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Abstract

The effective assessment of the instruction-
following ability of large language models
(LLMs) is of paramount importance. A model
that cannot adhere to human instructions might
be not able to provide reliable and helpful re-
sponses. In pursuit of this goal, various bench-
marks have been constructed to evaluate the
instruction-following capacity of these mod-
els. However, these benchmarks are limited
to a single language and are constructed using
automated approaches, which restricts their ap-
plicability and the quality of the test examples
they contain. To bridge this gap, we introduce
the FollowEval benchmark in this paper. This
benchmark is composed of instances in both
English and Chinese, and all test examples are
crafted by human experts. Furthermore, the
FollowEval benchmark is designed to assess
LLM:s across five critical dimensions of instruc-
tion following: string manipulation, common-
sense reasoning, logical reasoning, spatial rea-
soning, and response constraints. To enhance
the complexity and present a sufficient chal-
lenge, each test example is designed to evaluate
more than one dimension. We have evaluated
various LLMs using the FollowEval benchmark
and found that their performance significantly
lags behind that of humans. This highlights
the considerable room for improvement in the
instruction-following ability of these models.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have gained sub-
stantial attention due to their remarkable perfor-
mance across a diverse range of tasks (Bubeck et al.,
2023; Tu et al., 2023; Jiao et al., 2023; Wang et al.,
2023a; Zhang et al., 2023). A fundamental tech-
nique that endows LLMs with such exceptional
capabilities is instruction tuning. This technique
aligns the responses of LLMs with human values,
thereby enabling these models to adhere to instruc-
tions (Ouyang et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2022; Peng
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etal., 2023; Zhou et al., 2023; Rafailov et al., 2023).
By enabling LLMs to follow natural language in-
structions, this technique facilitates more natural
human-AlI interaction and enables the LLMs to re-
liably accomplish the tasks as specified in human
instructions. Consequently, the ability of LLMs to
follow instructions significantly enhances their reli-
ability and utility in real-world applications. There-
fore, it becomes imperative to assess the instruction-
following proficiency of LLMs before their deploy-
ment.

The demand for a comprehensive evaluation
of the instruction-following ability of LLMs has
stimulated the construction of various benchmarks
aimed at assessing the instruction-following capac-
ity of LLMs in recent years (Chen et al., 2022; Yao
et al., 2023; He et al., 2023; Mu et al., 2023; Sun
et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2023). However, these
benchmarks exclusively focus on either English or
Chinese and are constructed based on automated
approaches, which restricts their practical applica-
tions and the quality of the test instances in their
benchmarks.

In response to this demand and the aforemen-
tioned limitations, we present the FollowEval
benchmark in this paper, which is specifically de-
signed to evaluate the instruction-following ability
of LLMs. Unlike existing benchmarks, the Follow-
Eval benchmark covers both English and Chinese,
and all test instances within it are manually curated.
This expands its scope of usage and ensures the
quality of this benchmark. As shown in Table 1,
there are three notable features in the FollowE-
val benchmark: (1) It can evaluate LLLMs across
diverse dimensions within instruction-following,
such as string manipulation and commonsense rea-
soning, referred to as essential elements in our pa-
per. (2) Each test instance in the FollowEval bench-
mark incorporates more than one essential element,
and the response of the LLMs is deemed incor-
rect unless all essential elements are adequately ad-



dressed, thereby increasing the difficulty of the Fol-
lowEval benchmark. (3) Each test instance is asso-
ciated with a manually designed rule implemented
by regex to verify the correctness of the LLMs’
responses, which facilitates lightweight evaluation
and ensures the reliability of the evaluation.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

* We have curated the FollowEval benchmark
to evaluate the instruction-following ability
across diverse dimensions of LLMs. This in-
cludes 200 manually written test instances that
cover both English and Chinese. Furthermore,
we provide the corresponding manually de-
signed regex to facilitate the evaluation.

* We have conducted evaluations of various
LLMs on the FollowEval benchmark. The
experimental results reveal a substantial gap
between the instruction-following capacity of
LLMs and humans, highlighting areas for im-
provement.

