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With the development of artificial intelligence, particularly the success of Large Language Models (LLMs), the quantity and quality
of automatically generated stories have significantly increased. This has led to the need for automatic story evaluation to assess
the generative capabilities of computing systems and analyze the quality of both automatic-generated and human-written stories.
Evaluating a story can be more challenging than other generation evaluation tasks. While tasks like machine translation primarily focus
on assessing the aspects of fluency and accuracy, story evaluation demands complex additional measures such as overall coherence,
character development, interestingness, etc. This requires a thorough review of relevant research. In this survey, we first summarize
existing storytelling tasks, including text-to-text, visual-to-text, and text-to-visual. We highlight their evaluation challenges, identify
various human criteria to measure stories, and present existing benchmark datasets. Then, we propose a taxonomy to organize
evaluation metrics that have been developed or can be adopted for story evaluation. We also provide descriptions of these metrics,
along with the discussion of their merits and limitations. Later, we discuss the human-AI collaboration for story evaluation and
generation. Finally, we suggest potential future research directions, extending from story evaluation to general evaluations.

CCS Concepts: • Computing methodologies → Natural language processing; Natural language generation; • General and
reference→ Evaluation; •Human-centered computing→ Collaborative and social computing design and evaluation methods; •
Information systems → Multimedia content creation.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: Storytelling, Data-to-text Generation, Cross-modal generation, Evaluation criteria, Automatic
evaluation metrics, Survey

1 INTRODUCTION

Storytelling plays a significant role in human communication. It is widely used in our daily life for various purposes
such as education, entertainment, and marketing [73, 75, 121]. Numerous studies have proposed methods for automatic
storytelling, which generate textual narratives from textual [38, 62, 127] or visual inputs [69, 86, 96]. Another research
direction involves animating textual stories with visual content to create a multi-modal story [12, 18, 144].

To improve the quality of automatically generated stories and bridge the gap with human-generated ones, systematic
evaluation is crucial. Since storytelling is a creative and open-ended generation task, it is more reasonable to explore
metrics based on human standards, rather than only comparing results with the ground truth text [105]. This necessitates
understanding different aspects that humans value, such as fluency, coherence, interestingness, etc. However, the issue
of vague and inconsistent evaluation criteria definitions is a long-standing problem [64, 66, 209] that also exists in
story evaluation. In this paper, we analyze various criteria in existing works of story evaluation, summarizing the
commonly considered aspects for evaluating stories and their definitions. These criteria can improve the reliability and
interpretability of evaluation metrics by accessing their correlation with different human standards.

Traditional lexical-based metrics such as BLEU [132] and ROUGE [103] are widely used, but they often fail to assess
semantic aspects [40] and show a low correlation with human judgments [169]. More recent metrics that utilize neural
embeddings or generation probabilities, such as BERTScore and [205] BARTScore [201], perform better in terms of
semantic comprehension, but they are still not particularly effective for evaluating stories. Some researchers have
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proposed metrics [53, 160] trained on human evaluation benchmarks, achieving better correlation with human criteria.
However, these metrics are still limited by the benchmark itself and the size of the model.

Recently, the development of Large Language Models (LLMs) has led to unprecedented success in understanding
and generating text, inspiring research into applying LLMs to evaluation [22, 42, 102, 136]. Compared to traditional
methods, LLM-based metrics provide evaluations that are more consistent with human judgment [102]. Additionally,
they can provide the reasoning process for the generated score, greatly improving the reliability and interpretability
of automatic evaluation scores. This progress also fosters collaborative evaluation [97], which can leverage both the
strength of human and automatic evaluation. Despite the effectiveness of recent methods, there are still under-explored
areas in story evaluation, such as personalized evaluation (particularly in terms of subjective aspects like empathy and
interestingness), long story evaluation, etc. These areas still require further research and exploration.

Our survey provides a comprehensive review of story evaluation. We aim to assist researchers in understanding
the challenges and progression, as well as identifying potential future directions. The organization of this survey is
summarized as follows:

• We first summarize the existing story generation tasks and datasets, including text-to-text, visual-to-text, and
text-to-visual in Section 2. The evaluation considerations and challenges of various tasks are discussed.

• Section 3 outlines detailed standards to evaluate stories. To address the issue of vague and inconsistent evaluation
criteria, we analyze the commonly considered aspects and their definitions in Section 3.1, which differ from
general NLG tasks [64, 66]. We then present the existing story evaluation benchmarks and the aspects they
cover in Section 3.2.

• From Section 4 to 7, we describe existing metrics using the taxonomy we propose, and explore their correlation
with human annotators for story evaluation. Section 4 introduces a taxonomy to organize existing metrics that
have been proposed or can be adopted for story evaluation. We then provide detailed descriptions of traditional
metrics in Section 5 and LLM-based metrics in Section 6. In Section 7, we specifically discuss the capabilities of
different metrics in evaluating stories.

• The development of automatic generation and evaluation also encourages human-AI collaborative writing and
evaluation. In Section 8, we discuss the collaborative evaluation, and the methods for measuring collaborative
writing systems.

• Finally, in Section 9, we recommend potential future research directions in story evaluation, which can also be
extended to general domain.

2 STORY GENERATION TASKS

In this section, we summarize the existing story generation tasks and discuss the challenges in evaluating them. The
tasks are divided into three categories: text-to-text (Section 2.1), which generates or completes a textual story based
on textual inputs; visual-to-text (Section 2.1), which generates a relevant story based on visual input; text-to-visual
(Section 2.1), which creates visual contents to narrate a textual story. Examples of these various tasks can be found in
Table 1, while related datasets are provided in Table 2.

2.1 Text-to-Text

Most research on story generation focuses on creating stories based on textual input. Earlier tasks solve the problem of
Story Completion, attempting to complete the missing content in the story context. This requires comprehending
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Type Tasks

Text-to-Text Generated Outline:
1. Jenna Adams meets Brian Johnson and immediately 
feels drawn to him.

a. ...
b. The two of them start dating and Jenna Adams 

begins to fall in love with Brian Johnson.
i. The two of them start dating and Jenna Adams falls 

more in love with Brian Johnson with each passing day.
ii. …

2. ......

Story Completion
Generated Ending:
Jim decided to devise a plan for repayment.

Story Generation

Generated Story:

Story Context:
Jim got his first credit card in college. He didn’t have a job so he bought 
everything on his card. After he graduated he amounted a $10,000 debt. 
Jim realized that he was foolish to spend so much money. ____________

Prompt:
A young woman is 
determined to never 
get married and live 
her life alone, but 
when she meets a 
man who seems 
perfect for her, she 
begins to rethink her 
decision.

They did spend time together at the library 
when she was on break, as he worked part-
time at the public library as well. They 
discussed books and movies and, on one 
occasion, talked about their families....

...

...

Step 1: Outline Generation Step 2: Controllable Story Generation

Visual-to-Text

Image Paragraph Captioning
Generated Story: Two children are sitting at a table in a restaurant. The children are one little girl and one 
little boy. The little girl is eating a pink frosted donut with white icing lines on top of it. The girl has blonde 
hair and is wearing a green jacket with a black long sleeve shirt underneath. The little boy is wearing a black 
zip up jacket and is holding his finger to his lip but is not eating. A metal napkin dispenser is in between them 
at the table. The wall next to them is white brick. Two adults are on the other side of the short white brick 
wall. The room has white circular lights on the ceiling and a large window in the front of the restaurant. It is 
daylight outside.

Visual Storytelling

Generated Story: (1) The dog was ready to go. (2) He had a great time on the hike. (3) And was very happy to be in the field. 
(4) His mom was so proud of him. (5) It was a beautiful day for him.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Video Storytelling

Generated Story: A family had the perfect idea for a Paw Patrol-themed birthday party. The kids had a blast blowing bubbles in the backyard 
and playing in the pool with a mascot in a Paw Patrol costume. The birthday boy got to play with a pinata in the backyard and a hot air balloon flew over 
the house. The kids played with a toy bike and a Paw Patrol playhouse, and the birthday girl hugged a mascot. They also set up a LEGO train set and a 
DC Comics mascot in the pool. The birthday party ended with a game of catch and a pin the badge on the mascot game. Everyone had a great time, and 
the birthday cake was a Paw Patrol-themed delight. This vlog shows that family fun can be had at any birthday party with a little imagination.

Text-to-Visual

- There are eight glasses of 
different colors of fluids. 
Eddy is standing in front of 
the glasses. 

Story Visualization
Story

Continuous Story Visualization
Story Beginning

Generated Narrating Images/Videos:

- Poby talks and gathers 
his hands. Poby, Loopy and 
Pororo are clapping their 
hands.
Prompt Image Generated Narrating Images/Videos:

Continuous Story

- Petty Pororo and Poby
arrives at Loopy’s house. 

- Loopy opens door and 
invites Loopy friends in. 

- Pororo and Poby friends 
are finished with meal. 

- Poby and Petty
are happy.

- Poby and Petty give the 
thumbs up. Loopy is happy.

- Eddy is holding two sticks and 
talking. Poby, Loopy, Pororo and 
Crong are sitting around the table.

- Poby, Loopy, Pororo 
and Crong are 
clapping. 

- Eddy is standing in front of 
the eight glasses containing 
different colors of fluids.

