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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) are transforming how people find
information, and many users turn nowadays to chatbots to obtain
answers to their questions. Despite the instant access to abundant
information that LLMs offer, it is still important to promote critical
thinking and problem-solving skills. Automatic hint generation is
a new task that aims to support humans in answering questions
by themselves by creating hints that guide users toward answers
without directly revealing them. In this context, hint evaluation
focuses on measuring the quality of hints, helping to improve the
hint generation approaches. However, resources for hint research
are currently spanning different formats and datasets, while the
evaluation tools are missing or incompatible, making it hard for
researchers to compare and test their models. To overcome these
challenges, we introduce HintEval1, a Python library2 that makes
it easy to access diverse datasets and provides multiple approaches
to generate and evaluate hints. HintEval aggregates the scattered
resources into a single toolkit that supports a range of research
goals and enables a clear, multi-faceted, and reliable evaluation.
The proposed library also includes detailed online documentation3,
helping users quickly explore its features and get started. By re-
ducing barriers to entry and encouraging consistent evaluation
practices, HintEval offers a major step forward for facilitating hint
generation and analysis research within the NLP/IR community.

CCS Concepts

• Software and its engineering→ Software libraries and repos-

itories; • Information systems → Retrieval models and rank-

ing; Evaluation of retrieval results.

1https://github.com/DataScienceUIBK/HintEval
2https://pypi.org/project/hinteval/
3http://hinteval.readthedocs.io/
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1 Introduction

In recent years, the widespread adoption of Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs) [27, 35, 71] has transformed the landscape of Informa-
tion Retrieval (IR) and Natural Language Processing (NLP) [78],
enabling users to pose diverse questions and receive immediate an-
swers [3, 46, 60, 106]. Although this change has made information
access more efficient, it has also raised concerns about the possible
impact on human cognitive skills, particularly the abilities to think
critically, reason effectively, and retain information [39]. Extensive
reliance on automated responses, especially from AI-powered sys-
tems, may discourage users from engaging deeply with problems
and reduce opportunities for cognitive development [5]. For in-
stance, studies have shown that students are more likely to depend
on AI-provided solutions rather than developing their problem-
solving skills independently, which can negatively impact learning
outcomes and skill retention [23, 44].

In response to these concerns, an idea has emerged to pro-
vide hints to questions rather than direct answers, encouraging
in this way users to participate in the answer finding process them-
selves [40]. This approach, known as Hint Generation, aims to give
subtle guidance that leads users toward the correct answer without
explicitly revealing it, thereby promoting active learning and sup-
porting cognitive engagement [41]. For example, for the question,
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Question: What musician's album 'Bad' produced five consecutive No. 1 singles on the Billboard Hot 100 chart?

Hint Familiarity

"Beat It" is a song from his album "Thriller".

His famous move is "moon walk".

He is called the "King of Pop".

This musician has 39 Guinness World records.

His first wife is Lisa Marie Presley and second wife is Debbie Rowe.

Relevance

0.89

0.90

0.89

0.91

0.91

Readability Convergence Answer Leakage

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

0.64

1

0.87

0.93

0.98

1

0.30

0.42

0.39

0.37

0.53

0.37

Answer: Micheal Jackson MJ

Figure 2: Example hints for a sample question with scoring metrics. The metrics Relevance, Convergence, Familiarity, and

Answer Leakage are rated on a scale from 0 to 1, where 0 represents the lowest and 1 the highest value. Higher scores in

Relevance, Convergence, and Familiarity indicate better results, while a lower score is preferable for Answer Leakage. The

Readability metric is scored as 0 (Beginner), 1 (Intermediate), or 2 (Advanced), with lower values indicating better readability.

Who made the "I Am Prepared to Die" speech at the opening of the
Rivonia Trial in April 1964?, a good hint would be He was the first
Black president of South Africa, whileHe studied law at the University
of Fort Hare would not be a very useful hint. Hint Evaluation, a com-
plementary task to Hint Generation, aims to assess the quality and
effectiveness of generated hints, ensuring they support meaningful
guidance towards the correct answers [8, 92]. Figure 2 presents five
hints along with their evaluations for an example question.

The research in Hint Generation and Evaluation is however
currently hindered by fragmented resources, as available datasets,
methods, and evaluation tools are often in incompatible formats,
making it difficult for researchers to develop, benchmark, and com-
pare hint-based models consistently. To address these challenges,
we introduce HintEval, the first comprehensive framework for
hint generation and evaluation in the NLP and IR domains, with
its logo shown in Figure 1. HintEval simplifies access to a diverse
collection of datasets and provides a standardized toolkit for gener-
ating and evaluating hints across multiple contexts. The framework
integrates previously distributed resources and complements the
evaluation metrics with several new ones, enabling clear and consis-
tent evaluation practices that support a range of research objectives.
Furthermore, HintEval includes detailed online documentation to
help users explore its features and begin using the framework with
ease. By reducing entry barriers and promoting unified evaluation
standards, HintEval aims to advance research and application in
hint-based learning support, fostering a more robust understanding
of how hints can be optimized for educational and problem-solving
tasks. The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• We present HintEval, the first Python-based library specifi-
cally designed for Hint Generation and Evaluation, consol-
idating essential resources for both tasks and providing a
standardized platform for research.

• HintEval includes access to multiple preprocessed and eval-
uated datasets, making it easier for researchers to generate
and evaluate hints without extensive data preparation.

• HintEval offers a range of evaluation metrics and tools for
comprehensive hint assessment, standardizing the evalua-
tion process across different research contexts and support-
ing both answer-aware and answer-agnostic approaches.

• HintEval is accompanied by extensive online documenta-
tion, which helps users explore its features, and is freely

available on PyPI and GitHub, making it accessible to re-
searchers and practitioners.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Section
2, we review recent work on hint generation and evaluation that
highlights limitations and the need for a unified framework. Sec-
tion 3 presents the design and functionality of HintEval, with
detailed descriptions of its datasets, models, and evaluation metrics
including also baseline performance with several LLMs. Finally, in
Section 4, we conclude with insights into the potential impacts of
HintEval on the field and outline directions for future research.