2 Related Work

Given the remarkable proficiency of LLMs in both
understanding and generating language, there has
been a significant increase in research efforts aimed
at curating benchmarks to assess the capacity of
LLMs to follow instructions. The primary focus of
Chen et al. (2022) is on the knowledge-intensive
constraints, and the corresponding benchmarks
are constructed automatically, leveraging the re-
sources of WordNet (Miller, 1995) and Wikidata
(Vrandecic and Kroétzsch, 2014). Subsequently,
Yao et al. (2023) expand the types of constraints
through a grammar-based framework, which fa-
cilitates the automatic formulation of instructions
with compositional constraints across diverse gen-
erative levels. In contrast to previous works that
construct benchmarks by leveraging existing re-
sources or rule-based frameworks, He et al. (2023)
initially collect instructions from practical scenar-
ios. They then prompt the LLMs to diversify these
instructions and augment their complexity. Con-
current with our work, Mu et al. (2023); Sun et al.
(2023); Jiang et al. (2023) construct benchmarks
for evaluating the instruction-following capabili-
ties of LLMs. However, Mu et al. (2023) primarily
focus on measuring the instruction-following abil-
ity of LLMs under adversarial inputs. Sun et al.
(2023) introduce the numerical planning bench-
mark to assess the capacity of large LLMs to gener-

Evaluation Regex

Instruction
IH 45 T HS 1K, AN
A R H AR R BTN AF

B EEMEE, WHE
AT BRFF (Please generate
five consecutive ‘K’s with-
out adding any extra char-
acters or separators)

if answer == "KKKKK":

return 1
else:
return 0

WHER—A)E, Pl
FEIF L, DROF L
& (Please generate a sen-
tence that starts with an En-
glish letter and ends with
the word “F.”)

if re.search(
" [a-zA-Z].*FS$",
answer
):
return 1
else:
return 0

#Fa>b, b>c, Elfa>
oy, EEFEREIEFLZ
Bk, AEE IR
FERSN ) HALFRF (Uf @’
is greater than ‘b’, and ‘b’
is greater than ‘c’, then is
it correct to say that ‘a’ is
greater than ‘c’? Please re-
spond with ‘correct’ or ‘in-
correct’ directly, without in-
cluding any analytical pro-
cess or extra characters)

if answer == "1EHf":
return 1

else:
return O

& TR AR
oK BFL4E % 1 255 1
By £bk, HEH
HiH (Please eliminate all
instances of “F” from
the sentence “F %5 H H]
KPBAAEH A" and then
reproduce it)

if "R HORFHIE R
HHZS" in answer:
return 1
else:
return 0

< AR EEAE Gk ) B R
F, MELAEHKIAE
B, ER AR
P A T 58 # 9T B
Hith (Please swap the two
Chinese characters that de-
note color in the sentence
and then reproduce it. The
sentence is: “FABELELR
BER F, TELERN
KFHE )

if "FARE AL A
HEE, TIESE
HIARRHE 5
in answer:

return 1
else:

return O

SR A S SRR A e SR
HEAE— R AT (What
is the word formed by com-
bining the antonyms of “5%&”
and “K”?)

if "55/]\" in answer:
return 1

else:
return 0

Table 1: Examples with the associated instructions and
corresponding evaluation regex from FollowEval bench-

mark.

ate texts that satisfy numerical constraints, such as
word count and syllable count. Furthermore, to the
best of our knowledge, these existing instruction-
following benchmarks are restricted to English or
Chinese and are constructed with the assistance of
automated approaches. In contrast, the examples



in the FollowEval benchmark are human-authored
and span both English and Chinese.

3 FollowEval

3.1 Desgin Principle

The construction of an instruction-following bench-
mark for LLMs poses several significant chal-
lenges:

Benchmark Curation The benchmark must
comprise a comprehensive, representative set of
instructions that align with common real-world ap-
plications, while also sufficiently challenging the
capabilities of current LLMs. Careful curation of
the benchmark examples is necessary to satisfy
these dual objectives.