Story Illustration
Story

RetrievalNarrating Images/Videos:

- They deliver an orphaned 
infant named Harry Potter to 
his only remaining relatives, the 
Dursleys.

- Ten years later, Harry has 
been battling a disjointed life 
with the Dursleys.

- During a family outing, he 
inadvertently causes an 
accident.

- Soon after, he 
begins receiving 
unsolicited letters 
delivered by owls.

- Finally, one day, Hagrid 
reappears and reveals to 
Harry that he is, in fact, a 
wizard.

Table 1. Example of various story generation tasks, including text-to-text (§2.1), visual-to-text (§2.2), and text-to-visual (§2.3).
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the given context, then generating missing entities [59, 62] or spans [36, 70] within that narrative, or creating a story
ending based on the preceding content [127], as shown in the first line of Table 1.

More complicated Story Generation tasks aime to create a whole story guided by the following textual controls:

• Title/Topic [92, 127] refers to the basic textual input, consisting of a single or a few words that highly summarize
the story. For instance, “going on a date”, “bank robbery”, etc.

• Prompt/Premise [38, 113] refers to a more informative input, usually a sentence that captures the main content
of the story, including the setting, characters, trajectory, etc. An example is shown in line 2 of Table 1.

• Outline/Plot/Storyline refers to a list of keywords [197], events [120], or sentences [145] that outline the logical
progression of a story, serving as its backbone. For long-form generation, hierarchical outline [195] with a
tree-like format can improve both overall and detailed control, as the example shown in line 2 of Table 1.

• Other Control Signals include descriptions of the story’s main elements, such as characters and scene-settings,
which can influence the development of the narrative.

Generating an entire story from a basic input such as a topic or a prompt can lead to issues of plot repetition and
incoherence, particularly in longer stories [195, 196]. To address this, some research works [196, 197] have adopted
a hierarchical generation process, as shown in Figure 1. The first step, Outline Generation, involves creating a
high-level structured outline. This outline can be generated sequentially [145], hierarchically [195], or sampled from a
plot graph containing multiple possible event progressions [93]. The second step develops the outline into a detailed
story. This generation process mirrors the way human authors might draft an initial storyline before writing the full
story, enhancing the coherence of model-generated stories.

To evaluate the story completion tasks, evaluation metrics are required to judge whether the generated content
is fluent, aligned with commonsense, and coherent within the given context. Story generation tasks, on the other
hand, are less restrictive. Therefore, the evaluation should consider additional aspects, such as input relevance and
interestingness. More aspects and detailed definitions are provided in Section 3.1.

2.2 Visual-to-Text

Nowadays, tremendous images and videos can be found on sources like television, the internet, news, and in our daily
lives. Generating textual descriptions for these visual resources can help people quickly grasp the main visual content
and share it with others [162]. Traditional visual captioning tasks generate descriptions that are mundane and may
not capture the social relations and emotions within the visual source [69]. Recent years, some works [69, 86] attend
to craft more interesting and attractive stories for visual inputs, showing both academic and applicable values. For
instance, when sharing photos on social media, users may tend to add automatically generated narratives that are
coherent and interesting.

Image Paragraph Captioning [86] aims to generate a coherent and detailed story for an image. As the example
shown in Table 1, it produces a logical description that reflects the detailed content of the image. On the other hand,
Visual storytelling [69] creates a story for an image sequence. Compared to image paragraph captioning, it requires
understanding each image and its relationship to each other, constructing a story with a more complex structure and
possibly some imaginative content. Video is another common type of visual content. Video storytelling [96] primarily
focuses on summarizing sequential events within the video to form a coherent narrative.

When evaluating a story generated based on visual content, it is crucial to assess both its textual quality and its
relevance to the visual input. Specifically, the objects/entities of the story should be characterized based on the depicted
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Table 2. Detailed statistics of existing story generation datasets.

Dataset #Stories #Tokens per Story Annotations Tasks Domain

Text-to-Text

Children’s Book [62] 687,343 464.7 Story Context, Query→Infilling Entity Story Completion Fiction
CNN [59] 92,579 721.9 Story Context, Query→Infilling Entity Story Completion News

Story Cloze Test [127] 3,744 48.1 Story Context→Ending Story Completion Commonsense
RocStories [127] 98,156 88.0 Title→Five-Sentence Story Story Generation Commonsense

NYTimes [145, 158] 1,855,658 - Title→Outline[145]→Story Story Generation News
WritingPrompts [38] 303,358 735.0 Prompt→Outline[145]→Story Story Generation Real World

Mystery [3] 532 479.4 Outline→Story Story Generation Fiction
Fairy Tales [3] 850 543.4 Outline→Story Story Generation Fiction

Hippocorpus [159] 6,854 292.6 Prompt→Story Story Generation General
STORIUM [2] 5,743 19,278 Prompt, Structural Descriptions→Story Story Generation Fiction

TVSTORYGEN [17] 29,013 1868.7 Prompt, Character Descriptions→Story Story Generation TV Show
LOT [51] 2,427 128.0 Title→Outline→Story Story Generation Fiction

GPT-BOOKSUM [185] 30,047 5,363 Hierarchical outline→Story Story/Plot Generation Fiction

Visual-to-Text

Image Paragraph [86] 19,561 67.5 Image→Story Image Paragraph Captioning Real World
Travel Blogs [133] 11,863 222.3 Image→Story Visual Storytelling Real World

VIST [69] 50,200 57.6 Image Sequence→Story Visual Storytelling Real World
AESOP [146] 7,015 26.6 Image Sequence→Story Visual Storytelling Real World

Video Storytelling [96] 105 162.2 Video→Story Video Storytelling Real World
VWP [63] 13,213 83.7 Image Sequence→Story Visual Storytelling Movie

Album Storytelling [130] 30 - Image Sequence→Story Visual Storytelling Real World

Text-to-Visual

MUGEN [57] 375,368 52.5 Story→Video Story Visualization Game
PororoSV [98] 15,336 69.2 Story→Image Sequence (Continuous) Story Visualization Cartoon

FlintstonesSV [55] 24,512 83.1 Story→Image Sequence (Continuous) Story Visualization Cartoon
DiDeMoSV [117] 17,635 22.3 Story→Image Sequence (Continuous) Story Visualization Real World
StorySalon [104] 10,366 298.1 Story→Image Sequence (Continuous) Story Visualization Animation

MovieNet-TeViS [50] 10,000 21.7 Story→Image Sequence Story Illustration Movie
CMD [7] 3,606 136.6 Story→Video Clip Sequence Story Illustration Movie

CVSV [111] 84,569 534.7 Story→Video Clip Sequence Story Illustration Movie
StoryBench [12] 8,900 37.6 Story→Video Segments (Continuous) Story Visualization Real World

visual world, allowing for reasonable imaginations. For instance, an image showing people dancing could be narrated as
“a group of people are attending a party”, however, “they are attending a funeral” would be unreasonable. Additionally,
the story plot should be spatially and temporally grounded [56] in the visual inputs.

2.3 Text-to-Visual

With the development of generative models [49, 84, 153] capable of generating high-quality images or videos conditioned
on textual inputs, there has been an increase in explorations of Story Visualization [55, 98]. This process involves
creating visual content to narrate a textual story, making it much more engaging. However, models trained for story
visualization may face the challenge of being limited by the characters, backgrounds, and events in the dataset, finding
it hard to generate unseen visual content. To address this, Maharana et al. [117] and Bugliarello et al. [12] propose
to explore the task of Continuous Story Visualization, which generates visual scenes continuing with a prompt
image or video to illustrate the textual story. These works study how the visual scene may change over time to reflect
the continuing narrative. Such tasks are less limited by the training dataset, making them more closely aligned with
real-world applications. Zang et al. [202] combine the tasks of visual storytelling and continuous visual storytelling.
They first create a textual story based on the events depicted in the input images. Since this story might be incomplete,
they forecast further story developments, which contain both textual descriptions and accompanying visual scenes.

To evaluate the visual outputs in story visualization, it is important to assess their quality and their relevance to
the input text. Furthermore, they should maintain visual consistency across dynamic visual scenes. For continuous
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story visualization, the generated scenes, which are constrained by the visual prompt, can be directly compared to the
ground truth [12]. Additional evaluation considerations are the same as those for story visualization.

Another direction of the text-to-visual task is Story Illustration, which focuses on retrieving existing images
[18, 50] or videos [111] to illustrate the textual story. Such tasks overcome the difficulty of generating high-quality
visual content, however, the retrieved visuals would be limited by the available visual gallery. Thus, such tasks are
usually explored in the domain of movie or TV shows, aiming to create a multi-modal storyboard for a long video.

The evaluation of story illustration should also access the multi-modal relevance and visual consistency. Specifically,
such tasks will evaluate retrieval performance by calculating Recall@k [147], measuring the percentage of sentences in
the story whose ground truth is in the top-K of retrieved results. Other common retrieval metrics [18] include median
rank (MedR), mean rank (MeanR), and mean average precision (MAP). Lu et al. [111] apply the Average k-th Order
Precision (AOP-k) [193] to measure how many sub-sequences are reconstructed in the retrieval visual sequence.