2 Related Work

Automatic question answering (QA) systems [3, 60, 86] have signifi-
cantly advanced in recent years, especially following the emergence
of large language models (LLMs) that have transformed various
tasks in fields such as Natural Language Processing (NLP) [14, 18],
Information Retrieval (IR) [87, 89], and Computer Vision [81, 98].
QA systems generally fall into two main categories: (1) Extractive
and (2) Generative. Extractive systems [82, 97] identify answers
within a passage, yielding a final answer as a passage span. In
contrast, generative systems [16, 102] generate answers based on
passages [34, 99], knowledge graphs [70, 95], or by simply leverag-
ing LLMs [53]. Due to the impressive capabilities of LLMs, much of
recent research has focused on generative QA systems.

The rise of LLMs has also spurred interest in other QA-related
tasks, such as Question Generation (QG) [36, 68]. The objective of
QG is to generate questions based on passages [104] or knowledge
graphs [4], focusing on extracting relevant entities to craft ques-
tions [30]. In particular, QG systems excel in generating factoid
questions [2] derived from these extracted entities. Some studies
have advanced QG by generating multiple-choice questions [33],
introducing distractors [6] as plausible but incorrect options. This
does not only provide correct answers but also suggests alternatives,
offering a more comprehensive question format.

In addition to question answering and question generation, a new
task known as Automatic Hint Generation for QA has been recently
introduced, initially presented by Jatowt et al. [42]. Previously, hint
generation was explored primarily within the scope of intelligent
tutoring systems focused on programming [10, 48, 61, 76] rather
than QA. Hint Generation task aims to generate hints related to a
question’s answer, helping users arrive at answers themselves [42].
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Figure 3: Workflow of the HintEval: 1○ Questions are loaded and converted into a structured dataset using the Datasetmodule.

2○ Users can load preprocessed datasets as a structured dataset. 3○Hints can be generated for each question using the Model
module and stored in the dataset object. 4○ The Evaluationmodule assesses all generated hints and questions using various

evaluation metrics, storing the results in the dataset object. 5○ The updated dataset can be saved and reloaded as needed.

Recent work on this task has introduced methods to improve vari-
ous aspects, such as dataset creation [62, 66], hint generation ap-
proaches [62, 66], hint ranking [65], and hint evaluation [66]. For a
deeper exploration of hint generation and its challenges, we rec-
ommend the recent survey by Jangra et al. [41] which examines
datasets, methods, and evaluation strategies for Hint Generation.

2.1 Datasets

Numerous datasets are available for QA tasks [20, 84, 101], which
can be divided into categories like Factoid QA [80], Definition
QA [12], Yes/No QA [19], Commonsense QA [90], or Mathematical
QA [7]. Our focus is on factoid QA datasets, which are foundational
to QG and Hint Generation tasks. Popular factoid QA datasets
include TriviaQA [43], NaturalQuestions (NQ) [49], and WebQues-
tions (WebQ) [11]. While these datasets feature real user questions,
others like ChroniclingAmericaQA [75] and ArchivalQA [96] em-
ploy synthetic questions generated via QG tasks. Although most
factoid QA research centers around extracting or generating an-
swers, certain datasets such as TriviaHG, WikiHint, and HintQA
include also hints to assist users in deducing answers themselves.
TriviaHG [66] contains hints for a subset of TriviaQA questions,
HintQA [62] covers test subsets of TriviaQA, NQ, and WebQ, and
WikiHint[65] provides hints extracted from Wikipedia by humans
for questions generated by ChatGPT and extracted from SQuAD
2.0 [80] and NQ.

2.2 Models

A variety of models and methods are applied across QA systems,
which can be categorized as Traditional [77], Deep Learning-based
[38], and LLM-based [107]. Traditional methods rely on syntactic
structures like syntax trees, dependency trees, or WordNet [31] to
locate answers, whereas deep learning models have introduced a
shift towards transformer-based architectures. For QG, there are
rule-based methods [24], but generative models like T5 [79] have
become the standard [28, 103]. In Hint Generation, early work
by Jatowt et al. [42] used rule-based algorithms and WikiData4;

4https://www.wikidata.org/

however, more recent studies employ generative models such as
LLaMA [27] and Copilot5. Hint generation approaches are either
answer-aware, where hints are generated based on the question
accompanied with its answer, or answer-agnostic, where the gen-
eration is based on only the question. For instance, TriviaHG and
WikiHint use answer-aware methods, while HintQA employs an
answer-agnostic approach.

2.3 Evaluation

Several evaluation metrics exist for QA systems, with some relying
on statistical measures [45] like Exact Match and F1, while others
utilize neural-based metrics like BertScore [105] and BEM [15]. QG
is often evaluated through metrics such as BLEU [72], METEOR [9],
and ROUGE [55], alongside human evaluations [59]. For Hint Gen-
eration, five key metrics have been applied: Relevance, Readability,
Convergence, Familiarity [66], and AnswerLeakage [65].

2.4 Frameworks

For QA, frameworks like PySerini [56], BERGEN [83], and Reranker
[21] simplify pipeline implementation, providing modular com-
ponents for customized QA solutions. In QG, libraries such as
LMQG [93] allow question generation based on input passages.
However, no dedicated frameworks exist for Hint Generation and
Hint Evaluation, making it challenging to contribute to the research
in these areas. To address this gap, we introduce HintEval, the first
framework designed for hint generation, enabling users to both
effectively generate and evaluate hints.

3 HintEval

The goal of HintEval is to create a tool that simplifies hint genera-
tion and evaluation. Leveraging Python’s popularity in the machine-
learning domain due to libraries like PyTorch [73] and Tensor-
Flow [1], HintEval was developed in Python and made accessible
via PyPI6 for straightforward installation using:

5https://copilot.microsoft.com/
6https://pypi.org/project/hinteval/

https://www.wikidata.org/
https://copilot.microsoft.com/
https://pypi.org/project/hinteval/
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hinteval.cores.evaluation_metrics.familiarity.WikipediaC

def evaluate(self,
             sentences: list[Question | Hint | Answer],
             **kwargs: Any) -> list[float]

Evaluates the familiarity of the given Question, Hint, or Answer using the number of views of corresponding 

Wikipedia pages [35]  .

