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Abstract

Factual inconsistency with source documents in automatically generated summaries
can lead to misinformation or pose risks. Existing factual consistency(FC) metrics
are constrained by their performance, efficiency, and explainability. Recent ad-
vances in Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable potential
in text evaluation but their effectiveness in assessing FC in summarisation remains
underexplored. Prior research has mostly focused on proprietary LLMs, leaving
essential factors that affect their assessment capabilities unexplored. Additionally,
current FC evaluation benchmarks are restricted to news articles, casting doubt on
the generality of the FC methods tested on them. In this paper, we first address the
gap by introducing TreatFact—a dataset of LLM-generated summaries of clinical
texts, annotated for FC by domain experts. Moreover, we benchmark 11 LLMs
for FC evaluation across news and clinical domains and analyse the impact of
model size, prompts, pre-training and fine-tuning data. Our findings reveal that
despite proprietary models prevailing on the task, open-source LLMs lag behind.
Nevertheless, there is potential for enhancing the performance of open-source
LLMs through increasing model size, expanding pre-training data, and developing
well-curated fine-tuning data. Experiments on TreatFact suggest that both previous
methods and LL.M-based evaluators are unable to capture factual inconsistencies
in clinical summaries, posing a new challenge for FC evaluation.

Keywords: Text summarisation, Factual consistency, Large language model,
Medical document summarisation

Email addresses: zheheng.luo@manchester.com (Zheheng Luo),
giangian.xie@manchester.com (Qiangian Xie), sophia.ananiadou@manchester.com (Sophia
Ananiadou)

Preprint submitted to Expert Systems with Applications February 22, 2024



1. Introduction

When assessing the quality of text summarisation models, it is vital to check
their output not only for grammar, fluency, and key information coverage but also
for factual consistency (FC), i.e. the avoidance of details that are not contained
within, or which cannot be logically derived from, the original document|Lewis et al.
(2019); |Zhang et al.| (2020a). To encourage better FC in summarisation, a number
of automated evaluation methods has been developed including natural language
inference(NLI) based methods FactCC Kryscinski et al. (2020) and SummaC|Laban
et al. (2022) as well as question-answering(QA) based approaches FEQA Wang
et al.| (2020), QuestEval |Scialom et al.| (2021)), and QAFactEval [Fabbri et al.
(2021b)). The QA-based methods usually consist of multi-model pipelines, whose
potential for error propagation can question their reliability. In addition, many of
these approaches focus on entities or noun phrases in the summary or document,
being unable to detect inter-sentence and document-level inconsistency (Goyal and
Durrett (2020). Furthermore, most existing methods provide predictions that are
limited to binary labels or float scores, which lack transparency and prevent users
from better understanding the outcomes. Recent research has demonstrated that
large language models (LLMs) can act as effective evaluators of automatically-
generated translations (Kocmi and Federmann, [2023a) and summaries (Wang et al.,
2023). Moreover, LLMs have displayed a strong ability to verify the factuality of
claims given reference materials Min et al.| (2023)), a task akin to FC assessment
in summarisation. Studies Wei et al. (2022)); Kojima et al.| (2022) also found
that LLMs, when prompted with certain instructions, can generate step-by-step
reasoning that leads to a final answer, thereby enhancing both performance and
explainability.

However, existing studies have mostly concentrated on proprietary LLMs Wang
et al. (2023)). This focus presents multiple impediments to a comprehensive anal-
ysis of LLMs in examining the FC in summarisation. Firstly, the lack of clarity
about the models’ sizes and architectures impedes examinations of the impacts of
scaling model parameters or ensemble mechanisms like Mix-of-Experts; Secondly,
the absence of detailed information about the data used for training these models
obscures insights into their impacts and potential bias. The investigation for FC
evaluation is further constrained by two limitations of the existing FC benchmark.
Primarily, these benchmarks Tang et al.| (2022); Laban et al. (2022)) usually feature
summaries generated by non-LLM methods and the effectiveness of FC metrics
that perform well on such summaries is not assured when applied to those gener-
ated by LLMs. |Goyal et al.| (2022a)) found human evaluators displayed a clear



preference for summaries generated by GPT-3 Ouyang et al.|(2022) over those by
previous SOTA models, whereas leading FC metrics like SummaC and QAFactEval
indicate the contrary. Additionally, the existing FC evaluation dataset Pagnoni
et al. (2021)); Fabbr1 et al.|(2021a), generally focus on two news article datasets
CNNDM Hermann et al.| (2015) and XSUMNarayan et al. (2018). Nonetheless,
documents in other domains exhibit markedly different characteristics, such as
specialised terminology and complex linguistic structures. Accordingly, assessing
the FC evaluation performance of LLMs on the news-based benchmarks may not
reflect their capabilities in assessing summaries from a broader range of domains.

To address the aforementioned challenges, we first propose TreatFac a pio-
neering dataset comprised of 170 summaries of clinical research abstracts generated
by LLMs. These summaries are annotated by medical experts follow a compre-
hensive and multi-faceted protocol that captures critical factors such as the studied
population, and interventions, as well as the strength and direction of the study’s
conclusions. TreatFact aims to complement current FC benchmarks, by open-
ing up new opportunities to explore how FC evaluation metrics can perform on
LLM-generated summaries in the clinical domain. Moreover, we comprehensively
investigate the application of LLMs in assessing FC of summaries across both
news and clinical domains. Our assessment encompasses 11 LLMs from four
model families, analysing the impact of key variables including model size, prompt
methods, pre-train data, and fine-tuning data. These models are further compared
against SOTA FC evaluation methods. Our findings on the existing benchmark
indicate that, although proprietary models demonstrate superior performance over
existing methods, open-source LLMs lag behind. Scaling up model size and
pre-training data contribute to better performance, whereas prompting strategies
like Chain-of-Thought and few-shot do not bring enhancement. Furthermore, we
find that well-crafted fine-tuning data is essential for improving LLMs on FC
evaluation. Empirical results on TreatFact illustrate that all examined methods
struggle to identify factual inconsistency in LLM-generated clinical summaries
and proprietary LLMs exhibit an inclination to overestimate the consistency of
summaries in TreatFact. Consequently, TreatFact presents a challenging task for
future endeavours in FC evaluation.

