91.2%/3.50 77.6%/3.30 90.7%/3.30
En�Is 10 635 97.4%/4.59 97.1%/4.80 96.8%/4.60 97.8%/4.80 99.3%/4.90 95.9%/4.60
En�Ja 12 635 74.0%/2.82 66.1%/4.20 79.8%/3.30 67.9%/2.90 50.1%/3.00 51.4%/2.80
En�Ru 13 635 90.2%/2.36 86.9%/3.10 86.8%/3.30 89.9%/2.60 92.9%/2.10 86.9%/2.70
En�Uk 10 635 86.6%/2.60 88.2%/2.90 86.7%/2.70 81.3%/2.60 83.3%/2.30 84.7%/2.60
En�Zh 12 635 86.1%/2.48 75.5%/3.20 85.0%/2.30 89.8%/2.10 73.5%/3.00 78.3%/2.00
Ja�Zh 14 560 93.1%/4.45 96.4%/5.40 96.1%/5.10 94.7%/4.20 96.3%/4.50 91.1%/3.70

W
M

T
23

Cs�Uk 13 1009 91.3%/1.39 89.8%/2.40 90.9%/2.40 97.2%/2.60 94.8%/1.70 93.5%/2.20
De�En 13 509 91.4%/1.78 92.9%/3.20 92.4%/2.60 94.6%/2.50 97.1%/3.10 91.1%/2.60
En�Cs 15 1098 85.3%/1.54 83.4%/2.30 91.5%/1.90 90.9%/1.70 91.2%/1.70 87.8%/2.50
En�De 12 549 93.1%/2.25 91.4%/2.60 96.6%/2.80 85.2%/3.30 88.9%/2.80 94.5%/2.50
En�Ja 16 1098 95.3%/2.61 96.5%/3.20 97.6%/3.70 96.0%/3.60 96.1%/2.50 95.3%/3.40
En�Zh 15 1098 93.4%/3.54 95.7%/4.60 96.2%/3.60 94.1%/5.50 96.6%/3.70 95.9%/4.20
He�En 12 820 94.4%/2.31 96.5%/3.20 97.0%/4.10 98.2%/3.70 91.6%/3.70 90.8%/3.40
Ja�En 17 1120 95.1%/2.18 96.9%/2.30 98.1%/3.60 93.6%/2.40 97.3%/2.90 93.5%/2.70
Zh�En 15 884 91.7%/2.30 94.2%/3.90 96.4%/3.20 88.2%/3.50 91.4%/3.20 92.1%/2.70

W
M

T
22

Cs�Uk 10 819 89.9%/2.50 82.8%/2.70 84.1%/3.00 93.8%/3.80 87.0%/2.90 90.1%/3.40
En�De 15 1315 94.8%/3.42 96.3%/5.10 96.9%/5.30 93.2%/5.00 96.1%/4.30 93.2%/4.10
En�Hr 9 1107 93.7%/2.88 96.8%/4.50 99.2%/4.50 97.2%/3.90 87.8%/2.90 94.7%/3.00
En�Ja 13 1181 77.4%/2.05 71.6%/2.20 85.2%/2.90 89.8%/2.30 75.7%/2.40 83.1%/2.40
En�Ru 15 1315 96.7%/4.20 97.1%/6.50 96.3%/5.60 97.1%/6.70 95.9%/4.70 95.5%/5.00
En�Uk 8 1209 93.8%/1.99 91.7%/2.80 96.7%/3.20 96.2%/2.50 87.1%/2.90 95.2%/3.50
En�Zh 13 1181 75.3%/1.31 71.7%/2.20 89.8%/2.00 76.5%/1.40 67.0%/1.20 86.9%/1.30
Ru�En 10 899 87.6%/1.25 82.4%/1.40 82.5%/1.90 79.2%/1.60 76.8%/1.20 81.2%/1.40
Sah�Ru 2 1023 100% /2.00 100% /2.00 100% /2.00 100% /2.00 100% /2.00 100% /2.00
Zh�En 15 1875 91.3%/3.35 95.5%/4.40 97.7%/4.70 95.1%/5.10 97.4%/5.10 89.4%/4.30