3 STORY EVALUATION CRITERIA AND BENCHMARK DATASETS

To address story evaluation, we must first identify and clearly define various aspects that human evaluation should
consider. The issue of vague and inconsistent evaluation criteria is a long-standing problem and has been explored
in the general evaluation domain [64, 66, 209]. Compared to other tasks like machine translation, story generation
introduces a more diverse set of evaluation aspects. The definitions of the same aspects may also differ. For instance,
characters can play an important role in narratives – an aspect overlooked in other tasks. This introduces the specific
aspect of character development. Moreover, if characters are crucial to plot progression, they will play a significant role
in the evaluation of coherence as well.

In Section 3.1, we summarize the story evaluation criteria, including the considered aspects and their definitions. We
then present existing story evaluation benchmarks in Section 3.2.

3.1 Story Evaluation Criteria

We analyze various aspects proposed in existing story evaluation research [21, 52–54, 118, 179, 190], as well as evaluation
criteria considered in existing story generation works. We summarize commonly used aspects, and integrate their
definitions as shown in Table 3. These aspects are organized in a hierarchical structure, where some are sub-aspects of
others. Among these commonly explored aspects, the following are more subjective and could be influenced by personal
preference [179]: character development, interestingness, empathy, and surprise. For user-oriented scenarios like
recommendation systems and search applications [30, 33], personal preference should be considered in the evaluation.

Except for the commonly considered aspects in Table 3, other factors that might be considered under specific
conditions include:
- Style. Whether the writing style, formality, or tone remains consistent throughout the whole story [152]. This is
achieved by using proper words, sentences, quotes, terms, and so on. In previous works on stylized story generation
[85, 128, 139], such “style” can be simplified as a specific emotion [10] or sentiment [112, 137], where the performance
is evaluated by style classification accuracy.
- Controllable Accuracy. In the task of controllable storytelling, guided by elements such as scene descriptions [2]
and character relationships [178], it is necessary to evaluate the controllable accuracy, which means whether the story
content correctly reflects the controllable signals.
- Toxicity. Whether the story includes some rude, unreasonable, or disrespectful components. This aspect is quite
important for children stories [9].
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- Naturalness/Human-like.Whether the model-generated story is likely to be written by a human [138].
- Non-Hallucination.Whether the generated story contains unreasonable information that cannot be supported by
the source input [68]. As story generation is a creative task, this aspect is randomly considered. It might be considered
in visual storytelling, referring to unreasonable imagination. For instance, in the visual story shown in line 5 of Table 1,
it is reasonable to state that “his mom was proud of him” when observing the owner playing with her dog. However,
“his mom played frisbee with him” would be considered a hallucination, as there are no visual elements related to a
frisbee. Imagination is acceptable, but it has to be reasonable.
- Visual Quality. Specifically for text-to-visual story generation tasks, it is required to measure the visual quality and
visual consistency of the generated visual content, as detailed in Section 5.5.2.

Table 3. Common aspects used for evaluating story quality and their definitions.

Aspect Definition

Relevance Whether the story is relevant to and reasonably reflects the source input.

Diversity Whether the stories generated by one model have many variations.

Fluency
Whether the individual sentences within a story are of high quality. They should be grammatically correct,
free of typos, non-repetitive, and in line with common language usage.

Grammaticality
Whether the individual sentences are grammatically correct without lexical or syntax errors. Note it focuses
on syntax only, not semantics.

Non-redundancy Whether the individual sentences are free of redundant elements, such as repetition, over-specificity, etc.

Coherence
Whether all sentences and plots are well structured, with the context organized and connected logically.
Evaluating coherence usually ignores grammar or spelling errors.

Cohesion
Whether the sentences in a story are formally connected. They can be connected by either referential links
(co-reference, bridging anaphora) or by semantic connectors [118].

Consistency Whether the sentences are logically aligned with the preceding story.
Implicit Relevance Whether a story follows the same topic from beginning to end.

Completeness Whether the story covers all its underlying concepts, theories, and historical context.
Ending Whether the story has a clear and rational ending.

Clarity Whether the story is clear and easy to understand, with no confusing or ambiguous elements.

Commonsense Whether the story adheres to commonsense knowledge, such as physical entities and social interactions.

Informativeness/Complexity Whether the story contains rich and detailed information to support its progression and world-building.

Character Development
Whether the story features well-developed and engaging characters that are believable, relatable, and
contribute to the overall narrative or theme.

Interestingness/Engagement
Whether the story is highly enjoyable or entertaining to read, with rich details and descriptions that engage
the readers’ senses and imagination.

Empathy Whether the story arouses the readers’ emotional experience, passion, and empathy.

Surprise Whether the story creates suspense and surprise, especially in mystery fictions.

3.2 Story Evaluation Benchmark Datasets

We present detailed statistics of existing story evaluation benchmark datasets in Table 4. As displayed in Figure 1,
annotators are required to evaluate a single story or compare multiple stories, with or without the source input and
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reference text. Some datasets measure the overall quality of the story, while others evaluate a specific aspect 1. Among
these datasets, OpenMEVA and HANNA are the most cited. OpenMEVA [54] propose evaluation on overall quality,
while HANNA [21] annotates evaluation scores on multiple aspects of a story. Notably, COHESENTIA [118] firstly
introduces a benchmark for the vague aspect of coherence, evaluating both global and local coherence (scoring sentence
by sentence). PERSE [179] firstly focuses on personalized story evaluation, considering the readers’ personal preferences.

Table 4. The statistics of human-annotated story evaluation benchmark datasets. “Format” and “Reasoning” refers to the evaluation
format (Sec. 4.2) and whether the reasoning process is annotated; “Criteria” denotes whether each sample considers the Overall
Quality or a Single Aspect, while “Aspects” refers to the considered aspects; “#Stories” and “#Samples” refers to the correlated
data size. For the abbreviation of each aspect, REL: relevance, FLU: fluency, COH: coherence, END: ending, CLA: clarity, COMM:
commonsense, INF: informativeness, CHA: character development, INT: interestingness, ADAP: adaptability (whether a plot could
guide the generation of a interesting story [179]), EMP: empathy, SUR: surprise, STY: style.

Dataset Story Type Format Reasoning Criteria Aspects #Stories #Samples

OpenMEVA [54] Model-Generated Story Likert Scale (1-5) No Overall REL, FLU, COH, COMM 2,000 2,000
HANNA [21] Model-Generated Story Likert Scale (1-5) No Single REL, COH, EMP, SUR, INT, INF 1,056 19,008
VHED [65] Model-Generated Visual Story Comparison No Overall FLU, COH, CLA, REL 4,500 13,875

StoryER-Rank [16] Human-Written Story Comparison No Overall - 63,929 116,971
StoryER-Scale [16] Human-Written Story Likert Scale (1-5) Yes Single COH, END, STY, CHA, EMP 12,669 45,948
Per-MPST [179] Human-Written Movie Plot Comparison Yes Overall - 981 69,947
Per-DOC [179] Human-Written Novel Plot Likert Scale (1-5) Yes Single INT, ADAP, SUR, CHA, END 596 8,922

Xie [190] Model-generated Story Likert Scale (1-5) No Single REL, FLU, COH, COMM, INT 200 1,000
COHESENTIA [118] Model-generated Story Likert Scale (1-5) Yes Single COH 500 500

Evaluation
Model

Reasoning Process
or Error Analysis

Single Evaluation

Likert Scale: 3

Boolean: 1 ("YES")

Score: 0.6 (out of 1)

Multiple Evaluation

Comparison: Story 2 is better

Ranking: Story 2>Story 1>Story 3

Human
Collaboration

Task Instrcution
Evaluate a story generated based on the source input.
Criteria
Fluency: ...
Coherence: ...
...

Source

Target Story
A long time ago, there lived a young prince, ...

A young prince visited various planets, ...

Once when I was six years old I saw a magnificent
picture in a book, ...

Reference

Instructions

Inputs Output Formats

Fig. 1. General Framework of Story Evaluation, which shows the evaluation inputs and output formats (Section 4.2). All the dashed
boxes are optional input or output.

4 TAXONOMY OF EVALUATION METRICS

So far, we have discussed current story generation tasks and what characteristics make a good story. As human
evaluation can be time-consuming and labor-intensive, in recent years, several automatic metrics have been proposed
or can be adopted for story evaluation. This section proposes a taxonomy to organize existing metrics, as illustrated in
Figure 2. We categorize them broadly into traditional (Section 5) and LLM-based methods (Section 6). LLM-based
metrics refer to those based on models with billion-level parameters.