Our contributions can be summarised as follows: 1) We have developed Treat-
Fact, the first FC evaluation dataset consisting of LLM-generated clinical sum-
maries which are annotated by medical experts following a comprehensive protocol.

Pending acceptance of our work, we plan to make it available for research purposes



2) We have conducted the first systematic study into the use of LLMs across two
domains. Our findings provide insights into the advantages and limitations of using
LLMs for FC evaluation. 3) We find current FC evaluation methods struggle with
detecting factual inconsistencies in summaries in TreatFact, demonstrating the
challenge in assessing the FC of LLM-generated clinical summaries.

2. Related Work

Factual consistency evaluation in text summarisation. Existing FC evaluation
methods approach the problem in a number of different ways. Previous studies
tried to determine the level of consistency by comparing the overlap between
either entities Nan et al.|(2021) or relation tuples |Goodrich et al.| (2019) extracted
from automatically generated and ground truth summaries Others frame FC as an
NLI task, whose aim is to determine whether a hypothesis (i.e., a summary) is
entailed by a premise (i.e., the source document) Falke et al. (2019); Mishra et al.
(2021). QA-based approaches (e.g, FEQA |Durmus et al.| (2020a), QAGS |Wang
et al. (2020), and QuestEval [Scialom et al.| (2021))) automatically generate a set
of questions and compare the answers obtained from the summary and the source
document as a means to evaluate the FC.

LLMs as generated text evaluators. Kocmi and Federmann (2023b) discovered
that ChatGPT |OpenAl| (2022) and GPT4 OpenAl (2023) exhibit high accuracy
in assessing the quality of translations. Wang et al. (2023) demonstrate that
ChatGPT achieves better correlation with human evaluators than existing metrics
on evaluating summaries. Min et al.| (2023) shows that LlamaTouvron et al.| (2023al)
of 7 billion(7B) parameters is able to evaluate the factuality of generated text.

FC evaluation datasets. Most datasets annotated for evaluating FC metrics
focus on news summaries generated by non-LLM approaches such as the six
datasets in the prevalent benchmark Summac Laban et al.| (2022). Goyal et al.
(2022b) conducted a comparative analysis of news summaries generated by GPT-3,
alongside other models such as TO and BRIO. Zhang et al. (2023b) benchmarked
LLMs also for news summarisation and found that human evaluators judged LMM
summaries to be on par with human written ones.

3. TreatFact

Compared to general texts like news or dialogue, domain-specific documents
(e.g., research papers) exhibit drastically different characteristics, e.g., usage of
scientific jargon Plavén-Sigray et al.|(2017), complex language structures Friedman



et al.[(2002), and a high degree of abstractiveness (Goyal et al.|(2022a), all of which
could constitute significant challenges for FC evaluation of their summaries. While
existing studies |Goyal et al.| (2022a)); [Zhang et al.| (2023b) have furnished LLM
summaries, their scope remains confined to the news domain. Notably, there is
currently no dataset encompassing LLM-generated domain-specific summaries. To
fill this gap, we introduce a novel dataset, TreatFact, consisting of 170 abstracts of
clinical studies concerning treatments and their summaries generated by ChatGPT
and Vicuna 1.1 13BE], accompanied with detailed FC annotations by Evidence-
Based Medicine (EBM) experts. Compared to the existing benchmark, TreatFact
constitutes a challenging benchmark to explore how FC evaluation metrics can be
extended to assess LLM-generated clinical summaries.

3.1. Data collection and Annotation

The human assessment of the summaries in TreatFact is guided by a com-
prehensive protocol, which focuses on three types of information that feature in
the majority of these abstracts, i.e., (1) PICO (Patient/Population, Intervention,
Comparison, Outcomes) Schardt et al. (2007) for framing clinical questions, (ii)
direction of results i.e., whether the treatment has a positive or negative effect, or
neither and (iii) strength of the claim i.e., the certainty made about the conclusion.

Four EBM experts with Ph.D.s in the biomedical domains and rich experience
in clinical research participated in this study. They first identify 85 abstracts
from PubMed, which report on the effects of treatment interventions in a specific
patient population and assess the generated summaries according to their FC
with the original abstracts in terms of the three types of information introduced
above. They were also asked to identify any other types of inconsistencies in
the summary, elaborate why the part is inconsistent, and assign an overall FC
score for the summary, on a scale of 0 to 3. The full protocol can be found in
Appendix Detailed information about the criteria of data collection,
inter-annotator agreement, and statistics of TreatFact can be found in Appendix

3.2. Data Analysis

Figure|[I|depicts the FC ratios for each expert-evaluated aspect of the summaries,
revealing considerable discrepancies between consistency levels of different aspects.
The summaries generated by both LLMs exhibit strong consistency with the

Zhttps://1msys.org/blog/2023-03-30-vicuna/
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source abstract in terms of Population, Outcomes, Intervention, but struggle with
Comparison and Strength. These results highlight the difficulties faced in ensuring
the multifaceted FC of summaries in the clinical domain and also provide valuable
insights to guide future work into improving the quality of summaries.
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Figure 1: Ratio of Consistency per aspect.

We further aggregate the fact score into binary consistency labels by labelling
summaries with 3 points as consistent and others as inconsistent and illustrate the
distribution of the binary consistency label in Table[I] broken down by the LLM
used to generate them. The results show both LLMs struggle to produce fully
fact-consistent clinical summaries. Only half of the ChatGPT-generated summaries
are deemed as consistent while more than 60 per cent of summaries from Vicuna
are inconsistent.

Models | Consistent Inconsistent
ChatGPT 43 42
Vicuna 32 53
Total 75 95

Table 1: Number of consistent and inconsistent summaries in TreatFact

4. LLMs for Factual Consistency Evaluation

4.1. Task Overview

We cast FC evaluation as a binary classification task. Given a document D
and a generated summary s of the document, we prompt the LLMs to decide
whether s is consistent with D by labelling the responses of LLMs by “consistent”



or “inconsistent”. To conduct a comprehensive investigation of the elements that
affect the FC evaluating ability of LLMs, we selected a representative sample of
11 LLMs spanning four model families. In addition, we test the models in four
prompting and one fine-tuning setting. This combination allows us to scrutinize
the impact of individual variables on LLMs’ FC evaluation performance including
Size, Prompts, Pre-training data, and Fine-tuning data, ensuring a granular
understanding of how each factor contributes to the overall effectiveness of LLMs
in FC evaluation tasks.