Automatic Evaluation The automatic evaluation
of natural language generation remains an open
challenge due to the complexity and diversity of
natural language. While the use of LLMs to eval-
uate the quality of responses they produce shows
promising avenues, this approach has major lim-
itations. Specifically, LLMs tend to: (1) Score
responses at certain positions higher when multiple
responses are provided simultaneously for evalua-
tion (Wang et al., 2023b; Zheng et al., 2023); (2)
Prefer responses that are long, verbose, and contain
many unique tokens (Wang et al., 2023c; Zheng
et al., 2023); (3) Favor responses that they have gen-
erated themselves (Liu et al., 2023; Zheng et al.,
2023).

Environmental and Financial Costs LLM-
based evaluations can lead to non-negligible carbon
emissions due the significant computational cost
during LLM inference. Additionally, if proprietary
models that provide services through APIs, such as
ChatGPT and GPT-4, are used as evaluators, there
are associated API costs.

To mitigate these challenges, we have predefined
five essential elements that are closely related to
the practical usage scenarios that the FollowEval
benchmark aims to cover. Precisely responding
to each of these five elements is key for LLMs to
generate fully correct responses. Moreover, the
assessment of the LLMs’ responses to test exam-
ples containing these five essential elements can
be easily accomplished through handcrafted rules,
thereby facilitating a reliable, convenient, and cost-
effective evaluation. The five essential elements we
have defined are as follows:

String Manipulation String manipulation refers
to the technique of analyzing and managing strings,
Given that LLMs operate with text data, which is
composed of strings, string manipulation enables
LLMs to effectively analyze, modify, and synthe-
size textual information. Consequently, it is a fun-
damental competency for LLMs. For the Follow-
Eval benchmark, the string manipulation elements
include several sub-elements: position identifica-
tion, character insertion, character deletion, and
character replacement.

Commonsense Reasoning Commonsense rea-
soning enhances the capacities of LLMs beyond the
narrow processing of literal language to broadly ca-
pable, assistive Al systems that demonstrate more
human-like comprehension and reasoning. There-
fore, it is a key component to enable LLMs to un-
derstand and generate text in a manner that is more
aligned with human cognition. For test examples
with the commonsense reasoning element in the
FollowEval benchmark, the LLMs must possess
the relevant commonsense knowledge to produce
appropriate responses.

Logical Reasoning Logical reasoning refers to
the ability to comprehend statements, interpret
them through logical analysis and theoretical estab-
lishment, which enhances the consistency and reli-
ability of the responses generated by LLMs (Chen
et al., 2023). For the FollowEval benchmark, math-
ematical computation and character counting are
incorporated as sub-elements of logical reasoning.

Spatial Reasoning Spatial reasoning refers to
the capacity to conceptualize objects in both two
and three dimensions and draw conclusions from
the given information. Incorporating tests of spatial
reasoning into benchmarks for LLMs could provide
a more comprehensive evaluation. For the Follow-
Eval benchmark, there are two sub-elements in the
spatial reasoning element: spatial transformations
and character rotation.

Response Constraints The imposition of well-
designed response constraints in the instructions
provided to LLMs can guide the LLMs to produce
more accurate, relevant, and helpful responses that
meet user requirements. Given that setting response
constraints in the instructions is a common prac-
tice when interacting with LLMs, testing how well
LLMs adhere to specified response constraints is a
significant aspect of evaluating LLMs’ instruction-
following capabilities. For the FollowEval bench-



Instruction

Essential Elements

15 TS B SR X 1R A I EE — MRV E ) (Please make
a sentence using the first of these two words: “TN<E” and “Bt5E”)

Character Position Identification, Commonsense
Reasoning

RN BE X AREER, HiEd a8 RIS TR
(Please create a sentence with only 15 characters using the idiom - K/~
E‘E }) ()

/e

Commonsense Reasoning, Length Constraints

WHEHITa, BB, =4C, INARFARKFHFE, FEK
SRNE (Please output a string that consists of 1 ‘a’, 2 ‘B’s, 3 ‘C’s,
and 4 ‘d’s in that order, keeping in mind that case sensitivity matters)

Character Counting, Formality Constraints

HE TR BRSO TENEES, B IcEHSRIEIT
(Please provide the English abbreviations for the first five elements of
the periodic table, with each element separated by a space)

Commonsense Reasoning, Formality Con-
straints, Character Position Identification

BT SRR AFE? (What word does “FB” become when it’s
turned upside down?)