Notes

This function stores the scores as Metric objects within the metrics attribute of the Question, Hint, or Answer, 

with names based on the method, such as "familiarity-wikipedia-sm".

This function also stores number of views for each entity as Entity objects within the entities attribute.

Examples

>>> from hinteval.cores import Question, Hint
>>> from hinteval.evaluation.familiarity import Wikipedia
>>>
>>> wikipedia = Wikipedia(spacy_pipeline='en_core_web_sm')
>>> sentence_1 = Question(‘What is the capital of Austria?')
>>> sentence_2 = Hint('This city, once home to Mozart and Beethoven, is the capital of Austria.')
>>> sentences = [sentence_1, sentence_2]
>>> results = wikipedia.evaluate(sentences)
>>> print(results)
# [1.0, 1.0]
>>> metrics = [f'{metric_key}: {metric_value. value}'for sent in sentences for metric_key, 
metric_value in
...    sent. metrics. items()]
>>> print(metrics)
# ['familiarity-wikipedia-sm: 1.0', 'familiarity-wikipedia-sm: 1.0']
>>> entities = [f'{entity. entity}:{entity.metadata["wiki_views_per_month"]}' for sent in sentences 
for entity in
...    sent. entities]
>>> print(entities)
# ['austria: 248144', 'mozart: 233219', 'beethoven: 224128', 'austria: 248144']

References

[35] Jamshid Mozafari, Anubhav Jangra, and Adam Jatowt. 2024. TriviaHG: A Dataset for Automatic Hint 

Generation from Factoid Questions. In Proceedings of the 47th International ACM SIGIR Conference on 

Research and Development in Information Retrieval (SIGIR '24). Association for Computing Machinery, New 

York, NY, USA, 2060–2070. https://doi. org/ 10.1145/ 3626772.3657855 

See Also

WordFrequency

 Class for evaluating familiarity of Question, Hint, or Answer based on word frequency analysis on  Common 

Crawl.

Params:

Returns:

sentences

kwargs

– List of sentences to evaluate.

– Additional keyword arguments.

List of familiarity scores for each sentence. ⋮

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

Figure 4: A docstring for the evaluate function of the

Wikipedia method within the Familiarity evaluation met-

ric. The docstring begins with: 1○ A detailed description of

the function, followed by 2○ Notes specific to the evaluation

metric and the method. It includes 3○ a comprehensive Ex-

ample demonstrating usage, helping users understand how

to effectively implement it. 4○ The References section lists

the scholarly publications referenced by the method, while

the 5○ See Also section provides links to related functions

with similar functionality. 6○ The Params section outlines

the input parameters of the function, and 7○ the Returns

section specifies the expected output. This structure ensures

clear, accessible, and thorough documentation for users.

$ pip install hinteval

This paper introduces version 0.0.1, the initial release. Users
are encouraged to use the latest version and consult the project
repository7 for updates. Contributors can fork the repository and
submit pull requests to improve the framework. Additionally, users
can consult the online documentation8 for a comprehensive guide
on using the framework. Apart from the online documentation,
we have included extensive docstrings along with examples for
all functions and classes, providing inline documentation easily
accessible within IDEs to enhance understanding and usability.
7https://github.com/DataScienceUIBK/HintEval
8https://hinteval.readthedocs.io/

Dataset

.name: str

.url: str

.version: str

.description: str

.subsets: Dict[str, Subset])

.metadata: Dict [str, str])

Instance

.question: Question

.answer: List[Answer]

.hints: List[Hint]

.metadata: Dict [str, str])

Hint

.hint: str

.entites: List[Entity]

.source: str

.metrics: Dict[str, Metric]

.metadata: Dict [str, str]

Entity

.entity: str

.ent_type: str

start_index: int

end_index: int

.metadata: Dict [str, str]

Question

.question: str

.question_type: Dict[str, str])

.entities: List[Entity]

.metrics: Dict[str, Metric])

.metadata: Dict [str, str])

Metric

.name: str

.value: float

.metadata: Dict [str, str]

Answer

.answer: str

.entities: List[Entity]

.metrics: Dict[str, Metric]

.metadata: Dict [str, str]

Subset

.name: str

.instances: Dict[str, Instance]

.metadata: Dict [str, str])

Figure 5: Schema of the Dataset class, illustrating the objects

used to represent a dataset in HintEval. The arrows indicate

a subclass relationship.

Figure 4 illustrates an example of a function’s docstring for amethod
used in the familiarity evaluation metric (explained in Sec. 3.3.4).

HintEval comprises three main modules: Datasets, Models, and
Evaluation. The Datasets module provides functionality for creating
a new dataset or downloading and loading preprocessed datasets.
The Models module focuses on generating hints, while the Eval-
uation module offers methods for assessing questions, hints, and
answers using various metrics. Figure 3 overviews the workflow
of the HintEval. Detailed examples illustrating the framework’s
functionality will be provided in the following sections.

3.1 Datasets

With HintEval, we aim to empower users to be able to seamlessly
workwithmultiple datasets using just a few lines of code. To achieve
this, we designed an architecture that unifies diverse annotation
styles and storage formats across datasets. This architecture consists
of several components, as illustrated in Figure 5.

The Dataset class encapsulates key attributes that describe
dataset metadata, such as its name, the corresponding GitHub repos-
itory or reference paper, version, and a brief description providing
additional context about the dataset. Similar to datasets in other
domains, hint datasets are typically organized into subsets such as
train, validation (or development), test, etc. The number and type of
subsets depend on the specific dataset. For instance, TriviaHG [66]
includes fourteen subsets, whereas KG-Hint [42] only provides a
test subset. The .subsets attribute represents these subsets for
each dataset.