4.2. Evaluation Benchmark

We evaluate the models on AGGREFACT (Tang et al., 2022) and TreatFact
introduced in Sec Bl AGGREFACT consists of 9 FC evaluation datasets stan-
dardised into a binary FC classification format. All documents in AGGREFACT
are news articles from two origins, CNNDM and XSUM, accompanied by their
generated summaries and FC annotations by human annotators. [Tang et al.| (2022])
further split the summaries by the advancement of their generated models. The
three categories are FTSOTA, EXFORMER, and OLD. FTSOTA includes previous
SOTA fine-tuned summarisation models such as PEGASUS Zhang et al.| (2020b),
and TS5 [Raffel et al.| (2019), EXFORMER consists of model like GPT2 |[Radford
et al. (2019) and BERTSUM [Liu and Lapatal (2019), and OLD contains mod-
els such as Pointer-Generator |See et al.| (2017) and BottomUP Gehrmann et al.
(2018). The statistics are shown in the tablg2] We follow [Tang et al.| (2022) by split
AGGREGATE into six subsets by the two origins and the three levels of model
advancements.

4.3. Examined Large Language Models

Proprietary Models including ChatGPT OpenAl| (2022) and GPT4 OpenAl| (2023))
from OpenAl are selected for their dominating performance over other models. We
choose these two models to gauge the current pinnacle of performance achievable
by LLMs in this task.

Llama and Llama 2 Touvron et al.| (2023b) is a series of language models that
differ in size and the scale of pre-training data. Llama 2 is pre-trained with 0.4
trillion more tokens than Llama and comes with a variant Llama 2-Chat that is
fine-tuned to provide helpful and harmless responses. We take the 7B, 13B, and
70B versions of Llama 2-Chat for prompt settings as well as Llama 7B and Llama
2 7B, 13B for the fine-tuning setting. The variance in training data and model size
within the Llama family allows us to examine the impact of these factors on LLMs’
FC evaluation capability.



Vicuna is a series of Llama-based models fine-tuned on conversational data from
ShareGPT. We selected four Vicuna models with sizes from 7B to 13B and two
versions 1.3, and 1.5. The two versions share the same fine-tuning data but 1.5 is
trained on Llama 2 while 1.3 is trained on Llama. This selection of Vicuna models
allows for an analysis of the interplay between model size and fine-tuning data, as
well as a comparative evaluation against the Llama 2-Chat models.

Orca 2 Mitra et al.| (2023)) is another suite of fine-tuned Llama 2 models. Its
training instances contain task-solving prompts paired with solutions created by
optimal reasoning strategies for each problem, including direct-answer and step-
by-step explanations. Orca 2 surpasses Llama 2-Chat of the same sizes on multiple
reasoning and language understanding benchmarks. We select the 7B and 13B
versions of Orca 2 to further investigate the influence of fine-tuning data.

4.4. Settings

Zero-Shot. We compare two different zero-shot prompts. The first directly asks
the LLM to answer yes or no to the question of whether the summary is consistent
with the document.

Determine whether the provided summary is consistent with the corresponding document.
Consistency in this context implies that all information presented in the claim is substanti-
ated by the document. If not, it should be considered inconsistent.

Document: [Document]

Summary: [Summary]

Please assess the summary’s consistency with the document by responding with either ”yes”
or ’no”.

Answer:

J

The second is based on the Chain-of-Thought (CoT) principle |Kojima et al.
(2022), which aims to encourage a step-by-step reasoning process as such prompts
have been proven to be effective for several reasoning tasks.

Determine whether the provided summary is consistent with the corresponding document.
Consistency in this context implies that all information presented in the claim is substanti-
ated by the document. If not, it should be considered inconsistent.

Document: [Document]

Summary: [Summary]

Explain your reasoning step by step and conclude your response with a definitive yes” or
’no,” presented in the format of “’therefore, the answer is yes/no.”

Answer:




The zero-shot CoT prompt varies from the zero-shot prompt by adding the text
shown in red.
Few-Shot. To examine the effect of demonstrations on LLMs, we composed
few-shot prompts with examples from the validation set of AGGREFACT [Tang
et al. (2022). Due to the model’s limited input length, we randomly selected only
two instances, one consistent document-summary pair and one inconsistent pair,
respectively from both the CNNDM and XSUM origins. With these examples, we
created few-shot and few-shot CoT Wei et al.| (2022) demonstrations, resulting in
four distinct few-shot prompts. We manually wrote the reasoning step for the CoT
ones and the templates can be found in Appendix During inference,
the tested instance is appended to the prompt based on its origin.
NLI-Finetune. With NLI data proven to be effective in training FC evaluating
models |Laban et al.[(2022), we also explore whether these corpora can improve
LLMs’ performance on FC evaluation. We take on DocNLI |Yin et al.|(2021)), a
large-scale document-level NLI dataset, to fine-tune Llama 7B, Llama 2 7B and
13B to examine the effect. The models are trained to assess the consistency by
predicting ”Yes” or "No”.

4.5. Existing Methods

We compare the performance of LLMs with the methods that achieve the
SOTA performance on AGGREFACT: 1) DAE (Goyal and Durrett, [2020) is a
parser-based model that assesses whether dependency arcs in the summary are
supported by the source document. 2) SummaC (Laban et al., 2022) builds an NLI
matrix by splitting the document and summary into sentences and then predicting
an FC score by aggregating the score of each sentence pair in the matrix. SummaC
comes with a zero-shot Version SummaC,, and a trained version SummacC.,,. 3)
QuestEval (Scialom et al.,|2021) is an approach assembled by question-generation,
question-answering(QA), and answer comparison. It estimates the FC score by
comparing the answers from summaries and documents. 4) QAFactEval (Fabbri
et al., 2022) is also a QA-based metric which consists of empirically selected
components that optimised its performance on the SummaC benchmark.
Evaluation Metric. Due to the imbalanced distribution of positive and negative
samples in the test sets, we use the balanced accuracy (Brodersen et al., 2010),
considering both sensitivity, i.e., the recall of true positives, and specificity, i.e.,
the recall of true negatives.