W
M

T
21

En�De 13 529 76.1%/1.13 85.9%/1.00 86.5%/1.30 87.7%/1.30 72.0%/1.00 83.2%/1.10
En�Ru 14 512 87.9%/2.91 97.1%/3.20 94.6%/2.90 90.2%/3.20 93.9%/3.50 93.9%/2.90
Zh�En 14 529 82.0%/1.93 86.2%/2.00 73.4%/2.00 70.9%/2.00 80.8%/2.20 87.2%/2.20
En�Cs 10 988 98.3%/5.27 95.5%/6.20 98.9%/6.50 99.0%/6.50 98.3%/6.20 99.3%/5.40
En�De 16 527 89.6%/1.34 93.7%/2.00 93.6%/1.30 96.3%/1.40 92.2%/1.40 93.6%/1.70
En�Is 11 838 96.5%/5.15 89.0%/3.70 98.6%/5.00 95.5%/5.40 95.9%/4.60 96.5%/5.50
En�Ja 15 878 96.3%/2.90 87.9%/3.20 96.2%/4.30 97.6%/3.50 83.7%/3.50 96.2%/3.30
En�Ru 15 527 87.2%/2.58 97.1%/3.10 93.0%/2.90 94.0%/2.90 92.3%/2.40 91.0%/2.50
Zh�En 14 650 65.8%/1.07 89.7%/1.00 87.1%/1.20 82.8%/1.00 92.0%/1.10 76.7%/1.20

Table 10: Individual subset selection results for machine translation evaluation (WMT) measured as “rank corre-
lation/cluster count” averaged over data proportions from 5% to 50%. Bold numbers indicate best in evaluation
category (correlation or clusters) within the row. For each dataset for MetricAvg, MetricVar, MetricCons, and
DiffDisc, best automated metric is chosen.

Dimension #Models #Items Random MetricAvg MetricVar MetricCons Diversity DiffDisc

Relevance 16 100 97.0%/1.87 97.5%/2.20 98.1%/2.00 97.4%/2.60 96.3%/2.50 94.5%/2.58
Coherence 16 100 96.9%/3.14 97.8%/3.30 96.5%/4.10 96.8%/3.40 97.0%/4.10 97.2%/3.22
Consistency 16 100 91.9%/3.14 95.2%/3.20 94.5%/2.90 94.4%/2.60 93.7%/3.00 93.7%/2.60
Fluency 16 100 91.2%/2.32 97.0%/2.00 94.7%/3.00 96.4%/2.50 92.9%/2.30 97.1%/2.14
Sum 16 100 97.6%/3.64 97.9%/3.90 98.1%/3.90 97.7%/4.40 98.0%/4.00 95.5%/3.54

Table 11: Subset selection results for summarization evaluation (SummEval) across different dimensions, measured
as “rank correlation/cluster count” averaged over data proportions from 25% to 75%. Bold numbers indicate best in
evaluation category (correlation or clusters) within the row. MetricAvg, MetricVar, MetricCons, and DiffDisc use
G-Eval as the automated metric.

Work Human-evaluation Scores Output-based Source-based Cost-aware

subset2evaluate (ours) yes continuous yes yes yes
Rodriguez et al. (2021) ground-truth binary yes no no
Ni et al. (2024) MixEval ground-truth binary no yes no
Polo et al. (2024) tinyBenchmarks ground-truth continuous* yes partly no
Vivek et al. (2024) Anchor Points ground-truth binary yes yes no
Feng et al. (2024) yes pairwise yes no no
Ruan et al. (2024) yes continuous yes, iterative no no

Table 12: Comparison to prior work on budget-efficient evaluation subset selection. Ground truth: needs comparison
to ground truth, scores: binary or continuous outcomes, or pairwise comparisons, output/source-based: methods for
the two subset selection variants, cost-aware: can take evaluation cost into account.