Each subset comprisesmultiple instances, accessible using unique
IDs referred to as q_id. At the core of the dataset are these instances,
which can be accessed through the .instances attribute of the sub-
set. Each instance includes a question, its corresponding answers,
and a set of hints. A question may have multiple valid answers, for

https://github.com/DataScienceUIBK/HintEval
https://hinteval.readthedocs.io/
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Table 1: Statistics of the preprocessed datasets available for

download and loading by users. The Finetuned column indi-

cates whether the corresponding subset was generated using

a fine-tuned model, while the Use Answer column specifies

whether the model was aware of the answer during hint gen-

eration. Va and FT refer to Vanilla and Finetuned, respectively,
Aw refers to AnswerAware, and Ag refers to AnswerAgnostic.

Dataset Subset Finetuned Use Answer Num. of Qs Num. of Hs

TriviaHG [66]

Training ✗ ✓ 14,645 140,973
Validation ✗ ✓ 1,000 9,638
Test ✗ ✓ 1,000 9,617
LLaMA 2 7b Va ✗ ✓ 100 840
LLaMA 2 7b FT ✓ ✓ 100 923
LLaMA 2 13b Va ✗ ✓ 100 896
LLaMA 2 13b FT ✓ ✓ 100 921
LLaMA 2 70b Va ✗ ✓ 100 683
LLaMA 2 70b FT ✓ ✓ 100 924
Gemini ✗ ✓ 100 942
WizardLM 70b ✗ ✓ 100 941
GPT 3.5 ✗ ✓ 100 898
GPT 4 ✗ ✓ 100 949
Copilot ✗ ✓ 100 970

WikiHint [65]

Training ✗ ✓ 900 4,500
Test ✗ ✓ 100 500
LLaMA 3.1 8b Va-Aw ✗ ✓ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 8b Va-Ag ✗ ✗ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 8b FT-Aw ✓ ✓ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 8b FT-Ag ✓ ✗ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 70b Va-Aw ✗ ✓ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 70b Va-Ag ✗ ✗ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 70b FT-Aw ✓ ✓ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 70b FT-Ag ✓ ✗ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 405b Va-Aw ✗ ✓ 100 100
LLaMA 3.1 405b Va-Ag ✗ ✗ 100 100
GPT 4 Va-Aw ✗ ✓ 100 100
GPT 4 Va-Ag ✗ ✗ 100 100

HintQA [62]

TriviaQA Va ✗ ✗ 11,313 103,018
TriviaQA FT ✓ ✗ 11,313 105,709
NQ Va ✗ ✗ 3,610 30,976
NQ FT ✓ ✗ 3,610 33,131
WebQ Va ✗ ✗ 2,032 15,812
WebQ FT ✓ ✗ 2,032 16,978

KG-Hint [42] Test ✗ ✗ 30 307

example, the questionWhich country is the University of Harvard
located in? can be answered with USA, United States, or United States
of America. Figure 2 illustrates an instance comprising a question,
its 2 answers, and five hints.

The attributes .question, .answers, and .hints within an in-
stance correspond to the Question, Answer, and Hint objects.

The Question class represents various attributes associated with
a question. The content of the question is stored in the .question
attribute, while the .question_type attribute specifies the type of
the question, which is classified into major and minor types based
on the classification schema introduced in the TREC Question Clas-
sification task by Li and Roth [54]. Additionally, the .entities
attribute contains a list of entities present in the question, and
the .metrics attribute stores the evaluated metrics for the ques-
tion. HintEval includes a built-in function to automatically detect
and assign question types to each question based on the method
presented by Tayyar Madabushi and Lee [91].

The Answer class represents the attributes related to an answer.
The content of the answer is stored in the .answer attribute, while
the .entities attribute lists entities associated with the answer.

1 from hinteval import Dataset
2
3 available_datasets = Dataset.available_datasets(
4 show_info=True ,
5 update=True
6 )

Listing 1: This script retrieves the latest information about

the available datasets, returns it as a dict, and also displays

metadata for each dataset in the terminal.

1 from hinteval import Dataset
2 from hinteval.cores.dataset_core import Instance , Subset
3
4 instance_1 = Instance.from_strings('Q11', ['A11',

'A12'], ['H11', 'H12', 'H13'])
5 instance_2 = Instance.from_strings('Q21', ['A21',

'A22'], ['H21', 'H22', 'H23'])
6
7 subset = Subset('test')
8 subset.add_instance(instance_1)
9 subset.add_instance(instance_2)
10
11 dataset = Dataset('own_dataset ')
12 dataset.add_subset(subset)

Listing 2: This script creates a user-defined dataset named

own_dataset consisting of two instances. Each instance

contains one question (Q), two answers (A), and three hints

(H). Both instances belong to the test subset.

The .metrics attribute holds the values of the evaluation metrics
specific to the answer.

The Hint class represents the attributes related to a hint. The
content of the hint is contained in the .hint attribute, and the
.source attribute indicates the source of the hint. Similar to the
Question and Answer classes, the .entities attribute lists entities
included in the hint, and the .metrics attribute stores the evaluated
metrics for the hint.

The .entities and .metrics attributes are shared across the
Question, Answer, and Hint classes. The .entities attribute con-
tains a list of Entity objects, where each object is an instance of the
Entity class. An Entity object consists of the content of the entity
stored in the .entity attribute, the type of the entity in .ent_type,
and its position in the text specified by the start_index and
end_index attributes. The entity types align with the Named Entity
Recognition (NER) types defined in spaCy9. HintEval provides
a built-in function to extract named entities from each question,
answer, and hint by leveraging the spaCy NER pipeline.

The .metrics attribute is a dictionary containing the evaluation
results for various metrics, with each metric represented as an
instance of the Metric class. A Metric object consists of the name
of the metric and its corresponding value.

All classes also include a .metadata attribute designed to store
additional dataset-specific information and features. For instance,
WikiHint [65] includes a unique ranking feature for each hint,
stored in the .metadata attribute of the corresponding hints.