Considering the task type of story generation, both text-to-text and visual-to-text tasks require textual story
evaluation, measuring the quality of the generated textual story.Multi-modal evaluation is required for cross-modal
generation, including metrics to measure multi-modal relevance (for both visual-to-text and text-to-visual tasks) and
the quality of visual output (for text-to-visual tasks).
1We convert a few original aspects into our summarized aspects (§3.1). For the original aspect names and definitions, please refer to the related papers.
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Story
Evaluation

LLM-based (§6)

Multi-modal
Evaluation

Prompt GPT-4V to evaluate the multi-modal story [130, 203]

Textual
Story

Evaluation

Trained (§6.4)
Reference-free: T5Score [141]; PandaLM [186]; Prometheus [81]; Shepherd [183];
Auto-J [95]; CritiqueLLM [76]; JudgeLM [211]; TIGERScore [74]; COHESENTIA [118];
NOV_COHERENCE [119]; PERSE [179]

Reference-based: UniEval [208]; InstructScore [194]

Generative-
based (§6.3)

Reference-based/free: PORTIA[101]; FairEval [182]; G-EVAL [107]; ICE [72]; BSM
[157]; WideDeep [206]; COAScore [48]; CheckEval [90]; ChatEval [15]; MATEval [99];
Bai [6]; SCALEEVAL [20]

Probability-
based (§6.2)

Reference-free: DELTASCORE [192]; Likelihood-Bias-Mitigation [131]

Reference-based/free: GPTScore [41]

Embedding-
based (§6.1) Reference-based: CosineSimilarity-ada-002-embedding [37]

Traditional (§5)

Multi-modal
Evaluation

Visual Output
Evaluation
(§5.5.1)

Reference-free: FID [61]; FVD [176]; Character Accuracy [98]; Character F1-Score
[116]; Background Accuracy [144]; Background F1-Score [144]; DOVER [188]

Multi-modal
Relevance
(§5.5.2)

Reference-free: R-Precision [116]; Visual Captioning Accuracy [116]; ClipScore [60];
EMScore [163]; RoViST-VG [180]; GROOViST [171]

Textual
Story

Evaluation

Trained (§5.4)

Hybrid: RUBER [174]; RUBER-BERT [44]

Reference-free: COMET-QE [149]; COMETKiwi [150]; MAUVE [138]; Union [53];
MANPLTS [43]; NSP (Next Sentence Prediction) [13, 34]; Ending ACC [134]

Reference-based: BLEURT [160]; COMET [149]; COMET22 [148]

Probability-
based (§5.3) Reference-free: Perplexity [5]; BARTScore [201]; CTRLEval [77]

Embedding-
based (§5.2)

Reference-free: BERTScore-Source [13]; TAACO 2.0 [31]

Reference-based: ROUGE-WE [129]; WMD [87]; SMS [25]; S+WMS [25]; BERTScore
[205]; MoverScore [207]; BaryScore [27]; DepthScore [166]; InfoLM [28]

Lexical-based
(§5.1) Reference-free: Distinct-n [94]; Self-BLEU [212]; Inter-Story Repetition [197]; Intra-

Story Repetition [197]; Repetition Percentage [161]; Unique Verbs [39]; Diverse
Verbs [39]; Coverage [52]; TAACO [32]

Reference-based: BLEU [132]; ROUGE [103]; METEOR [8]; CIDEr [177]; SPICE [4];
Backward BLEU [164]; MS-Jaccard [126]

Fig. 2. Taxonomy of evaluation metrics proposed or can be adopted for story evaluation. The metrics that are specifically proposed
for story evaluation are colored.

Based on the implementation methods of text evaluation metrics, we categorize them into five types, as detailed in
Section 4.1. We also classify their output formats, as explained in Section 4.2. Note that most story-related generation
tasks do not have a standard result, with exceptions like story entity completion and continuous story visualization.
Therefore, while reference-based metrics (comparing target text to reference text) can be useful, reference-free
metrics (evaluating target text based on its overall or multi-aspect quality) may be more appropriate. There are also
some hybrid metrics that combine reference-free and reference-based results.

As discussed in our introduction, metrics that measure specific aspects of a story can enhance the reliability and
interpretability of automatic evaluation compared to those assessing overall quality. Table 5 provides a comprehensive
overview of metrics evaluating various aspects of textual stories.
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Generative Model

P(Target Story | Inputs)

Source ReferenceInstructions Source ReferenceInstructionsSource

Vector

Reference

Reasoning Process
or Error Analysis

Evaluation Output
(All Formats)

Source

Vector_src

Target Story

Vector_out

Reference

Vector_ref

Regressor Classifier Matching

Score Boolean
/Likert Scale Score Score

Regressor Classifier

Score Boolean
/Likert Scale

(a) Embedding-Based (b) Probability-Based (c) Generative-Based

Encoder Encoder Encoder

Target Story

Target Story

Target Story

Generative Model

Encoder

Fig. 3. Illustration of different types of neural models applied for automatic evaluation metrics (all the dashed boxes are optional
input or output): (a) Embedding-Based Methods, which evaluate based on separately encoded vectors (left) or a jointly encoded vector
(right); (b) Probability-Based Methods, which calculate based on the generation probability of the target story; (c) Generative-Based
Methods, which directly generate the evaluation results, with or without the reasoning process. These three types of models can be
fine-tuned on evaluation benchmarks, referred to as Trained Metrics.

4.1 Evaluation Methods

According to the implementation methods, we categorize the evaluation metrics into the following types :
- Lexical-Based. Such methods process the story as bag-of tokens or n-grams (n continuous tokens). They are usually
used to measure the similarity between two stories or to assess the diversity of stories generated by one model.
- Embedding-Based.As shown in the left part of Figure 3 (a), some embedding-based approaches use pre-trained models
to encode the source input, target story, and its reference as multiple embeddings, then perform further processing.
Specifically, the matching-based model measures the equivalence between the target and reference vector, while the
regressor or classifier achieves the result with or without the reference. As displayed in the right part of Figure 3 (a),
other embedding-based methods encode all inputs jointly to obtain a vector for further calculation.
- Probability-Based. These types of methods calculate the evaluation score based on the generation probability of the
target text through generative models, as illustrated in Figure 3 (b).
- Generative-Based. These methods can also be referred to as prompt-based methods. They provide humans or
generative models (Figure 3 (c)) with an evaluation prompt and collect the generated results. As an example shown in
Figure 1, the input prompt provides the instructions, including the task instruction and specific criteria. It also provides
information about the evaluation sample, including the source input, target story, and reference story.
- Trained. These methods might employ any of the three model types shown in Figure 3, with further training on
evaluation benchmark datasets to improve the evaluating abilities. Some approaches also incorporate training on
specially designed tasks using the story generation dataset to improve text comprehension. In the “Method” column of
Table 5, we present the model types of the trained metrics, i.e., embedding-based (trained), probability-based (trained),
and generative-based (trained).

4.2 Evaluation Output Format

The output format types of different metrics can be categorized as follows:
- Score. Evaluate a discrete score, usually on a scale of 0-1 or 0-100, such as BLEU, ROUGE, etc.
- Likert Scale [151]. Rate on an integer scale, usually from 1-5, with 1 being the lowest scale and 5 the highest.
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Table 5. Evaluation Metrics proposed (✓) and adopted (*) for evaluating various aspects of generated texts. For each aspect,
REL: relevance, DIV: diversity, FLU: fluency, COH: coherence, COM: completeness, CLA: clarity, COMM: commonsense, INF:
informativeness, CHA: character development, INT: interestingness, EMP: empathy, SUR: surprise.

Metric Aspects Method Format
REL DIV FLU COH COM CLA COMM INF CHA INT EMP SUR

Distinct-n [94] ✓ Lexical-based Score
SELF_BLEU [212] ✓ Lexical-based Score

Backward BLEU [164] ✓ Lexical-based Score
MS-Jaccard [126] ✓ Lexical-based Score

Inter-Story Repetition [197] ✓ Lexical-based Score
Intra-Story Repetition [197] ✓ Lexical-based Score

TAACO [32] ✓ Lexical-based Likert
TAACO 2.0 [31] ✓ Embedding-based Likert
UNION [53] ✓ ✓ ✓ Embedding-based (trained) Boolean

MANPLTS [43] ✓ Embedding-based (trained) Boolean
BERTScore-Source [13] ✓ Embedding-based Score

Perplexity [5] ✓ ✓ Probability-based Score
BARTScore [201] ✓ ✓ ✓ Probability-based Score
CTRLEval [77] ✓ ✓ Probability-based Score

UniEval [208] ✓ ✓ ✓ Generative-based (trained) Score
GPTScore [41] ✓ * ✓ * * * * ✓ * * * * Probability-based Score

ICE [72] ✓ * ✓ ✓ * * * * * * * * Probability-based Score
Implicit Score [19] * * * * * * * * * * * * Probability-based Score
Explicit Score [19] * * * * * * * * * * * * Generative-based Likert
COAScore [48] * * * * * * * * * * * * Generative-based Likert
CheckEval [90] * * * * * * * * * * * * Generative-based Score

DELTASCORE [192] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Probability-based Score
COHESENTIA [118] ✓ Generative-based (trained) Likert

NOV_COHERENCE [119] ✓ Generative-based (trained) Likert
PERSE [118] ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Generative-based (trained) Likert
G-EVAL [107] ✓ * ✓ ✓ * * * * * ✓ * * Generative-based Score
FairEval [182] * * * * * * * * * * * * Generative-based Comparison/Likert
WideDeep [206] ✓ * * ✓ * * * * ✓ * * * Generative-based All Formats
ChatEval [15] * * * * * * * * * * * * Generative-based All Formats

SCALEEVAL [20] * * * * * * * * * ✓ * * Generative-based Likert
TIGERSCORE [74] ✓ ✓ ✓ Generative-based (trained) Error Analysis

AUTO-J [95] ✓ * ✓ ✓ * * * ✓ ✓ ✓ * ✓ Generative-based (trained) Likert

- Boolean. Evaluate if one story is good or bad, or whether it meets certain criteria (for example, checking whether it is
fluent).
- Comparison. Choose the better of two stories. Previous works [109] have proposed that it is easier and more robust
to compare two outputs than to score them independently.
- Ranking. For comparison, only two stories are involved, while for ranking, the order of N (N≥2) samples needs to be
decided. Specifically, we can get the ranking list through N(N-1) pairwise comparisons or calculate a win-loss ratio
within selected comparisons to order the candidates [109].
- Error Analysis. To ensure the trustworthiness and reliability of evaluation results, some studies [192] provide a
detailed evaluation process for each score, including specific error locations and explanations 2. For instance, TIGERScore
[74] assigns a penalty score to each identified error and then calculates the discrete score. Alternatively, as suggested in
Hu et al. [67], one could simply count the number of errors to categorize the score from low to high scale. For aspects
such as commonsense, we can calculate the error percentage as done in Min et al. [124].