Source Valid Test % Consistent

OLD 2297 2166 73.1
CNNDM EXFORMER 275 375 79.2
FTSOTA 634 634 89.8
OLD 500 430 6.7
XSUM EXFORMER 500 423 7.3
FTSOTA 777 558 51.1

Table 2: Statistics of datasets in AGGREFACT Benchmark. %Consistent represents the positive
samples in the respective test subset.

AGGREFACT Benchmark
Methods Setting CNNDM XSUM Overall
OLD EXF SOTA Origin OLD EXF SOTA Origin

Baseline 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
Vicuna 1.3-7B 48.4 49.9 49.4 48.8 479 49.0 443 46.8 48.2
Vicuna-1.5-7B 54.6 49.1 53.8 53.8 49.6 57.7 50.2 522 533
Llama 2-Chat-7B 512 49.8 523 512 46.1 50.1 49.4 48.6 50.4
Orca 2-7B 49.8 42.2 514 49.1 549 51.1 50.6 52.1 50.1
Vicuna 1.3-13B ZeroShot 47.2 41.9 56.8 483 49.4 46.7 49.6 48.6 484
Vicuna-1.5-13B 583 49.7 59.8 575 53.0 50.5 49.0 50.7 554
Llama 2-Chat-13B 52.6 583 49.0 52.6 49.5 55.1 50.0 514 522
Orca 2-13B 519 49.5 52.7 51.8 48.9 535 48.3 50.0 51.2
Llama 2-Chat-70B 56.0 49.9 58.9 55.8 53.6 52.1 49.6 51.6 54.4
Vicuna 1.3-7B 48.2 48.7 503 48.7 443 44.6 47.5 45.6 47.7
Vicuna-1.5-7B 50.6 50.0 50.0 50.4 45.2 47.0 50.0 47.7 49.6
Llama 2-Chat-7B 50.9 50.0 50.9 50.8 47.5 48.5 49.9 48.7 50.2
Orca 2-7B 52.6 484 52.6 52.1 47.5 52.8 50.7 50.3 515
Vicuna 1.3-13B ZSCoT 48.1 545 47.5 48.8 47.5 454 47.8 47.0 48.2
Vicuna 1.5-13B 55.8 49.6 56.8 553 54.0 49.9 50.5 514 54.1
Llama 2-Chat-13B 51.6 514 47.1 50.7 46.7 57.7 46.4 49.9 50.5
Orca 2-13B 52.8 545 58.0 54.0 511 555 50.4 52.1 534
Llama 2-Chat-70B 54.6 50.7 55.1 54.2 532 48.6 49.6 50.4 53.0
Llama-7B 59.9 60.6 585 59.7 474 49.8 46.9 479 56.0
Llama 2-7B NLI-FT 66.0 68.1 51.7 63.7 50.3 55.1 53.1 529 60.3
Llama 2-13B 66.6 69.7 51.6 64.2 52.5 56.5 53.6 54.1 61.1
DAE 67.5 63.8 633 66.3 - - 66.8 - -
QuestEval 59.6 539 54.1 58.0 519 56.2 579 55.6 572
SummaCyg 65.3 61.5 60.7 64.0 553 573 56.6 56.4 61.6
SummaCcgpy 73.7 56.1 62.1 69.5 532 49.6 523 51.8 63.9
QAFactEval 73.6 65.3 57.3 69.6 53.8 53.5 63.7 57.6 65.9
ChatGPT ZeroShot 78.4 67.1 54.4 72.7 532 58.0 69.0 60.9 69.0
ChatGPT ZSCoT 732 66.7 573 69.5 524 56.7 68.4 60.0 66.6
ChatGPT FewShot 79.1 69.9 61.6 74.8 67.2 67.1 61.8 65.0 71.8
ChatGPT FSCoT 734 59.9 524 68.0 63.2 68.3 63.3 64.8 67.0
GPT-4 ZeroShot 76.6 69.3 61.7 73.0 62.0 69.7 75.9 69.8 72.0
GPT-4 ZSCoT 81.8 74.0 67.8 78.3 543 65.5 78.7 67.3 74.9
GPT-4 FewShot 72.7 67.7 60.1 69.8 61.4 72.0 70.1 68.0 69.2
GPT-4 FSCoT 74.8 67.9 62.8 71.8 60.3 68.3 74.9 68.5 70.7

Table 3: Balanced accuracy results of FC evaluation models on the AGGREFACT test set. Baseline
results are calculated from the scores provided by Tang et al.|(2022)). EXF and SOTA stand for the
EXFORMER and FTSOTA splits. DAE’s results on XSUM except the FTSOTA split are excluded
as it is trained on OLD and EXFORMER summaries from XSUM. ZSCoT, FSCoT, and NLI-FT
represent zero-shot Chain-of-Thought, few-shot Chain-of-Thought, and NLI-Finetune respectively.
Baseline is set to predict all instances as consistent.
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5. Experiments

We present the results in accordance with the splits introduced in Section4.2]
along with the weighted averages across the origins and the entire benchmark
proportionate to the number of instances in each subset. With the intention for
a fair comparison, we determine the optimal threshold for the existing methods
over the whole validation set of AGGREFACT and test each split using the same
threshold to ensure the results are split and document-origin agnostic. We also
adopt the same threshold for testing on TreatFact. More details on implementation

can be found in Appendix
5.1. Results on AGGREFACT

Overall performance. Compared to existing methods, two proprietary models
show superior performance. Specifically, GPT-4 achieves the highest balanced
accuracy across five splits and ChatGPT performs best on the XSUM OLD sub-
set. Moreover, when prompted by CoT instructions, GPT models can produce an
explicit reasoning process over the evaluation, showing better explainability than
existing methods. Nevertheless, it’s important to note that even the best-performing
GPT-4 with zero-shot CoT achieves only approximately 75% balanced accuracy
overall, still far from satisfactory. In contrast, all open-source LLMs show un-
satisfying performance. Llama 2-Chat 70B, which is reported to rival ChatGPT
on helpfulness and factuality, slightly surpasses the baseline by 4%. Similarly,
Orca 2 13B, a model claiming comparable performance to ChatGPT on the mul-
tiple reasoning benchmarks, does not exceed a 54% overall score. In addition,
we further observed several issues upon manual review of the LLMs’ outputs:
Self-Contradiction: models offer contradictory conclusions in a single response.
Misinterpretation of Consistency: models show difficulty in understanding the
concept of “consistency”. Distraction: models generate content that is irrelevant to
the task. Examples of the above issues are shown in Appendix These
findings collectively suggest that FC evaluation, as a task that requires language
understanding and reasoning over long contexts, remains challenging for LLMs.