9https://spacy.io/

https://spacy.io/
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1 from hinteval import Dataset
2
3 trivia_hg = Dataset.download_and_load_dataset('triviahg ')
4
5 dataset = Dataset.load('./path/to/dataset.pickle ')
6 dataset.store('./path/to/dataset.pickle ')
7
8 dataset = Dataset.load_json('./path/to/dataset.json')
9 dataset.store_json('./path/to/dataset.json')

Listing 3: This script downloads the TriviaHG [66] dataset

and loads it in line 3. Lines 5 and 6 demonstrate how to load

and store the dataset as a pickle file, while lines 8 and 9 show

how to import and export the dataset as a JSON file.

The HintEval provides preprocessed hint datasets from several
prior studies [42, 62, 66], simplifying usage with just a few lines of
code. At the time of writing this paper, we have collected, processed,
and converted the available hint datasets into the Dataset class,
enabling users to easily download and utilize them. Table 1 presents
the statistics of the hint datasets included in HintEval. To explore
the available preprocessed datasets and retrieve information about
them, users can use the script provided in Listing 1. To access the
newest preprocessed datasets, simply set update to True; there is
no need to upgrade HintEval to the latest version.

Users have also the flexibility to create their own datasets from
scratch using the Dataset class, in addition to utilizing prepro-
cessed datasets. Listing 2 provides a script demonstrating how to
create a custom dataset. For comprehensive instructions, we rec-
ommend referring to the online documentation.

To import or export datasets, whether they are preprocessed
datasets provided byHintEval or user-defined datasets, the Dataset
class offers several convenient functions. The standard approach
for storing datasets is by using pickle files, as they are compressed,
easy to transport, and inherently provide a level of encryption,
addressing security concerns. However, if a user prefers to export
a dataset to a JSON file or import it from a JSON file, the Dataset
class includes dedicated functions to simplify this process. Addi-
tionally, users can directly load available datasets by specifying
their names. The script in Listing 3 demonstrates how to efficiently
load and store hint datasets.

3.2 Models

The current version of HintEval includes two built-in models :
Answer-Aware and Answer-Agnostic.

The Answer-Aware model generates hints for a question when
the ground-truth answer is provided. In other words, to utilize this
model, the gold answer to each question must be available and
passed to the model. This approach offers both advantages and
disadvantages. On the positive side, the quality of the generated
hints is generally higher [65]. However, its limitation lies in re-
quiring the answer, which might not always be feasible for certain
questions. The TriviaHG [66] dataset has been generated using this
model. In HintEval, the Answer-Aware model is implemented as
the AnswerAware class, which includes a generate function. This
function accepts a list of instance objects and populates them
with the generated hints. Note that these instance objects must
contain the answers to the questions.

1 from hinteval.cores.dataset_core import Instance
2 from hinteval.model import AnswerAware , AnswerAgnostic
3
4 instance_1 = Instance.from_strings('Q11', [], [])
5 instance_2 = Instance.from_strings('Q21', [], [])
6
7 instances = [instance_1 , instance_2]
8
9 answer_agnostic =

AnswerAgnostic('meta -llama/Llama -3.1-8B-Instruct ')
10 answer_agnostic.generate(instances)
11
12 instance_1.answers_from_strings (['A12'])
13 instance_2.answers_from_strings (['A22'])
14
15 answer_aware =

AnswerAware('meta -llama/Llama -3.1-8B-Instruct ')
16 answer_aware.generate(instances)

Listing 4: This script generates five hints (default value) for

instance_1 and instance_2 using the LLaMA 3.1 8B model

with both Answer-Agnostic and Answer-Aware approaches.

Lines 4–7 prepare two sample instances, lines 9–10 generate

hints using the Answer-Agnostic model, lines 12–13 add

answers to the instances, and lines 15–16 generate hints using

the Answer-Aware model.

The Answer-Agnostic model generates hints for a question with-
out requiring the ground-truth answer. The primary advantage of
this model is its applicability to questions where answers are un-
available or unclear. However, a limitation is the potentially lower
quality of the generated hints, as the model might fail to identify
the correct answer [65]. The HintQA dataset [62] was generated
using this model. In HintEval, the Answer-Agnostic model is im-
plemented through the AnswerAgnostic class, which features a
generate function. This function takes a list of instance objects as
input and generates hints for them. It is worth mentioning that the
WikiHint[65] dataset is generated using both the Answer-Aware
and Answer-Agnostic models.

Listing 4 illustrates how to use the answer-aware and answer-
agnostic models to generate hints for questions. The script serves as
a basic example with minimal parameters. We note that HintEval
supports running LLM models both locally and remotely, provid-
ing flexibility based on user preferences and infrastructure. For
more detailed guidance on customizing parameters and leveraging
advanced features, readers are encouraged to refer to the online
documentation.

The AnswerAware and AnswerAgnostic classes inherit from a
base class called Model. To extend this base class, users must im-
plement the generate function. HintEval allows users to create
their own models by extending the Model class, implementing the
generate function, and seamlessly integrating their custommodels
into the HintEval ecosystem.

3.3 Evaluation

The Hint Evaluation task assesses hints using several metrics. At the
time of writing, HintEval implements five main evaluation met-
rics—Relevance, Readability, Convergence, Familiarity, and Answer
Leakage—which collectively comprise fifteen evaluation methods
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1 from hinteval.cores.dataset_core import Instance
2 from hinteval.evaluation.relevance import Rouge
3 from hinteval.evaluation.readability import

MachineLearningBased
4 from hinteval.evaluation.convergence import

NeuralNetworkBased
5 from hinteval.evaluation.familiarity import Wikipedia
6 from hinteval.evaluation.answer_leakage import Lexical
7
8 instance_1 = Instance.from_strings('Q11', ['A11',

'A12'], ['H11', 'H12', 'H13'])
9 instance_2 = Instance.from_strings('Q21', ['A11',

'A12'], ['H22', 'H22', 'H23'])
10
11 instances = [instance_1 , instance_2]
12
13 relevance = Rouge('rougeL ').evaluate(instances)
14 readability =

MachineLearningBased('xgboost ').evaluate(instance_1.hints)
15 convergence =

NeuralNetworkBased('bert -base').evaluate(instances)
16 familiarity = Wikipedia ().evaluate(instance_2.hints)
17 answer_leakage =

Lexical('exclude_stop_words ').evaluate(instances)

Listing 5: This script shows the evaluation of five metrics for

two instances, instance_1 and instance_2. It uses rougeL for

relevance (Line 13), XGBoost for readability (Line 14), Bert-
base for convergence (Line 15), Wikipedia for familiarity

(Line 16), and Lexical for answer leakage (Line 17).

and thirty-five sub-methods. These metrics are described as fol-
lows:

Relevance evaluates the semantic relationship between the
hint and the question, ensuring the hint is relevant.