2Reasoning process, on the other hand, provides a more coarse-grained explanation of the evaluation result.
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5 TRADITIONAL EVALUATION

In this section, we discuss traditional evaluation metrics. From Sections 5.1 to 5.4, we analyze metrics for evaluating
textual stories, categorized by their method types (Section 4.1). In Section 5.5, we delve into metrics for evaluating
multi-modal relevance and the quality of visual output.

5.1 Lexical-based Metrics

As mentioned in Section 4.1, lexical-based metrics process the story as a bag of tokens or n-grams. The most popular
metrics such as BLEU [132], METEOR [8], ROUGE [103], and CIDEr [177] focus on the lexical overlap between candidates
and the reference story. These methods can assess the Overall Quality of the generated results.

Some metrics, on the other hand, evaluate a specific aspect of a story: (1) Fluency can be measured by calculating
intra-story repetition. The Repetition Percentage metric [161] computes the percentage of tokens in the generated story
that repeat at least one 4-gram; the Intra-story Repetition metric [197] measures the repetition within each generated
story through 3-gram word overlaps. (2) TAACO [32] is a freely available text analysis tool for evaluating Coherence. It
incorporates over 150 lexical-based indices (such as sentence overlap and paragraph overlap) and outputs a Likert-type
scale as the final score. (3) The Coverage metric [52] measures Commonsense by counting the average number of
knowledge triples that appear in each generated story.

There are also lexical-based metrics focusing on the Diversity of stories generated by a model: (1) To access General
Diversity, for reference-based metrics, the Backward BLEU metric [164] measures diversity by applying generated
texts as reference, evaluating each test set text with a BLEU score. The MS-Jaccard metric [126] assesses both quality
and diversity, calculating n-gram overlap between generated and referenced stories using the Jaccard index. For
reference-free methods, the Distinct-n metric [94] computes the average ratio of distinct n-grams to total n-grams.
The Self-BLEU metric [212] computes the average BLEU score of each generated story using all generated stories as
reference. The Inter-Story Repetition metric [45] examines 3-gram repetition across stories. (2) Specifically, Fan et al.
[39] and Goldfarb-Tarrant et al. [45] access Event Diversity, proposing Unique Verbs and Diverse Verbs metrics that
calculate the number and percentage of unique verbs that are not one of the top 5 most frequent verbs in the story.

5.2 Embedding-based Metrics

Although lexical-based metrics are widely used, they demonstrate a low correlation with human annotations [170] and
show poor semantic comprehension. Embedding-based metrics [25, 27, 28, 87, 129, 166, 205, 207], which evaluate based
on embeddings from strong pre-trained models, can perform much better in terms of semantic comprehension. In this
section, we discuss the metrics that directly use the pre-trained models, without further fine-tuning. Such methods
evaluate the equivalence between the embeddings of the target text and references using a matching algorithm, as
shown in the model structure on the left side of Figure 3 (a). Generally, the key point is to propose better-designed
matching algorithms based on stronger pre-trained models.

Earlier approaches apply the pre-trained word2vec model [123]. ROUGE-WE [129], the variant of ROUGE, replaces the
hard lexical matching in the ROUGE function with soft matching based on the cosine similarity of word2vec embeddings.
The matching algorithm of Word Mover’s Distance (WMD) [87] uses the concept of Earth Mover’s Distance [155].
It calculates the minimum cumulative distance that words in the generated text must travel to reach words in the
reference text within the word2vec embedding space. However, WMD’s reliance on word embeddings limits its ability
to capture whole-sentence semantics. To address this, Clark et al. [25] introduce Sentence Mover’s Similarity (SMS),



What Makes a Good Story and How Can We Measure It? A Comprehensive Survey of Story Evaluation 13

which uses sentence embeddings. They also introduce Sentence and Word Mover’s Similarity (S+WMS), which uses
both word and sentence embeddings. SMS and S+WMS that incorporate sentence-level semantic comprehension would
be more appropriate for story evaluation.

More recent methods apply stronger pre-trained models such as BERT [34]. BERTScore [205], a popular embedding-
based method using contextual BERT embeddings, matches tokens in generated and reference texts via cosine similarity.
It can be adapted to assess input relevance by averaging the BERTScore between the source input and each story
sentence, termed BERTScore-Source [13]. Unlike BERTScore, which applies hard alignments (one-to-one) for words in
the generated text and one reference, MoverScore [207] provides soft alignments (many-to-one) between the generated
result and multiple references. It employs a matching algorithm similar to WMD, leveraging Earth Mover Distance to
compute the semantic distance. As the experiments conducted in Chhun et al. [21], MoverScore shows slightly better
performance in story evaluation than BERTScore.

The previous metrics evaluate based on encoded vectors. Some metrics [27, 28, 166], however, treat the output of
pretrained models as probability distributions rather than vector embeddings. They then calculate semantic similarity
through these probability distributions. In our taxonomy, we categorize these methods as special embedding-based
methods. BaryScore [27] models the output of multiple layers as a probability distribution, aggregates layer information
using the Wasserstein barycenter, and computes similarity using WMD’s matching function. DepthScore [166] obtains
discrete probability distributions of two texts and calculates their similarity by extending univariate quantiles to
multivariate spaces. InfoLM [28] masks each token to derive the discrete probability distribution for each text. It
aggregates these distributions using a weighted sum and then calculates the similarity. These metrics [27, 28, 166] show
better performance in tasks like Summarization (focusing on faithfulness), but no clear advantage in story evaluation
[21]. Possibly because they do not capture higher-level semantic comprehension.

TAACO 2.0 [31] is an upgrade from TAACO 1.0 [32], measuring the aspect of coherence. It introduces several new
indices tied to local and global cohesion based on semantic embeddings. It also supports reference-based indices that
calculate lexical and semantic overlap between a candidate text and a reference text.

5.3 Probability-based Metrics

Probability-based methods [5, 77, 201] count the evaluation score using the generation probability of a story based on
pre-trained models, as shown in Figure 3 (b). Such methods are motivated by the idea that better stories will have a
high generation probability.

Perplexity [5] might be the most widely used probability-based metric, which calculates the negative log-likelihood
of a text sequence generated by a language model. A lower perplexity score indicates better quality. Existing works
usually apply a powerful pre-trained generative model like GPT-2 [143], or further fine-tune it on the story generation
training set (Equation 1).

With the proposal of models like BART [91], which excel in both text generation and comprehension tasks, it’s
possible to access specific evaluation aspects using probability-based metrics. BARTScore [201] calculates the per-token
probability of the BART model. By altering the source and the generated text, it can assess various aspects. For example,
it can measure relevance and text quality by calculating the generation probability of the story based on the input
premise. CTRLEval [77] designs more elaborate text infilling tasks for different evaluation aspects: sentence cohesion
(coherence), consistency, and relevance, achieving better performance than BARTScore.
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5.4 Trained Metrics

As mentioned in Section 4.1, such metrics require training on the evaluation benchmark to enhance evaluating quality.
Some metrics also train on the text generation dataset to improve the model’s comprehension ability. In this Section, we
first present the commonly used training objects in Section 5.4.1, and then discuss the trained metrics in Section 5.4.2.

5.4.1 Training Objects. Given a textual story 𝑦 constructed with 𝑛 sequential sentences {𝑠𝑖 }𝑛𝑖 and k tokens {𝑤𝑖 }𝑘𝑖 ,
our goal is to obtain a evaluation result S achieved by function 𝑓 (𝑦). For evaluations based on source input 𝑥 and
reference 𝑟 , S is obtained by 𝑓 (𝑦, 𝑥, 𝑟 ). In the following discussion, we present the loss function for the basic condition.
For trained metrics, the common training tasks and correlated objectives are as follows:

Story Generation. For probability-based and generative-based methods, the generative model can be trained on
the story generation dataset to improve the high-quality text’s generation probability. The corresponding negative
log-likelihood loss is as follows:

L𝑔𝑒𝑛 = − 1
𝑘

𝑘∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑝 (𝑦𝑡 |𝑦 < 𝑡 ;𝜃 ), (1)

where 𝜃 are the parameters of the generative model.

Discriminative/Contrastive Learning. Under the evaluation target that high-quality text should receive higher scores
than low-quality ones, some methods construct contrastive story pairs (𝑦+, 𝑦−). Given an evaluation dataset, 𝑦+ is the
text with a higher score than the negative sample 𝑦− . Without evaluation datasets, 𝑦+ is the ground truth output, and
𝑦− is either randomly selected or carefully crafted. The model is then trained using the discriminative loss:

L𝑑𝑖𝑠 =𝑚𝑎𝑥 (0, 𝛿 − 𝑓 (𝑦+) + 𝑓 (𝑦−)), (2)

where 𝛿 is a threshold parameter. It suggests that the score of a positive sample should exceed the score of a negative
sample by at least a margin of 𝛿 .