Results by origins and model advancement. Consistent with the patterns identi-
fied by Tang et al.|(2022), we observe that models typically excel on summaries
generated by OLD models within the CNNDM dataset compared to those produced
by FTSOTA ones. However, in XSUM, this trend is reversed as the balanced
accuracy of the FTSOTA subset is generally higher than the other two splits. Thus,
instead of recommending evaluating FC metrics on the FTSOTA split Tang et al.
(2022)), we contend that evaluating FC evaluation metrics over across all splits
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might offer a more comprehensive measure for gauging their effectiveness. More-
over, the results also show that models generally perform better on CNNDM than
XSUM. This discrepancy can be attributed to the varying levels of extractiveness
between the origins, as Durmus et al. (2020b)) highlighted. Summaries in CNNDM
tend to be more extractive, repeating verbatim from source documents, while
summaries in XSUM are more abstractive, involving more paraphrasing. This
difference pushes the models trained on XSUM to produce summaries with more
abstractive paraphrases, complicating the assessment of the consistency of the
generated summaries. Therefore, the relatively better performance on CNNDM
might stem from the tested methods’ reliance on lexical features to determine the
consistency between documents and summaries.

Impact of prompts is mixed. The effects of different prompts on model perfor-
mance are inconclusive. For Llama 2-Chat and Orca 2, the two series are fine-tuned
to answer with step-wise responses, adding CoT does not affect its output signifi-
cantly. For Vicuna, CoT mostly impairs its performance. Meanwhile, CoT affects
GPTs differently depending on the subset. Notably, in the zero-shot setting, CoT
improves GPT-4 on the CNNDM origin but negatively affects its performance
on XSUM. Additionally, CoT improves GPT-4 but brings down ChatGPT on
CNNDM in few-shot settings. These findings suggest that CoT could not stably
improve LLLMs’ FC evaluating ability as it is reported prone to incur incorrect
intermediate steps Wei et al.| (2022) and the errors can accumulate to bring down
performance |[Zhang et al.|(2023a). We also found that few-shot prompts mostly
degrade the model’s performance over zero-shot ones, except for ChatGPT. (see
few-shot results of open-source LLMs in Appendix [F7). Several factors may
contribute to this phenomenon. First, it is possible that the fine-tuned models have
limited exposure to lengthy instructions containing examples akin to our few-shot
settings, rendering them unable to learn from the examples. Second, the issue
might stem from the constrained diversity of our examples as we only put two
in the demonstrations. Thus, the few-shot prompts may not adequately represent
the spectrum of potential FC errors Tang et al.| (2022). Consequently, rather than
providing guidance, the examples may inadvertently confine LLMs’ reasoning over
FC.

Increasing model size and pre-train data help. By comparing models from the
same series in the same setting but of varying sizes, we in general observed an
improvement in performance with increased model size across subsets. However,
the benefit from scaling up might be limited as Llama 2-Chat 70B only surpasses
its 7B counterpart by 2.8% overall balanced accuracy in zero-shot CoT setting.
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Regarding the effect of pre-train data, we compare the 1.3 version Vicuna against
the 1.5 ones as well as Llama-7B and Llama 2-7B fine-tuned with NLI data. The
gap between Vicuna 1.3 and 1.5 ranges from nearly 2 per cent (7B size in zero-
shot CoT) to 7 per cent (13B size in zero-shot) and it widens clearly with model
parameters scaling up. Similarly, we notice a nearly 4% overall accuracy difference
between the fine-tuned Llama 7B and Llama 2-7B. The observation indicates
scaling up pre-training data can boost the FC ability of their downstream fine-tuned
models and the impact might strengthen with the model size increasing.
Fine-tuning significantly affects performance. Through comparative analysis
of models fine-tuned with various data, we have discovered that the development
of fine-tuning data is a critical factor influencing the efficacy of LLMs when
functioning as FC evaluators. For instance, despite both being fine-tuned from the
same base model, Vicuna 1.5 in general outperforms Llama 2-Chat in size of 7B
and 13B, with the largest overall balanced accuracy gap exceeding 3%. Moreover,
fine-tuned Llama 2 models, which leverage the DocNLI dataset, surpass their Chat
versions by a substantial margin, nearly 10% in overall balanced accuracy. The
results highlight the essential role of carefully curated fine-tuning data, given its
clear impact and relatively lower cost compared to scaling up model size and
pre-train data. In contrast, Orca 2, despite being trained with meticulously crafted
fine-tuning data targeting language understanding and reasoning ability, performs
only comparably to Vicuna. This observation emphasizes the challenge of creating
optimal fine-tuning data to improve LLMs’ FC evaluating ability.

Additionally, though prevailing in open-source LLMs, Llama 2-13B fine-tuned
with NLI data still lags behind most of the existing methods. This shortcom-
ing may be attributable to the nature of DocNLI data, where the inconsistent
samples are mostly generated by heuristic augmentation including replacing the
original word, entity, and sentence in the summaries with pseudo-inconsistent
ones, which can only cover a subset of the inconsistency types in actual generated
summaries Pagnoni et al. (2021). Consequently, we emphasize the necessity of
developing more comprehensive fine-tuning data that aims to bolster LLMs’ ability
to understand and reason through long contexts, a critical step in developing more
effective LLM FC evaluators.

5.2. Results on TreatFact

We applied the best-performing methods on AGGREFACT, i.e., ChatGPT and
GPT-4 in zero-shot and zero-shot CoT settings as well as SummaCyg, SummaCecyy,
and QAFactEval to evaluate the FC of summaries in TreatFact. To examine if the
guideline of EBM experts could boost the FC ability of LLMs, we further craft
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the zero-shot Treat prompt(shown in Appendix [Appendix D)), which specifically
instructs the model to verify the PICO, direction, and strength of claims in the

summaries.