Readability measures how easy or difficult it is to understand
a hint or question. This metric is important to ensure that
hints guide the user effectively and are understandable with-
out causing confusion.

Convergence evaluates how well the hints narrow down po-
tential answers to the question. In other words, it assesses
how effectively the hints guide the user toward eliminating
incorrect answers and focusing on the correct one.

Familiarity measures how common or well-known the in-
formation in the hints, questions, or answers is. It assesses
whether the content is likely to be understood by the general
public, making it easier for users to grasp the provided hints
without needing specialized knowledge.

AnswerLeakage measures the extent to which a hint directly
discloses the answer. It ensures that hints guide users without
explicitly revealing the solutions. This metric is useful for
evaluating whether the hints are subtle enough to assure
problem-solving rather than giving away the answer.

Some of these evaluationmetrics were initially introduced byMoza-
fari et al. [66], who proposed automatic methods only for Conver-
gence and Familiarity. However, they have not introduced any
automatic methods for Relevance, Readability, or Answer Leakage
nor have they evaluated the TriviaHG dataset for these metrics.
Subsequently, Mozafari et al. [65] introduced automatic methods
for Relevance, Readability, and AnswerLeakage. Despite these ad-
vancements, the existing methods faced challenges, including high
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Figure 6: Evaluationmetrics included in theHintEval frame-

work. Dark blue boxes denote the primary evaluationmetrics,

green boxes indicate methods associated with each metric

implemented from scratch inHintEval, and light blue boxes

highlight methods adopted from prior studies.

computational load, reliance on large languagemodels, and complex
codebases tailored to specific dataset schema and structures.

To address these issues, HintEval re-implements all metrics in
a generic manner, ensuring they work seamlessly with any dataset
based on the Dataset class. This allows users to define their datasets
using the Dataset class and to easily apply the evaluation metrics
with minimal code.

In addition to re-implementing metrics from the previous studies,
HintEval introduces a range of new methods for evaluating each
metric, spanning from simple and lightweight approaches to more
complex and resource-intensive ones. This design allows users
to select methods based on available resources with a trade-off
between the simplicity and accuracy.

Figure 6 provides an overview of all evaluation metrics and their
methods included in HintEval. Table 3 compares these methods for
evaluation metrics across various features, while Table 2 presents
the average values of the evaluated metrics across different datasets
and their subsets for all the metrics and their methods. Moreover,
Listing 5 demonstrates how users can apply the evaluation metrics
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Table 2: The average evaluation scores for all subsets of the TriviaHG, HintQA, WikiHint, and KG-Hint datasets. Rel denotes
Relevance, Read Readability, Conv Convergence, Fam Familiarity, and AnsLkg Answer Leakage.

Dataset Subset Rel
Rouge

Rel
NonCtx

Rel
Ctx

Rel
LLM

Read
Auto

Read
ML

Read
NN

Read
LLM

Conv
Spec

Conv
NN

Conv
LLM

Fam
Freq

Fam
Wiki

AnsLkg
Lex

AnsLkg
Ctx

TriviaHG [66]

Training 0.12 0.95 1 0.95 7.52 0.45 0.71 0.48 0.89 0.49 0.49 0.9 0.78 0.09 0.41
Validation 0.12 0.97 1 0.95 7.62 0.45 0.7 0.48 0.9 0.49 0.5 0.9 0.77 0.09 0.43
Test 0.12 0.97 1 0.95 7.55 0.43 0.69 0.47 0.9 0.52 0.52 0.9 0.78 0.1 0.43
LLaMA 2 7b Va 0.17 0.9 0.94 0.95 7.46 0.52 0.85 0.45 0.7 0.36 0.31 0.94 0.92 0.1 0.47
LLaMA 2 7b FT 0.13 0.91 0.98 0.95 5.42 0.29 0.38 0.32 0.85 0.47 0.4 0.92 0.89 0.06 0.42
LLaMA 13b Va 0.16 0.92 0.99 0.95 7.59 0.53 0.74 0.42 0.7 0.37 0.35 0.95 0.92 0.1 0.46
LLaMA 13b FT 0.13 0.92 1 0.95 5.32 0.3 0.4 0.35 0.87 0.45 0.41 0.91 0.89 0.06 0.42
LLaMA 70b Va 0.18 0.95 1 0.95 8.92 0.7 1 0.51 0.62 0.44 0.42 0.95 0.9 0.06 0.43
LLaMA 70b FT 0.14 0.96 1 0.95 5.46 0.29 0.35 0.32 0.91 0.5 0.49 0.89 0.87 0.04 0.41
Gemini 0.12 0.91 1 0.95 6.16 0.2 0.36 0.23 0.81 0.45 0.46 0.97 0.91 0.04 0.4
WizardLM 70b 0.13 0.9 0.93 0.95 7.24 0.48 0.68 0.38 0.72 0.38 0.45 1 0.93 0.08 0.45
GPT 3.5 0.16 0.96 1 0.95 6.67 0.41 0.64 0.33 0.8 0.42 0.44 0.9 0.9 0.08 0.44
GPT 4 0.12 0.97 1 0.95 9.54 0.89 1.05 0.67 0.9 0.55 0.52 0.97 0.88 0.06 0.41
Copilot 0.12 0.97 1 0.95 7.71 0.45 0.65 0.46 0.91 0.52 0.54 0.93 0.84 0.04 0.45

WikiHint [65]