Evaluation Result Classification. If the evaluation result is formatted as a Likert-type scale or boolean output, a
classifier model can be trained to predict appropriate classes, usually trained with the classification loss:

L𝑐𝑙𝑠 = −S𝑐 · 𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑓 (𝑦), (3)

where S𝑐 denotes a one-hot encoded vector representing the ground truth class, and 𝑓 (𝑦) outputs the vector of predicted
probabilities for each class.

Evaluation Result Generation. As shown in Figure 3, for methods that directly generate a numeric score with the
regressor (like BLEURT, using an MLP layer for score generation) can be trained using regression loss as follows:

L𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑠 = | |S − 𝑓 (𝑦) | |2, (4)

where S is the ground truth score in the evaluation dataset, and 𝑓 (𝑦) yields the predicted score.
On the other hand, for generative-based methods shown in Figure 3 (c), all evaluation output formats can be converted

into text. For example, the Likert-type format can be expressed as integer text, and the boolean format can be represented
as “yes” or “no”. So, all evaluation problems can be turned into text generation problems and trained using cross-entropy
loss as follows:

L𝐶𝐸 = −1
𝑙

𝑙∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑝 (ST 𝑡 |ST < 𝑡, 𝑦;𝜃 ), (5)
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where ST refers to the text converted from the ground truth evaluation result, containing 𝑙 words, and 𝜃 represents
the parameters of the generative model.

Sentence Reordering. This is a self-supervised task proposed by Lapata [88], which means to reorder shuffled sentences
to their original sequence. This task can be applied to access the coherence of a story [119]. There are typically two task
settings: (1) Classification-based [140], which takes a pair of sentences <𝑠𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗>(𝑖 < 𝑗 ) and determines whether 𝑠𝑖 comes
before 𝑠 𝑗 . This is trained using the classification loss. (2) Generation-based [110], which involves all the sentences and
predicts their appropriate order. This is trained using the generation loss.

Instruction Tuning [204]. This training object is usually applied by LLM-based models (Section 6.4), which fine-
tune the LLMs with a large-scale instruction dataset for evaluation. The loss function is similar to Equation 5, with
instructions as additional input.

5.4.2 Trained Metrics. This subsection discusses the trained metrics proposed or can be adopted for story evaluation.
RUBER [174] is a hybrid metric. Its reference-free part RUBER𝑢 uses embeddings of the source and target text, and

trains the model using contrastive loss (Equation 2). The negative sample is randomly selected from the dataset. RUBER-
BERT [44] extends the RUBER score by employing BERT contextual embeddings, resulting in improved correlation
with human evaluations. BLEURT [160] aligns more closely with human annotators due to its training setup. It is first
pre-trained on large-scale synthetic data, using various automatic metrics (such as BLEU and BERTScore) as supervision
signals. It is then fine-tuned on human rating scores. The loss function is shown in Equation 4. The model structure is
depicted on the left side of Figure 3, predicting a score based on the BERT embeddings of the target and reference texts.

The series of COMET scores are built upon the stronger XLM-RoBERTa model [29]. Reference-based COMET [149]
combines the embeddings of the target and reference text into one single vector which is then passed to a regression
model. Reference-free COMET-QE evaluates quality using only the source and target text as input. Both COMET and
COMET-QE are trained on human evaluation data using the regression loss shown in Equation 4. COMETKiwi [150]
utilizes the same training method, while adapting the predictor-estimator architecture of OPENKIWI [79] (as shown in
the right side of Figure 3 (a)). COMET22 [148] incorporates additional pre-training data and larger encoder models,
resulting in enhanced performance. Although the series of COMET scores are proposed for the machine translation
task, they also perform well on reference-based story evaluation [74].

UNION and MANPLTS are specifically proposed for story evaluation. UNION [53] trains a model to distinguish
human-written stories from negative samples. These samples, focusing on fluency, coherence, and commonsense, are
created using four techniques: lexical and sentence-level repetition, random keyword and sentence substitution, sentence
reordering, and negation alteration. On the other hand, MANPLTS [43] trains a classification model primarily focused on
coherence. They create negative samples by introducing plot-level incoherence sources. The plot manipulations include
logical reordering, contradiction insertion, repetition insertion, and random sentence substitution. These manipulated
plots are then fed into generation models to produce implausible stories as negative samples. Maimon and Tsarfaty
[119] propose an evaluation metric, NOV_COHERENCE, to thoroughly assess coherence. It is first pre-trained on various
tasks that contribute to coherence detection (sentence reordering, irrelevant sentence recognition, etc.) and then trained
on a coherence evaluation dataset. Their experimental results demonstrate that these pre-training tasks help the model
achieve better performance in coherence evaluation.
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5.5 Multi-modal Tasks Evaluation

When evaluating a multi-modal story, we should measure the cross-modal relevance (Section 5.5.1) for both visual-to-
text and text-to-visual tasks. When evaluating visual-to-text generation, the measurement of generated textual stories
remains the same as discussed in previous sections. Whereas for text-to-visual generation tasks, we should evaluate the
quality of the visual outputs (Section 5.5.2), taking into account their quality and visual coherence.

5.5.1 Multi-modal Relevance. Visual Captioning Accuracy [115, 116] is commonly used in early research on story
visualization. It generates captions for created images and measures the similarity between these captions and the input
story. With the introduction of the CLIP model, which effectively aligns text and visuals in the same embedding space,
ClipScore [60] and EMScore [163] are proposed. These methods evaluate the similarity of text and visual content and
can effectively assess the multi-modal relevance of textual story and visual story.

The former metrics separately measure each sentence’s relevance to the correlated visual content. To measure the
global relevance of the whole story and the visual content, Maharana et al. [116] train a Hierarchical-DAMSM model
that extracts global representations for both the story and the image sequence, using their similarity to compute the
retrieval-based R-Precision. Ning et al. [130] apply the earth mover’s score [156] to measure the distance between the
distribution of the album images and the generated stories in the CLIP embedding space.

Some metrics [171, 180] specifically address the global multi-modal relevance in visual storytelling. RoViST [180] pro-
poses three evaluation metrics for visual grounding, coherence, and non-redundancy, achieving good overall evaluation
performance. However, its RoViST-VG metric, which measures multi-modal relevance, overlooks temporal alignment –
it doesn’t consider whether the order of entities in the story matches their order in the image sequence. To address this,
Surikuchi et al. [171] conduct an extended analysis of existing metrics and propose a novel metric, GROOViST, which is
robust to temporal misalignments and correlates with human intuitions about grounding. Specifically, they utilize CLIP
[142] features to improve visual grounding abilities. To address temporal misalignments, they penalize noun phrases
(NPs) that are poorly grounded with temporally relevant images. Although GROOViST performs better in assessing
temporal misalignment, simply assigning negative values for poorly grounded NPs isn’t entirely reasonable. These NPs
might represent a review of previously appeared visual content or could be logically correlated with current visual
components. Further exploration is needed.

5.5.2 Visual Output Evaluation. FID [61] and FVD [176] are commonly used to assess the quality of visual outputs.
They measure the similarity between the features of the visual content and those of real-world images and videos. These
features can be extracted by any model, such as standard features from Inception-V3 (image) [173] and I3D (video) [14],
or from more powerful models like CLIP (image) [142] and InternVideo-MM-L-14 (video) [184]. DOVER [188] can be
used to measure the perceptual quality of visual outputs. It predicts the average human subjective perception of a video.

Besides the quality of the output visual stories, the coherence of the visual scenes is also important.When evaluating the
consistency of a generated video or an image sequence, two factors are typically considered: character and background
consistency [115, 144], usually measured by the accuracy and F1-Score.

In tasks of continuous visual storytelling [12, 117], the generated video or images are constrained by the visual
prompt, leading to less randomness. For example, a car wouldn’t have a random visual appearance. Therefore, we can
directly compare these visual contents with the ground truth by calculating the cosine similarity of their normalized
visual features.
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6 LLM-BASED EVALUATION

The development of large language models (LLMs) has led to significant advancements in automatic comprehension
and generation. This also encourages several LLM-based evaluation methods [42, 102]. As verified in Wang et al. [181],
LLM has a much higher correlation with humans than traditional metrics. Additionally, it is capable of providing
a human-like reasoning process, demonstrating much stronger reliability and interpretability. We discuss existing
LLM-based evaluation methods from Section 6.1 to 6.4, along with their pros and cons in Section 6.5.

6.1 Embedding-based Metrics

Similar to the traditional embedding-based methods mentioned in Section 5.2, researchers can utilize embeddings
calculated by more advanced LLMs to achieve better performance [37]. Clearly, these methods have limitations – they
lack explainability and struggle to encompass various evaluation aspects.

6.2 Probability-based Metrics

Such methods [19, 41, 192] count the evaluation score using the generation probability of LLMs. By designing different
inputs and outputs, these probability-based metrics can address various aspects. The Implicit Score [19] simply forms
the evaluation (overall quality or specific aspect) as a binary Yes or No question, and calculates based on the generation
probability of answering “yes”.