Table [ reports the overall balance accuracy as well as the results split by the
models used to generate the summaries. Despite the their performance of these
models on AGGREFACT, all methods failed to effectively detect the factual incon-
sistencies in TreatFact summaries. Most of the results are around the baseline of
50%. We contend the difficulty in detecting factual inconsistencies in clinical texts
may stem from the fact that minor alterations in wording during summarization
can evidently alter the meaning, a nuance that current models seem unable to
perceive. Upon conducting a manual examination of the outputs produced by both
ChatGPT and GPT-4, we observed their excessive confidence in LLM-generated
clinical summaries. Both models deemed nearly all summaries created by Chat-
GPT as consistent, yet classified fewer than 5 summaries generated by Vicuna
as inconsistent. Closer examinations reveal that GPTs render the summaries as
consistent even when crucial modifiers—such as the current condition of patients
under study—were omitted. Our findings suggest that existing methods and LLM-
based evaluators lack the capability to accurately assess factual consistency in
contexts requiring a higher degree of precision and granularity, such as in the
clinical field. This underscores the necessity for developing models capable of
performing fine-grained FC evaluations.

Metric Vicuna ChatGPT Overall
Baseline 50.0 50.0 50.0
SummaCyg 47.9 46.8 47.2
SummaCcopy 52.2 524 52.1
QAFactEval 51.3 48.9 514
ChatGPT-ZS 50.9 50 50.5
ChatGPT-ZS-Treat  51.9 50.0 51.0
GPT-4-ZS 50.9 51.2 51.0

GPT-4-ZS-Treat 53.8 50.0 52.1

Table 4: Balanced accuracy of each model examined on TreatFact. The baseline is set to predict all
instances as consistent.

6. Conclusion

This paper first fills the gap in current FC evaluation benchmarks by introducing
a novel dataset TreatFact consisting of LLM-generated summaries in the clinical
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domain. The factual consistency of the summaries is assessed by EBM experts
following a thorough protocol. Moreover, we provide a comprehensive evaluation
of leveraging LLMs to perform FC assessment of machine-generated summaries
across news and clinical domains and extensively explore the variables affecting the
LLM’s efficacy in this task. Our experimental results demonstrate that ChatGPT
and GPT-4 outperform existing FC evaluation methods. In contrast, open-source
LLMs struggle to compete with the majority of SOTA methods. Despite this, our
experimental insights suggest that scaling up model size and pre-train data as well
as developing high-quality fine-tuning data would improve the FC evaluation capa-
bilities of open-source LLMs. Furthermore, our experiments on TreatFact reveal
that neither LLM-based models nor previous QA/NLI methods can effectively
detect factual inconsistencies in LLM-generated clinical summaries. As such, we
suggest future work to place greater emphasis on evaluating summaries generated
by LLMs across a variety of domains in order to build more robust tools for factual
consistency assessment.
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Appendix A. Experimental details

Proprietary LLM-based experiments are conducted using OpenAI’s API service
of ChatGPT [ gpt-3.5-turbo) and GPT-4/{ GPT-4). Llamd’}, Vicund, Mistral’| and
MPTﬂ models are all from their huggingface repository. We use vilm |Kwon et al.
(2023)) and apply greedy decoding for all inferences. In addition, those instances
are refused by OpenAl API calls to answer due to their filter policy and those
inputs which are longer than the input length limit of the tested models are deemed
as incorrect directly as the models are unable to produce responses.

We only evaluated models that have at least 4096 input contexts for few-shot
settings. We process DocNLI data in the format of our zero-shot prompt and then
fine-tune the Llama models on it for 1 epoch.

Appendix B. Few Shot Prompt Template

Below is the template we used for the few-shot setting in our experiments. For
the vanilla few-shot setting, we place binary ”Yes”/”No” in the example answers.
For the few-shot Chain-of-Thought setting, the answers are replaced by a manually
written reasoning process and end with “Therefore, the answer is yes/no.”.

3https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/gpt-3-5
4https://platform.openai.com/docs/models/GPT-4
Shttps://huggingface.co/meta-1lama
Shttps://huggingface.co/lmsys
"https://huggingface.co/mistralai
8https://huggingface.co/mosaicml
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Determine whether the provided summary is consistent with the corresponding
document. Consistency in this context implies that all information presented in
the summary is substantiated by the document. If not, it should be considered
inconsistent.

Example 1

Document: [Example Document 1]

Summary: [Example Summary 1]

Answer: [Example ANSWERT1]

Example2

Document: [Example Document 2]

Summary: [Example Summary 2]

Answer: [Example Answer 2]

Following the format from the above examples, assess the consistency of the
provided summary with the document:

Document: [Test Document]

Summary: [Test Summary]

Answer:

Appendix B.1. Criteria of treatment article

Treatment articles are defined as ”Content pertains directly to an intervention
for therapy, prevention, rehabilitation, quality improvement, or continuing medical
education.” More information can be found at https://hiruweb.mcmaster.ca/
hkr/what-we-do/

Appendix C. Details in TreatFact

Appendix C.1. Inter Annotator Agreement

Seventy-eight summaries in TreatFact are annotated by two experts to calculate
the IAA, which is shown in Table To calculate the consistent ratio in Figure
for PICO, Strength of Claim, and Direction of Results. We only count an aspect
as consistent when both annotators agree. For example, if annotator A marks the
“Population” as consistent while annotator B marks it as inconsistent. We will
note it as inconsistent when calculating the consistency ratio. For the overall FC
Agreement, we evaluate whether the two annotators give the same summary full
factual consistency scores.

Appendix C.2. Statistics

The average numbers of words and sentences of documents and summaries in
TreatFact are shown in Table[C.6l
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Question Classes Agreement

Population 2 0.87
Intervention 2 0.94
Comparison 2 0.83
Outcomes 2 0.78
Strength of Claim 2 0.73
Direction of conclusion 2 0.79
Overall FC Agreement 2 0.55

Table C.5: Inter Annotator Agreement of TreatFact according to aspects evaluated.