Commonsense Reasoning, Character Rotation

BERBIE R4k R A~ B~ C- D, ARF E5%Ehappy, BR A
G#&want, CR R E&very, DK F 5 &Hbasketball - 15HFHARH
FIBR Fr b RO IRE — N A)F (Assume you have four cards labeled A,
B, C, and D. ‘happy’ is written on card A, ‘want’ on card B, ‘very’ on
card C, and ‘basketball’ on card D. Please construct a sentence using

Commonsense Reasoning, Spatial Reasoning

the words on cards A and B)

Table 2: Examples with the associated instructions and corresponding essential elements from FollowEval bench-

mark.

mark, the response constraints element includes
three sub-elements: length constraints, formality
constraints, and character constraints.

In real-world scenarios, instructions typically en-
compass multiple essential elements that must be
concurrently addressed by LLMs. Consequently,
to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the
instruction-following capabilities of LLMs across
various dimensions, every test instance in the Fol-
lowEval benchmark is designed to incorporate
more than one essential element. This intentional
design strategy serves to augment the complexity
and challenge of the FollowEval benchmark. Ta-
ble 2 presents some test examples from the Follow-
Eval benchmark, along with the corresponding es-
sential elements for each example. Moreover, con-
sidering that Chinese represents the language with
the largest number of native speakers globally, and
English is the most widely spoken language across
the world, our current research within the Follow-
Eval benchmark is focused primarily on these two
languages. Incorporating more languages into the
FollowEval benchmark is left for future work.

3.2 Dataset Construction

To ensure the quality of the FollowEval benchmark,
we have devised a three-step curation process: in-
struction drafting, instruction verification, and reg-
ular expression design. This systematic approach
ensures a comprehensive and rigorous evaluation

framework. The curation process is conducted en-
tirely by human experts, with six individuals draft-
ing the initial instructions, two separate experts
verifying the drafted instructions, and another two
specialists designing the corresponding regular ex-
pressions for each instruction.

4 Experiments

To validate the efficacy of the FollowEval bench-
mark in evaluating the instruction-following capa-
bilities of LLMs, we have conducted comprehen-
sive experiments utilizing the FollowEval bench-
mark. In this section, we offer a comprehensive
overview of the experimental setup. This is fol-
lowed by a thorough presentation and analysis of
the experimental results, providing a deep under-
standing of the LLMSs’ performance in following
instructions.

4.1 Experimental Settings
4.1.1 Evaluated Models

We evaluate a variety of representative LLMs on
the FollowEval benchmark. These LLMs encom-
pass both open-source and proprietary models, and
have demonstrated remarkable performance across
diverse benchmarks. A brief overview of the evalu-
ated LLMs is provided below:

* GPT-4 (OpenAl, 2023) represents the most
advanced LLM in the GPT series. This model



Model Chinese Samples English Samples

ACC-1 ACC-2 ACC-3 ACC-1 ACC-2 ACC-3 AVG
Human 1.000
GPT-4 0.83 0.82 0.78 0.74 0.73 0.75 0.775
GPT-3.5-Turbo 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.66 0.62 0.70 0.650
Qwen-14B-Chat 0.62 0.62 0.61 0.44 0.44 0.42 0.525
Qwen-7B-Chat 0.54 0.57 0.53 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.448
Baichuan-2-13B-Chat 0.42 0.43 0.45 0.38 0.39 0.39 0.408
Baichuan-13B-Chat 0.40 0.47 0.41 0.27 0.30 0.29 0.357
ChatGLM3-6B 0.38 0.39 0.36 0.35 0.32 0.32 0.353
InternLM-7B-Chat 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.36 0.41 0.34 0.345
Baichuan-2-7B-Chat 0.35 0.38 0.34 0.30 0.32 0.33 0.337
ChatGLM2-6B 0.34 0.32 0.30 0.27 0.24 0.26 0.288
LLaMA-2-13B-Chat 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.25 0.28 0.27 0.263
LLaMA-2-7B-Chat 0.16 0.16 0.14 0.17 0.18 0.20 0.168
AquilaChat2-7B 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.07 0.11 0.09 0.117