GPTScore [41] calculates the generation probability of the target story, based on the source input, task specification,
and criteria definition. Since the probability of a sentence can vary due to superficial differences such as word order
and sentence structure, such probability-based methods are susceptible to likelihood bias, particularly in aspects like
relevance. Ohi et al. [131] quantify and explore the impact of this bias. Additionally, they propose a Likelihood-Bias-
Mitigation method to mitigate likelihood bias by using highly biased instances as few-shot examples for in-context
learning.

Inspired by the idea that higher quality stories are more affected by perturbation than lower quality ones (for example,
introducing typos could impact a fluent story more than a non-fluent one), Xie et al. [192] propose a novel method
named DELTASCORE. This method evaluates the likelihood difference between stories before and after applying
perturbation strategies related to specific aspects.

6.3 Generative-based Metrics

Such methods can also be defined as prompt-based methods, which attempt to prompt strong LLMs to automatically
evaluate the results. In other words, they let LLMs serve as human annotators. One of the biggest advantages of
generative-based metrics is interpretability, by generating the reasoning process for the evaluation result. The key
challenge of these methods is to design proper prompts and effective frameworks.

Aggregating evaluations through more detailed and easier sub-tasks can lead to better performance than directly
assessing the overall quality. Saha et al. [157] propose the BRANCH-SOLVE-MERGE (BSM) method, which breaks down
the overall evaluation into several sub-tasks. LLM generates results for each sub-evaluation and then aggregates them.
Zhang et al. [206] propose WideDeep, a multi-layer LLM evaluator. In its first layer, each neuron handles a specific task
of quality evaluation. In higher layers, each neuron integrates and abstracts the previously learned local evaluation
information to generate a more comprehensive evaluation result. This multi-layer comprehension leads to improved
performance. COAScore [48] prompts the LLM to generate a chain of aspects (such as those shown in Section 3.1) for
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evaluation. It scores each generated aspect and uses the chain-of-aspect knowledge (definitions and scores) to achieve
the final evaluation result. CheckEval [90] breaks down each evaluation aspect into more detailed sub-aspects, develops
a checklist for each dimension, and achieves better performance.

LLMs can further enhance evaluation performance, consistency, and robustness by merging or debating on multiple
evaluation results. FairEval [182] generates multiple pieces of evidence before assigning final ratings. G-Eval [107]
calculates the final score as a probability-weighted summation of different Likert-type scales. In ChatEval [15], unique
personas are assigned to an LLM, leading to multiple agents engaging in the debate process. These agents can reach a
conclusion after one-by-one or simultaneous debates. An additional summarizer can summarize each iteration of a
simultaneous debate to add high-level messages. Through multi-agent discussion, more reliable and robust evaluation
is achieved. MATEval [99] further incorporates the Chain-of-Thought [187] and self-reflection [114] strategies into
the multi-agent discussion, improving the performance in open-ended story evaluation. As different LLMs naturally
have differences and can comment on the results of others, this omits the process of persona assignment. Bai et al.
[6] propose a peer-examination method that lets LLMs evaluate the results of other LLMs and combine the ranking
results. SCALEEVAL [20] proposes an agent-debate-assisted meta-evaluation framework. It allows different LLM agents
to engage in multi-round debates, resulting in more reasonable evaluation results that correlate highly with human
annotators. It also provides the process of discussions to assist humans. SCALEEVAL supports any new user-defined
scenarios and criteria, aiding automatic evaluation and new benchmark annotation.

PORTIA [101] splits the long answers into multiple segments, aligns similar content, and then merges them back
into a single prompt for evaluation. Its main idea is to divide the comparison of long contexts into several comparisons
between similar shorter segments, making the evaluation easier and reducing the problem of position bias. This might
also be applied to story evaluation, for instance, dividing the evaluation into comparisons of the opening, progression,
and ending.

6.4 Trained Metrics

Due to the high cost and potential irreproducibility of generative-based metrics, some methods focus on fine-tuning
open-source LLMs to create expert models for evaluation.

Most of them access general evaluation tasks (with creative writing as a sub-domain), including PandaLM [186],
Prometheus [81, 82], Shepherd [183], Auto-J [95], CritiqueLLM [76], JudgeLM [211] and TIGERScore [74]. They collect
large-scale evaluation benchmarks and fine-tune pre-trained LLMs through instruction tuning [204]. More details of
their instruction datasets are summarized in Gao et al. [42]. Among these trained models, Auto-J [95] proposes several
referable criteria for each task, while TIGERScore [74] provides detailed error annotations of various aspects. They
demonstrate the potential to handle unseen tasks when instructions are built using predefined criteria.

PERSE [179] and COHESENTIA [118] specifically focus on story evaluation. The former emphasizes personalized
story evaluation, while the latter concentrates on coherence evaluation.

6.5 Takeaways

Although LLM-based evaluations achieve much better results than traditional methods, there is still a long way to
go in realizing reliable and robust evaluation. Here we would like to summarize some useful strategies and existing
limitations.



What Makes a Good Story and How Can We Measure It? A Comprehensive Survey of Story Evaluation 19

Helpful Strategies. We summarize the generally useful strategies in LLM-based evaluation: (1) In the evaluation
prompt, clear and concise instructions are better than complex ones [80]. (2) Generating the reasoning process or
detailed error analysis can aid the final evaluation [23, 74, 80, 95]. (3) Decomposing a complicated task into simpler,
clearer sub-tasks is helpful [48, 101, 157, 206]. (4) Aggregating multiple evaluations [182], incorporating a debating
process [15, 20, 99], and using multi-agent assessment [15] can all improve the performance and robustness of the
results. (5) In-context learning could be helpful [72], especially for personalized evaluation [179].

Limitations. There are four types of discovered biases: (1) Format Bias, which means the optimal performance is only
achieved under specific prompt formats. Designing more professional prompts or fine-tuning the model with more
diverse instructions can mitigate this problem, but it still remains to be solved. (2) Position bias, a common problem
in LLM-based evaluations, which means that LLM exhibits a preference for the first displayed candidate [182]. To
address this problem, a simple solution is to combine evaluations using different sample orderings. Specifically for
generative-based methods, Wang et al. [182] aggregates results across various orders to determine the final score; for
trained methods, Li et al. [95] change the order of the candidates within each training sample to double the training
data. (3) Knowledge bias, which means LLM-based evaluators tend to favor the results they have seen or results that are
generated by themselves [106, 107]. This can be partially mitigated by replacing proper nouns, but it remains a very
challenging issue. (4) Likelihood Bias, which is showcased in probability-based methods, because the probability of a
sentence can vary due to superficial differences, especially in aspects like relevance [131].

There are also concerns about the substantial expense and non-reproducibility of methods based on commercial
LLMs. This calls for more research based on open-source models. Proposing evaluation benchmarks for developing
stronger evaluation expert models is also valuable.

7 EVALUATING METRICS ON STORY EVALUATION BENCHMARK

In this section, we present the evaluation performance3 of existing automatic metrics on the story evaluation benchmark,
from collected experimental results and our additional experiments. We focus on the most commonly used metrics and
those demonstrating exceptional performance. We discuss their advantages and disadvantages, and suggest potential
uses for them.

7.1 Evaluation of OverallQuality

The evaluation results of automatic metrics on the story evaluation benchmark dataset OpenMEVA4 are displayed in
Figure 4. The representative evaluation metrics involve: (a) Reference-based Metrics, including widely used lexical-
based metrics (BLEU [132], ROUGE [103], METEOR [103]), embedding-based and probability-based metrics (BERTScore
[205], BARTScore_ref [201]), trained metrics (BLEURT [160], COMET22 [148], UniEval [208]), and LLM-based scores
(InstructScore [194], GPTScore_ref [41]). (b) Reference-free metrics, including commonly used probability-based
metrics (PPL [5], BARTScore_src [201]), trained metrics (Union [53], COMETKiwi [150]), and strong LLM-based scores
(Llama2-13B [175], GPTScore_src [41], Auto-J [95], TigerScore [74], Implicit/Explicit Score [19]).

Our observations and discussions, which could also be applied to other creative generation tasks, are as follows:

• While accessing the overall performance of a textual story, although we have stated that there are no standard
answers for creative story generation, reference-based evaluation results remain significant. Metrics such as

3The correlation of these metrics with the human-annotated evaluation dataset can be calculated using Pearson [135], Spearman [165], or Kendall-Tau
[78] correlations.
4To the best of our knowledge, it is the story evaluation benchmark that has the highest citation.
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Fig. 4. The Pearson Correlation between various metrics and human ratings on OpenMEVA (ROC) benchmark dataset.

COMET22 and UniEval, which have been trained on human evaluation benchmarks, can show good correlations
with human judgments. It’s advantageous to present both reference-based and reference-free metrics. However,
for longer stories, reference-based metrics may be more suitable for plot-level matching rather than evaluating
the entire story.

• Regarding reference-based methods, widely used lexical-based metrics such as BLEU and ROUGE show very
low correlation with human evaluation (Figure 4). Embedding-based and probability-based metrics demonstrate
stronger performance due to their improved semantic comprehension. However, to better align with human
judgment, training on human evaluation benchmarks is necessary. This is verified by the performance of
UniEval and COMET22, which show even stronger results than some reference-based LLM metrics.