Category Avg. len(words) Avg. len(sents)

Abstracts 388.44 14.7
Summarygpr 99.51 3.82
Summaryvic 98.86 3.91

Table C.6: Statistics of TreatmentFact. Avg. length(words) represents the average number of words
in the document category indicated (i.e., abstract or generated summary) and Avg. length(sents)
represents the average number of sentences.
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Appendix D. Zeroshot TreatFact protocol based prompt

Determine whether a provided summary is consistent with the corresponding clinical
document. Consistency in this context implies that all information presented in
the summary is substantiated by the document. If not, it should be considered
inconsistent.

When analyzing the summary in the context of a clinical study, focus on the
following key aspects of factual consistency:

PICO Elements Verification: PICO represents the core components of a clinical
study—Population, Intervention, Comparator, and Outcome. Verify that each PICO
element cited in the summary accurately reflects the information provided in the
document.

Modality Alignment: Modality concerns the level of certainty expressed in the
summary’s claims. Assess whether the confidence and certainty of the claims in the
summary match the tone and assertions in the document.

Directional Agreement: Direction refers to the reported effect of an intervention
and is typically categorized as Positive, Negative, or No Effect. Evaluate whether
the direction of the effects mentioned in the summary is in agreement with the
results and conclusions presented in the document.

Following the above instruction, now please evaluate the consistency between the
below document and the summary.

Document: [Document]

Summary: [Summary]

Answer:

Appendix E. Examples of LLMs conducting FC evaluation

We show a successful reasoning of GPT-4 in Figure. [E.2]and a failed one in
Figure. [E.3] Figure[E.4|shows Llama 2-Chat 7B failed to determine the consistency.
Appendix F. Few Shot results

The results of open LLMs’ performance on AGGREFACT are shown in Table
[E7l
Appendix G. TreatmentFact Factual Consistency Evaluation Protocol

Detailed protocol is shown in Fig. [G.5]
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@ Determine whether the provided summary is consistent with the

corresponding document. Consistency in this context implies that all
information presented in the summary is substantiated by the document. If
not, it should be considered inconsistent.

Document: Eugenie Bouchard's run of poor form continued as the top seed
was beaten 6-3, 6-1 by American Lauren Davis in the second round at the
Family Circle Cup in Charleston on Wednesday. Davis, 21, had lost her only
career meeting with Bouchard, but was in control this time against the
world No 7. Davis won nine of the final 11 games of the match and broke
Bouchard's serve twice in the final set to pull off the upset...So it was
definitely, just, | don't know, just not good.'

Summary: eugenie bouchard was beaten 6-3, 6-1 by lauren davis at the
family circle cup in charleston on wednesday . davis won nine of the final 11
games of the match . the 21-year-old american won her only career meeting
with the canadian .

The summary states that Eugenie Bouchard was beaten by Lauren Davis
at the Family Circle Cup, which is consistent ... However, the summary
incorrectly states that this was Davis's only career meeting with Bouchard.
The document clearly states that Davis had lost her only previous career
meeting with Bouchard, indicating that this was their second meeting.
Therefore, the answer is no.

Figure E.2: An example of GPT-4 successfully detecting the inconsistency in the summary. Text in
blue represent reasoning steps capturing the inconsistent part.

Determine whether the provided summary is consistent with the
corresponding document. Consistency in this context implies that all
information presented in the summary is substantiated by the document. If
not, it should be considered inconsistent.

Document: Manchester City players will lose £500,000-a-man in bonuses if
they fail to qualify for the Champions League this season. The Premier
League title holders give star players like Sergio Aguero, David Silva, Joe Hart
and Yaya Toure incentivised contracts to make sure the club stay within
financial fairplay requirements and they will miss out on a big payday if City
fail to reach the group stages of Europe's top competition....Manuel
Pellegrini's team are on incentivised contracts to stay within financial
fairplay rules . They have subsequently lost seven times including early exits
in the FA Cup and Champions League...Old Trafford boss Louis van Gaal
saw his side go four points clear of City after the victory and is confident of
adding top-class talent in the next transfer window. 'l don't have any doubt
that players are coming to Manchester United, he said.

Summary: manchester city are currently fourth in the premier league table .
manuel pellegrini's side lost 1-0 to manchester united on sunday . sergio
aguero, david silva, joe hart and yaya toure are on incentivised contracts to
make sure the club stay within financial fairplay requirements .

The summary states that Manchester City is currently fourth in the
Premier League table, which is consistent with the document. ... However,
the summary does not mention the potential loss of £500,000 in bonuses

per player if they fail to qualify for the Champions League, which is a
significant detail in the document. Therefore, the answer is no.

Figure E.3: An example of GPT-4 wrongly taking the lack of important information in the summary
as inconsistent. Texts in red stands for the incorrect reasoning and conclusion.
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Determine whether the provided summary is consistent with the
corresponding document. Consistency in this context implies that all
information presented in the summary is substantiated by the document. If
not, it should be considered inconsistent.

Document: The eight-day hearing in Ebbw Vale is examining the request to
take over 250 hectares (600 acres) of common land.

Backers, including Blaenau Gwent council, have offered around 320
hectares (800 acres) replacement land.

The inquiry has heard conflicting accounts from experts over claims the
circuit would damage habitats and plant life by building on the common ...
The Planning Inspectorate for Wales will make a recommendation after the
inquiry in Ebbw vale, before Welsh government ministers have the final say
on whether the plans can go ahead.

Summary: a public inquiry into plans to build a circuit of wales racing track
in blaenau gwent has opened.

“O'j Answer: Yes, the summary is consistent with the corresponding
document. Here's my reasoning:

1. The summary mentions that the inquiry is examining a request to take
over 250 hectares (600 acres) of common land, which is consistent with
the document's mention of the inquiry examining the request to build a
circuit of Wales racing track in Blaenau Gwent.