Training 0.15 0.92 0.94 0.95 8.67 0.49 0.71 0.53 0.88 0.6 0.74 0.87 0.76 0.11 0.47
Test 0.14 0.92 0.9 0.95 8.59 0.59 0.83 0.6 0.89 0.56 0.72 0.86 0.73 0.06 0.46
LLaMA 3.1 8b Va-Aw 0.16 0.91 0.94 0.85 14.29 1.98 1.72 1.34 0.91 0.64 0.32 0.85 0.8 0.09 0.49
LLaMA 3.1 8b Va-Ag 0.16 0.89 0.94 0.83 14.36 1.99 1.6 1.36 0.91 0.59 0.3 0.86 0.82 0.1 0.49
LLaMA 3.1 8b FT-Aw 0.17 0.93 0.93 0.89 14.36 1.98 1.63 1.37 0.94 0.61 0.37 0.82 0.79 0.12 0.51
LLaMA 3.1 8b FT-Ag 0.15 0.9 0.91 0.85 13.99 1.99 1.76 1.43 0.93 0.56 0.32 0.82 0.8 0.13 0.5
LLaMA 3.1 70b-Va-Aw 0.14 0.95 1 0.92 15.01 1.93 1.49 1.16 0.94 0.62 0.42 0.83 0.79 0.1 0.5
LLaMA 3.1 70b-Va-Ag 0.13 0.93 1 0.91 12.83 1.96 1.49 1.2 0.93 0.57 0.38 0.8 0.75 0.09 0.49
LLaMA 3.1 70b-FT-Aw 0.14 0.95 1 0.95 14.94 1.91 1.52 1.16 0.86 0.64 0.42 0.84 0.84 0.06 0.49
LLaMA 3.1 70b-FT-Ag 0.14 0.95 1 0.92 13.51 1.91 1.5 1.18 0.93 0.59 0.38 0.84 0.79 0.12 0.51
LLaMA 3.1 405b-Va-Aw 0.14 0.97 1 0.97 16.18 1.83 1.52 1.18 0.96 0.69 0.47 0.81 0.75 0.09 0.49
LLaMA 3.1 405b-Va-Ag 0.14 0.97 1 0.97 14.82 1.92 1.53 1.19 0.98 0.66 0.45 0.81 0.77 0.1 0.5
GPT 4 Va-Aw 0.13 0.97 1 0.98 11.41 1.32 1.1 0.75 0.94 0.61 0.48 0.81 0.84 0.1 0.49
GPT 4 Va-Ag 0.15 0.96 1 0.98 11.24 1.2 1.1 0.72 0.93 0.67 0.47 0.83 0.81 0.12 0.51

HintQA [62]

TriviaQA Va 0.16 0.88 0.9 0.9 6.93 0.43 0.66 0.37 0.8 0.31 0.35 0.88 0.87 0.05 0.34
TriviaQA FT 0.14 0.9 0.91 0.9 5.51 0.27 0.45 0.3 0.87 0.37 0.4 0.81 0.83 0.04 0.34
NQ Va 0.18 0.84 0.88 0.9 7.71 0.5 0.71 0.42 0.58 0.25 0.3 0.89 0.86 0.07 0.36
NQ FT 0.14 0.88 0.9 0.9 5.37 0.22 0.4 0.27 0.72 0.33 0.37 0.93 0.83 0.06 0.39
WebQ Va 0.13 0.81 0.87 0.9 7.58 0.45 0.63 0.42 0.51 0.29 0.34 0.97 0.85 0.04 0.4
WebQ FT 0.09 0.85 0.89 0.9 5.96 0.28 0.4 0.4 0.66 0.31 0.36 0.91 0.83 0.04 0.39

KG-Hint [42] Test 0.08 0.89 0.85 0.73 9.65 0.33 0.69 0.35 0.95 0.43 0.55 0.98 0.7 0 0.42

to their instances and datasets. The following sections provide de-
tailed descriptions of the methods used for each evaluation metric:

3.3.1 Relevance. The Rouge method [55] evaluates the overlap be-
tween the evaluated hints and questions. It includes Rouge-1, which
measures unigram overlap for word-level similarity, Rouge-2, which
measures bigram overlap for span-level similarity, and Rouge-L,
which evaluates the longest common subsequence for sequence
alignment. The Non-Contextual (NonCtx) method [67] computes
relevance by measuring the similarity between hints and questions
using fixed word embeddings. This method has two variants, Glove
6B [74], trained on 6 billion tokens from diverse text sources, and
Glove 42B [74], trained on 42 billion tokens for more robust em-
beddings10. The Contextual (Ctx) method [50] uses embeddings
from pre-trained transformer models [64] to evaluate relevance
between hints and questions, capturing deeper relationships be-
tween words through contextual understanding. Two supported
10On the WikiQA dataset [100], the MAP and MRR for the Glove 6B-based method
are 80.64% and 85.71%, respectively, while for the Glove 42B-based method, they are
82.14% and 86.47%.

variants are BERT-base [25, 63] and RoBERTa-large11 [58]. The
LLM method [29] measures relevance of a hint to a question using
the Answer Relevancy metric. In this approach, the hint is treated
as an answer and the question as a prompt, with LLMs acting as a
judge.

3.3.2 Readability. The Traditional [52] method evaluates readabil-
ity using classic formulas based on sentence length, word length,
and complexity. The supported methods include the Gunning Fog
Index [37], Flesch Reading Ease [32], Coleman-Liau Index [22],
SMOG Index [51], and Automated Readability Index [88], which
estimate readability levels required to understand the text. The Ma-
chine Learning (ML) [57] method evaluates readability using trained
models that predict scores based on text features. These models are
trained on the OneStopEnglish (OSE) dataset [94], which maps texts
to specific readability levels including Beginner (0), Intermediate
(1), and Advanced (2). Supported methods include XGBoost [17],

11On the WikiQA dataset [100], the MAP and MRR for BERT-base are 91.2% and 94.4%,
respectively, while for RoBERTa-large, they are 94.6% and 97.4%.
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Table 3: Comparison of various hint evaluationmetrics based

on key performance attributes. Preferred Device specifies the
optimal hardware (CPU or GPU) for the method. Cost Effec-
tiveness evaluates the method’s efficiency in resource usage.