• Regarding reference-free methods, although the metrics based on powerful ChatGPT achieve high performance,
they suffer from non-reproducibility and high cost. Open-source metrics that show comparable results are
preferable alternatives. Specifically, metrics trained for story evaluation such as Union [53], or evaluation exper-
tise LLMs like TigerScore [74] and AUTO-J [95] are worth considering. We can further enhance performance
by applying additional strategies (Section 6.5) such as the debating process.

• Existing automatic evaluations, even the effective LLM-based methods, have their limitations. Thus human
evaluation and collaborative evaluation (Section 8) still have significant value.

7.2 Evaluation of Sub-Aspects

Regarding the evaluation of various aspects, our discoveries and discussions are as follows:

• We select powerful metrics capable of evaluating specific aspects and present their performance on the bench-
mark proposed by Xie et al. [191], a dataset covering commonly explored aspects. As shown in Figure 5,
evaluation expert models like UniEval and AUTO-J perform comparably or better than ChatGPT 5. Detailed
instructions (including criteria definitions and scoring standards) [22] or fine-grained evaluations (such as
DeltaScore [192]) can improve the evaluation of specific aspects. Note that this analysis may require validation
on more robust benchmarks.

• According to the experimental results shown in Figure 5, as well as existing research works [21, 22, 192],
LLM-based methods are currently the best proxy for human evaluation of stories. However, they still face

5We use OpenAI API with the GPT-3.5-turbo model
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Fig. 5. The Kendall Correlation between powerful metrics and multi-aspect human ratings proposed by Xie et al. [191].

challenges in aspects like interestingness, which require further exploration in both general and personalized
evaluation [179].

• Especially regarding coherence, existing research such as COHENSENTIA [118] and NOV_COHERENCE [119]
can be applied. However, these approaches are not that effective for evaluating long stories.

8 COLLABORATIVE STORY EVALUATION AND GENERATION

This section discusses the research on human-AI collaborative evaluation and the evaluating considerations for
collaborative writing frameworks.

Collaborative Evaluation. Both human evaluation and automatic evaluation have their own advantages and limitations.
Human evaluation is considered the gold standard, but it can be time-consuming, expensive, subjective, and inconsistent
[24]. Automatic evaluations, particularly those based on open-source LLMs, can be cost-effective and produce fewer
outlier values. However, they still need improvement to better correlate with human standards. Recent studies have
explored to combine these advantages through collaborative evaluation. Li et al. [97] introduce COEVAL, a two-stage
approach. First, it generates a checklist of task-specific criteria, then conducts instance evaluation. Both stages begin
with LLM-generated results, which are subsequently scrutinized by humans. Through this human scrutiny, COEVAL
revises approximately 20% of evaluation scores for ultimate reliability. Kim et al. [83] propose EvalLM, an interactive
platform that provides automatic, detailed evaluation outputs based on user-defined criteria. This enables users to
efficiently refine task prompts and evaluation criteria. In sum, the main issue lies in designing effective interactive
strategies for efficient collaboration between humans and AI systems.

Evaluation of Collaborative Story Generation. Today’s Large Language Models, particularly commercial ones like
GPT-4 [1] and Claude [189], can match or slightly surpass human writers in most areas [190, 191]. However, they may
still fall short in aspects such as creativity and interestingness [47, 89, 191]. Nevertheless, this advancement enhances
the feasibility of collaborative story generation – a process where a person works with model outputs to jointly create
a story [11, 26, 71]. Evaluating collaborative writing requires consideration of both story quality and user experience.
Quantitative evaluations of human experience include edit distance [35], percentage of accepted suggestions or applied
model-generated stories, generation productivity (words written per unit time) [35], and story completion time [172].
Lee et al. [89] apply the concepts from Storch [168], redefining equality as the even distribution of writing events
between humans and AI, and mutuality as the proportion of user-system interactions among all operations.
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Table 6. The common aspects used for evaluating collaborative writing.

Aspect Definition

Helpfulness I found the AI system helpful.

Collaboration I felt like I was collaborating with the AI system.

Ease I found it easy to write with the AI system.

Enjoyment I enjoyed writing with the AI system.

Expression I was able to express my creative goals while writing with the AI system.

Unique The script(s) written with the AI system feel unique.

Ownership I feel I have ownership over the created script(s).

Surprise I was surprised by the responses from the AI system.

Proud I’m proud of the final outputs.

User feedback might be more important for evaluating collaborative writing systems. Several studies [46, 100, 125, 167,
198, 200] have developed questionnaires to gather this feedback. These questions either assess the overall performance
(whether the framework is a good platform and if they would use it again); or assess multiple aspects, focusing on
the helpfulness, user-friendliness, user experience, and effectiveness of the collaborative writing framework. Detailed
questions can be located in each paper, where Table 6 shows the example questions from Mirowski et al. [125]. Future
research may adapt these questions to align with the specific goals of proposed systems.

9 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE EXPLORATIONS

Based on the above survey, we would like to make following recommendations for future research explorations.

Standardized Evaluation Criteria. Although we have analyzed the evaluation criteria in previous research, as shown
in Section 3.1, we hope to encourage further exploration of standardized evaluation criteria, especially for subjective
aspects like interestingness that are difficult to evaluate automatically. Specifically for LLM-based evaluation, it’s
valuable to explore suitable criteria for various LLMs, as different models may favor distinct definitions. For example,
we can iteratively refine initial criteria through human feedback [83] or system self-improvement [108], based on issues
identified in evaluation results using the current criteria.

Story Evaluation Benchmark. Most existing story evaluation benchmarks (Section 3.2) are limited to stories generated
from prompts in ROCStories [127] and WritingPrompts [38]. Future benchmarks should encompass more diverse
domains, incorporate more complex aspects, and include longer stories. Additionally, since human evaluation is
expensive and time-consuming, it is usually conducted on a subset of a large-scale dataset. Therefore, exploring methods
for effective subset sampling is also valuable [154].

Long Story Evaluation. With the development of Large Language Models, it is more possible for automatic evaluation
and generation of long story [89, 195, 199, 210]. However, evaluating long narratives presents numerous challenges.
Firstly, obtaining human annotations for lengthy stories is difficult. Secondly, encoding and comprehending long
contexts presents a challenging task. While existing works have made progress in 0-10K story processing, the automatic
generation and evaluation of human-like long stories, such as a Harry Potter fanfic fiction of at least 40K words [122],
is still challenging.



What Makes a Good Story and How Can We Measure It? A Comprehensive Survey of Story Evaluation 23

Multi-modal Story Evaluation. As discussed in Section 2.2, in multi-modal story evaluation, we should consider
not only spatial relevance but also temporal relevance and more complex logical relevance. Although some efforts
[171, 180] have been made to access these challenges, this is still a under-explored domain.

Personalized Evaluation. Human evaluation might suffer from low inter-annotator agreement, particularly for sub-
jective aspects like interestingness and character development [13]. It’s worthwhile to explore personalized evaluation,
which is valuable for applications like recommendation systems. Wang et al. [179] explore to address the problem of
personalized evaluation. They propose two personalized story evaluation datasets, fine-tuning open-source LLM with
instructions and few-shot reviewer preference. Further research into more benchmarks and personalized evaluation
methods is encouraged.

Fairness Improvement. Fairness improvement (or debiasing) is a crucial issue in LLM-based evaluation. Common
problems include position bias, where LLMs favor the first option in a comparison pair; format bias, which refers to their
sensitivity to prompts; and knowledge bias, which implies a preference for memorized or generated stories. Despite
efforts to mitigate these biases, further research is needed.

Robustness Analysis. He et al. [58] has developed various stress tests to examine the robustness of metrics derived
from medium-size pre-trained language models. They identify several blind spots in metrics such as BERTScore [205]
and UniEval [208]. Although newer metrics based on more powerful LLMs show increased robustness, assessing the
reliability of these automatic metrics remains essential.

Reliability Exploration. Improving reliability helps ensure people trust and use automatic evaluation results. To
address this, existing metrics primarily provide a more human-like rational process [80] or conduct more reliable error
analysis [74]. Future works could also explore ways to mitigate overconfidence and reduce inconsistencies.

Explore the Difference between Human-written and AI-generated Stories. Here we have two objectives: first, to
explore the gap between AI-generated and human-written stories in order to enhance the quality of generated content.
Second, to develop methods for distinguishing between AI-generated and human-written stories, with the aim of
preventing potential harm, such as the spread of fake news stories.

Collaborative Evaluation. Collaborative evaluation can leverage the effectiveness of both human evaluation and
automatic evaluation. Callan and Foster [13] found that automatic metrics can perform at near-human levels, except for
aspects like interestingness. As such, it is reasonable to conduct an automatic evaluation first, providing the result and
reasoning process. Based on these outputs, humans can then focus on assessing the aspects that machines seem to
struggle with.

10 CONCLUSION

In this survey, we summarize and discuss the evaluation of human-written or automatically generated stories. We
first progress with various types of story generation tasks, the story evaluation criteria, and benchmark datasets. We
then introduce a taxonomy to categorize existing metrics that are proposed or can be adopted for story evaluation,
discussing them in detail. Additionally, we carry out experiments, report their quantitative performance on story
evaluation, and provide recommendations. Finally, we propose future directions for story evaluation, which are suitable
for general evaluations as well. We hope our survey will help readers understand the developments in story generation
and automatic evaluations, while inspiring future research directions.
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