Table 3: Performance on the FollowEval benchmark by the evaluated LLMs and human evaluators. ACC-i represents
the accuracy of the ¢-th run on the FollowEval benchmark, while AVG denotes the mean accuracy derived from

three separate runs.

has been fine-tuned through reinforcement
learning from human feedback (RLHF) (Sti-
ennon et al., 2020; Ouyang et al., 2022) to
generate responses that align with human pref-
erence and values. The superior performance
of GPT-4 is demonstrated by its state-of-the-
art performance across a diverse range of tasks
and benchmarks, thereby solidifying its posi-
tion as the most proficient general LLM cur-
rently available.

* GPT-3.5-Turbo' is the most capable variant
in the GPT-3.5 models and has been specif-
ically optimized for conversational applica-
tions. This model has also been fine-tuned
through RLHF, enabling it to follow to a vari-
ety of user instructions and generate detailed
responses.

* ChatGLM-6B series represents the evolu-
tion of the open-source, bilingual (Chinese-
English) conversational models with approxi-
mately 6 billion parameters. Our experiments
involve both the second and third iterations
of this series, namely ChatGLM2-6B? and
ChatGLM3-6B.? These iterations incorporate
several key enhancements over their prede-

"https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/
gpt-3-5

2https://huggingface.co/THUDM/chatg1m2—6b
Shttps://huggingface.co/THUDM/chatglm3-6b

cessor, such as stronger performance, longer
context, and more open license.

Qwen-Chat series (Bai et al., 2023) com-
prises two open-source models, Qwen-7B-
Chat* and Qwen-14B-Chat’, with parameter
counts of 7 billion and 14 billion, respectively.
These models have been pretrained on up to
3 trillion tokens of multilingual data, with a
particular emphasis on Chinese and English.
Following pretraining, an alignment technique
was employed during fine-tuning to ensure
that the responses generated by these models
align with human preferences.

Baichuan-Chat series consists of three
open-source variants: Baichuan-13B-Chat®,
Baichuan-2-7B-Chat’, and Baichuan-2-13B-
Chat3, containing 13 billion, 7 billion, and
13 billion parameters, respectively. The
Baichuan-13B-Chat model is pretrained on
a corpus of 1.4 trillion tokens, while the
Baichuan-2-7B-Chat and Baichuan-2-13B-
Chat models are pretrained on a more exten-

4https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen—7B—Chat

5https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen—14B—Chat

6https://huggingface.co/baichuan—inc/
Baichuan-13B-Chat

7https://huggingface.co/baichuan—inc/
Baichuan2-7B-Chat

8https://huggingface.co/baichuan—inc/
Baichuan2-13B-Chat
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sive corpus (Yang et al., 2023), comprising 2.6
trillion tokens. Similar to the aforementioned
LLMs the models in the Baichuan-Chat series
have been finetuned for human alignment.

« InternLM-7B-Chat’ model, tailored for prac-
tical applications, possesses 7 billion parame-
ters. It has undergone pretraining on trillions
of tokens. Additionally, it supports a maxi-
mum context window size of 8k, which fa-
cilitates longer input and stronger reasoning
capacities.

* LLaMA-2-Chat series constitutes a collec-
tion of open-source models with parameter
counts ranging from 7 billion to 70 billion
(Touvron et al., 2023). These models have
been trained on 2 trillion tokens of data and
subsequently fine-tuned through RLHF to
align with human preferences. We evaluate
two models from this series: LLaMA-2-7B-
Chat!'? with 7 billion parameters and LLaMA-
2-13B-Chat!! with 13 billion parameters, uti-
lizing the FollowEval benchmark.