Accuracy indicates the reliability of themethod in evaluating

the metric. Execution Speed highlights the method’s runtime

performance.

Metric Method Preferred
Device

Cost
Effectiveness Accuracy Execution

Speed

Relevance

Rouge CPU High Low Very Fast
Non-Contextual CPU/GPU High Moderate Fast
Contextual GPU Moderate High Moderate
LLM GPU Low Very High Slow

Readability

Traditional CPU High Low Very Fast
Machine-Learning CPU High Moderate Moderate
Neural-Network GPU Moderate High Moderate
LLM GPU Low Very High Slow

Convergence
Specificity GPU Moderate Low Moderate
Neural-Network GPU Moderate Moderate Moderate
LLM GPU Low High Slow

Familiarity Word-Frequency CPU Very High Low Very Fast
Wikipedia CPU High High Slow

AnswerLeakage Lexical CPU Very High Low Very Fast
Contextual GPU Moderate High Moderate

a gradient boosting algorithm known for speed and accuracy, and
Random-Forest [13], an ensemble method that builds multiple deci-
sion trees to improve prediction accuracy12. The Neural Network
(NN) [57] method uses pre-trained transformer models to evaluate
readability by capturing the deeper context and structure of text
for nuanced analysis. Supported methods include BERT-base and
RoBERTa-large13. The LLM [69] method evaluates readability by
leveraging large language models. These models provide highly
accurate and context-aware readability scores, offering a deeper
understanding of how easily text can be comprehended.

3.3.3 Convergence. The Specificity (Spec) [96] method evaluates
the degree towhich a hint is specific or general. The supportedmeth-
ods include BERT-base and RoBERTa-large, trained on the dataset
from Ko et al. [47], which has been designed to detect the specificity
or generality of a sentence14. The Neural Network (NN) method
utilizes pre-trained transformer models to assess how effectively
a hint narrows down possible answers. Here, the supported meth-
ods include BERT-base and RoBERTa-large, which were fine-tuned
with the convergence values of the hints from the TriviaHG [66]
training set and evaluated on its test set15. The LLM [66] method
utilizes large language models to generate candidate answers for a
given question. It then evaluates the relationship between each hint
and the candidate answers to calculate the convergence value. The
supported models include LLaMA-3-8B [27] and LLaMA-3-70B [27].

3.3.4 Familiarity. The Word Frequency (Freq) method evaluates
text familiarity by analyzing word frequency using the C4 [26]
12The accuracy and F1 scores for Random-Forest are 46.61% and 44.66%, respectively,
while for XGBoost, they are 48.22% and 46.59%.
13On the OneStopEnglish dataset [94], the accuracy and F1 scores for BERT-base are
59.26% and 58.2%, respectively, while for RoBERTa-large, they are 62.03% and 61.61%.
14The accuracy and F1 scores for BERT-base are 81.56% and 81.55%, respectively, while
for RoBERTa-large, they are 83.64% and 83.63%.
15The Pearson correlation between the ground-truth values and the predicted values
is 56.1% for BERT-base and 61.1% for RoBERTa-large.

corpus as a reference. This approach provides insights into how
frequently words are used in everyday language. By normalizing
the frequency of each word, it generates a value between 0 and 1 to
represent the familiarity of each word. This method then calculates
the average of these values to produce a familiarity score for each
sentence. Supported variants include an approach with stop-words,
which considers all words, and one without stop-words, which
excludes them to focus on more meaningful terms. TheWikipedia
(Wiki) [66] method, on the other hand, assesses familiarity by ana-
lyzing the popularity of entities mentioned in the text. It uses the
number of views of corresponding Wikipedia pages to determine
how well-known the referenced people, places, or concepts are to
the general public.

3.3.5 AnswerLeakage. The Lexical (Lex) method evaluates the sim-
ilarity between the hint and the answer at the word level, focusing
on explicit word overlap without considering deeper contextual
meaning. The supported variants include an approach with stop-
words, which is more permissive, and one without stop-words,
which is more precise in identifying relevant overlap. The Con-
textual (Ctx) [65] method uses embeddings to evaluate semantic
similarity between the hint and the answer, capturing nuanced
relationships even when different words convey the same idea. It
computes similarity scores for each pair of words using contextual-
ized word embeddings and selects the maximum similarity as the
final value. This method supports SentenceBERT [85] models for
generating contextualized word embeddings.

Evaluation metric classes in HintEval are built upon a base
class called Evaluation. Users can extend this base class by defin-
ing the evaluate function. This design empowers users to create
custom evaluation metrics and methods by inheriting from the
Evaluation class, implementing the required evaluate function,
and seamlessly integrating their custom solutions into HintEval.

4 Conclusion

We introduce HintEval, the first framework for Hint Generation
and Evaluation designed to address fragmented resources and in-
consistent evaluation practices. By unifying datasets, models, and
evaluation metrics into a single toolkit, HintEval provides stan-
dardized methodologies, flexibility for diverse research require-
ments, and tools that ensure reproducibility and consistency. It
supports five core metrics—Relevance, Readability, Convergence,
Familiarity, and Answer Leakage—offeringmethods that range from
lightweight to resource-intensive, catering to varied user needs.

HintEval simplifies workflows for hint-oriented research, bridg-
ing gaps in resources and fostering advancements in question-
answering, and problem-solving systems. Its open-source nature
and comprehensive documentation make it a useful tool for the IR
and NLP communities. Researchers can leverage HintEval to de-
velop innovative hint-based systems while maintaining evaluation
consistency. By encouraging collaboration and standardization, the
framework aims to create a foundation for future breakthroughs in
hint generation and question answering research.

Future efforts will focus on expanding the framework with addi-
tional datasets, models, and metrics, improving compatibility with
emerging language models, and introducing advanced techniques
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for hint generation and evaluation to further drive innovation and
support critical thinking, active learning, and user engagement.
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