2. The summary states that backers, including Blaenau Gwent council,
have offered around 320 hectares (800 acres) ...

5. Finally, the summary mentions that the Planning Inspectorate for Wales
will make a recommendation ...

Figure E.4: An example of Llama 2-Chat 7B mistaking an inconsistent summary as consistent.
Texts in red stand for incorrect reasoning, conclusion, and hallucination

AGGREFACT Benchmark
Methods Setting CNNDM XSUM Overall
OLD EXF SOTA Group OLD EXF SOTA Group
Baseline 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0
Orca 2-7B 529 51.2 48.8 51.9 50.3 51.3 511 50.9 51.6
Vicuna 1.5-7B 539 57.6 51.9 54.0 47.7 46.0 51.0 485 523
Llama 2-Chat-7B 51.3 54.7 473 51.0 49.1 49.9 48.1 489 50.3
Vicuna 1.5-13B FewShot 53.3 64.1 52.5 54.5 49.6 515 484 49.7 53.0
Llama 2-Chat-13B 453 432 433 44.7 48.0 423 424 44.1 445
Orca 2-13B 46.3 452 40.2 45.1 477 485 50.9 49.2 46.4
Llama 2-Chat-70B 55.2 49.6 56.7 54.8 50.5 50.7 50.1 50.4 53.4
Vicuna 1.5-7B 49.0 55.0 53.7 50.6 487 547 50.3 51.1 50.8
Llama 2-Chat-7B 482 49.1 48.1 483 443 49.4 47.0 46.9 47.8
Orca 2-7B 47.6 494 40.7 46.6 50.1 53.1 499 50.9 479
Vicuna 1.5-13B FSCoT 50.6 51.7 56.4 51.8 46.4 50.4 49.7 48.9 50.9
Llama 2-Chat-13B 484 47.6 49.0 484 51.7 482 50.8 50.3 49.0
Orca 2-13B 50.7 52.8 46.5 50.2 47.4 529 48.9 49.6 50.0
Llama 2-Chat-70B 48.8 56.3 582 51.4 47.5 49.2 47.9 48.2 50.4

Table F.7: Balanced accuracy results of FC evaluation models on the AGGREFACT test set.
Baseline results calcuated from the scores provided by (Tang et al.| 2022). FSCoT means few-shot
Chain-of-Thought.
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Please read the abstract and a summary of'it generated by a Large Language Model, then answer a few questions regarding

the factual correctness of the summary.

Abstract:

<abstract>

Summary:

<summary>

Please evaluate the factuality and correctness of the generated summary and make choices according to the alignment between the generated

summary and the original abstract:

The investigated Population is mentioned in the summary and consistent with the abstract: [lyes, [J no
The investigated Intervention is mentioned in the summary and consistent with the abstract Clyes, [] no
The investigated Comparison is mentioned in the summary and consistent with the abstract Clyes, [ no (tick yes if there is no comparison in
either the original abstract or the GS)
The investigated Outcomes is mentioned in the summary and consistent with the abstract: Clyes, [J no
Strength of claim is correct: [lyes [ no (tick no if not all claims’ modalities are consistent) (1 N/A (if N/A is ticked, please jump to the last
sub-question)
If single claim:

what is the strength of claim in the generated summary?

selections: [J strong claim, (] moderate claim, (] weak claim, (] no evidence, (] no claim

what is the strength of claim in the original abstract?

selections: [ strong claim, (] moderate claim, (] weak claim, (] no evidence, [ no claim
if multiple claims and not all of them are consistent:
please list all the pairs in the following format:
strength of claim in summary \ strength of claim in abstract

If you tick N/A, please provide the error description and leave your comments:

Direction of result is correct Clyes, [ no, [J N/A (if N/A is ticked, the following two sub-questions can be skipped)

If single claim:

what is the direction of the generated summary?

selecting from: [ positive effect, (] negative effect, [ no effect/no difference

what is the direction of the original abstract?

selecting from: [ positive effect, (] negative effect, (] no effect/no difference

if multiple claims and not all of them are accurate:

please list all the pairs in the following format:

direction in summary / direction in abstract

If you tick N/A, please provide the error description and leave your comments:
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Is there an element of the summary not covered above that misrepresents the original abstract: [J yes, [J no,
if yes, please copy the part in the following

the error description in generated summary:

the ground truth description in the original abstract:

What is the overall factuality score: [1 0, (] 1, (1 2, [ 3(on a 0-3 scale)

PICO

P (Patient/problem) is a disease, condition, or description of a patient group, such as “newborn children” or ”diabetes”. Sometimes P is missing at all and
“all people” is implied.

I (Intervention) is usually a drug ('Panadol"), surgery ("resection") or other treatment/procedure ("mechanical ventilation”), but can be anything that
influences outcome, for example, a risk factor such as "smoking" or "age”.

C (Comparison) is the alternative considered in the study

O (Outcomes) is what we are measuring and what is influenced by Intervention, for example "mortality”, "weight” or “blood pressure”.

Sometimes the GS contains a more specific or generic group of patients, drug, or outcome: “analgesics” instead of “Panadol”. These are mistakes and thus

the PICO should be considered different.

Strength of claim shows how sure the author is of the conclusions:

Strong claim: these claims are modified by such strengthening expressions as remarkably or considerably, but the author can also directly claim that the
evidence is very reliable (high-quality evidence).

Moderate claim: these statements usually do not have any modifying adverbs: improves, Increases, reduces etc.

Weak claim: these statements can have such modal verbs as may, phrases such as has potential to, or adverbs such as likely. The author can also refer to
lower quality of evidence or other limitations (initial evidence, variation in quality, only short-term effect).

No evidence: the summary says that there is not enough reliable evidence to make any conclusions: insufficient evidence, no evidence to support or refute.
No claim: these summaries can mention PICO, but they make no statements regarding the effect of the intervention on the outcome: This review examines

the effect of fish oil on eye health.

Direction of result

if the abstract or GS (or both) have no evidence or no claim modality (which means that they do not contain a conclusion), it is impossible to determine if
their direction is the same or different. In such cases, please mark the direction as N/A.

For strong. moderate and weak claims, the described effect of the intervention on the outcome can be positive (the one we desired, for example, increase
the life expectancy, reduce the mortality), negative (undesired outcome: increase the risk, reduce the treatment effectiveness), or the intervention can
have no_effect or no difference in effect on the outcome (fish oil has neither benefits nor harms, there was no statistically significant effect of the
supplement on weight loss, Panadol is as effective as ibuprofen).

As the direction can be expressed in different ways in the abstract and GS, pay attention to their sentiment rather than specific words; for example,

improve blood pressure can mean the same for the patient with hypertension as reduce blood pressure, so the direction in this case is same

Figure G.5: Protocol for Assessing Factual Consistency in TreatmentFact.
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