* AquilaChat2-7B'? is an open-source chat
model from the AquilaChat2 series that en-
compasses 7 billion parameters. It has been
trained through instruction tuning to enhance
its interaction with humans.

Given that nucleus sampling (Holtzman et al.,
2020) and top-k sampling (Fan et al., 2018; Holtz-
man et al., 2018; Radford et al., 2019), which sam-
ple tokens from a truncated probability distribution
at each timestep, are commonly adopted decoding
strategies for LLMs, the LLMs can generate differ-
ent responses even for identical input. Therefore,
to mitigate the randomness in the LLMs’ responses
and enhance the reliability of the experimental re-
sults, each model is evaluated three times on the
FollowEval benchmark.

In addition to the LLMs we evaluate, to estab-
lish a strong human baseline, we also recruit three
individuals with diverse cultural and educational
backgrounds and use the FollowEval benchmark to
test these individuals in a simulated examination.

9https://huggingface.co/internlm/internlm—7b
10https://huggingface.co/meta—llama/
Llama-2-7b-chat-hf
"https://huggingface.co/meta-1lama/
Llama-2-13b-chat-hf
Zhttps://huggingface.co/BAAI/AquilaChat2-7B

4.1.2 Evaluation Metrics

For the FollowEval benchmark, accuracy is em-
ployed as the evaluation metric. This metric quan-
tifies the proportion of test instances that are cor-
rectly responded to by the LLMs. To determine
the correctness of the responses, we manually de-
sign rules for each test example. For instance, in a
test instance with strict response constraints, such
as “#a>b, b>c, iHa>cl, HERZ
IERA R R, AN E o L RE AT S
HA=FFF (f ‘a’ is greater than ‘b’, and ‘b’ is
greater than ‘c’, then is it correct to say that ‘a’
is greater than ‘c’? Please respond with ‘correct’
or ‘incorrect’ directly, without including any an-
alytical process or extra characters)”’, the LLMs
should generate either “1ET (correct)” or “f 1%
(incorrect)”, excluding any other text. If the LLMs’
responses do not match “IEf (correct)” or “%&
¥ (incorrect)”, they are deemed incorrect. On the
other hand, in a test instance with less rigorous

. e ==
response constraints, such as “/N5 B WZEE

FR, At EENGAB, 3F RN &R EX
WE? (Xiaofang likes both Li Hua and Wang Gang,
but she prefers Zhao Ming. So, who is Xiaofang’s
favorite?)”, the LLMs’ responses are considered
correct if they include “Z=%¢ (Li Hua)”, “T NI
(Wang Gang)”, or “#XBH (Zhao Ming)”.

4.2 Experimental Results

The experimental results of various LLMs on the
FollowEval benchmark are presented in Table 3.
These results reveal that humans achieve a flawless
accuracy rate of 100% on the FollowEval bench-
mark, underscoring their impeccable ability to ad-
here to the instructions of this benchmark. In com-
parison, GPT-4, despite being the top-performing
model among the large LLMs we tested, falls short
of matching human performance. Furthermore,
the proprietary models evaluated (GPT-4 and GPT-
3.5-Turbo) exhibited superior instruction-following
ability compared to their open-source counterparts.
Moreover, a clear trend emerges within the same se-
ries of LLMs: those with a higher parameter count
typically outperform their counterparts with fewer
parameters on the FollowEval benchmark. This
suggests a positive correlation between the size of
the model and its performance on the FollowEval
benchmark.
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce FollowEval, a new
benchmark for evaluating the instruction-following
capabilities of LLMs in both English and Chi-
nese. FollowEval comprises 200 manually curated
test instances designed to assess LLMs across di-
verse dimensions of instruction-following, includ-
ing string manipulation, commonsense reasoning,
logical reasoning, spatial reasoning, and adherence
to response constraints. Each test instance incorpo-
rates multiple essential elements that must be ade-
quately addressed for a fully correct response. To
facilitate automatic evaluation, handcrafted rules
are provided for each example. Comprehensive
experiments demonstrate a substantial gap between
LLMs and human performance on FollowEval, un-
derscoring areas requiring further advancement.
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