arXiv:2305.08290v1 [cs.IR] 15 May 2023

SWAN: A Generic Framework for Auditing Textual Conversational Systems

TETSUYA SAKAI, Waseda University, Japan

We present a simple and generic framework for auditing a given textual conversational system, given some samples of its conversation sessions as its input. The framework computes a SWAN (Schematised Weighted Average Nugget) score based on nugget sequences extracted from the conversation sessions. Following the approaches of S-measure and U-measure, SWAN utilises nugget positions within the conversations to weight the nuggets based on a user model. We also present a schema of twenty (+1) criteria that may be worth incorporating in the SWAN framework. In our future work, we plan to devise conversation sampling methods that are suitable for the various criteria, construct seed user turns for comparing multiple systems, and validate specific instances of SWAN for the purpose of preventing negative impacts of conversational systems on users and society. This paper was written while preparing for the ICTIR 2023 keynote (to be given on July 23, 2023).

Additional Key Words and Phrases: chatbots, conversational search, conversation sampling, dialog acts, dialogue systems, evaluation, evaluation measures, large language models, nuggets

1 INTRODUCTION Given the rapid advances of LLM^1-based conversational systems (See, for example, Alessio et al. [1]) in the past few years, it is crucial for research communities to quickly establish evaluation/auditing frameworks that can detect their potential negative impacts on users and society in a timely manner while quantifying their potential positive impacts. We argue that such frameworks should satisfy the following requirements at least.

Alertness They should detect potential problems with extremely high recall (i.e., near-zero misses), while appropriately crediting the benefits of the conversational systems. Moreover, when aiming for high recall, different people involved (i.e., not just users, but also workers who label data for training the system, etc.) should be taken into account; in particular, if the evaluation framework ignores some negative impacts on marginalised people, it does not satisfy the alertness requirement.

Specificity By this we mean that the evaluation framework should be specific when locating the problem(s) within conversations. For example, an evaluation result that says “There is a problem somewhere inside this conversation session” is less useful than one that says “There is a problem in this particular system turn,” which in turn is less useful than one that says “There is a problem in this particular claim within this system turn.”

Versatility The frameworks should be versatile in several ways. Firstly, they should be able to handle task-oriented and non-task-oriented conversations seamlessly. This is because, as a prerequisite to fully interactive and effective conversational search (which is generally taskoriented), the system probably needs to gain trust from the user over time through non-task-oriented conversations (i.e., chats); furthermore, even within a single conversation session, the user may transition across a spectrum of vague and clear information needs (See, for example, Taylor [38]). Secondly, the frameworks should be able to consider and combine different evaluation criteria. For example, the Correctness of a system turn and the Harmlessness of the same turn may be mutually independent in general, but are both important and therefore neither should be ignored.

1Large Language Model

Author’s address: Tetsuya Sakai, tetsuyasakai@acm.org, Waseda University, Japan.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

Agility New conversational systems are released and updated frequently. Therefore the evalution/auditing side also needs to be agile. This rules out 100%-manual evaluation approaches.

Transparency Evaluation measures should be easy to compute and easily demonstrable as to how exactly they are computed. For example, if an LLM-based black-box conversational system is evaluated with another LLM-based black-box scoring system that may even have fed on the same training data (See, for example, Bauer et al. [5, p.47]), that evaluation approach is not considered transparent.

Neutrality The evaluation framework should not favour/oversell a particular system or approach. The above example of evaluating an LLM-based system with a similar LLM-system is also an example of violating neutrality, as such an approach will probably overrate the former system. Furthermore, the framework should not emphasise what works well while de-emphasising (or even failing to report) what does not.^2 To ensure neutrality, we assume that the auditor (i.e., one that uses our framework) does not have a direct conflict of interest with the system’s stakeholders. It follows that we should not assume that the auditor has access to internal states or components of the system.

Based on the above considerations, we propose an auditing framework for a given textual conversational system, with the following main characteristics.

• We take as input some user-system conversation sessions that have already been sampled appropriately, either through human-in-the-loop experiments or user simulation [16, 22, 23, 42].

• The first phase in our framework extracts nuggets from the conversations, using an automatic nugget extractor. In our framework, a nugget is either a claim/statement or a dialogue act [36], and is atomic (i.e., it cannot be broken down into smaller nuggets).

• The second phase in our framework scores each nugget for each of our criteria such as Correctness, Harmlessness, etc.; we refer to the set of criteria as a schema. This phase also probably requires at least some human effort.^3 • Finally, our framework computes a score by incorporating the following factors: (a) the nugget score for each criterion from the schema; and (b) the nugget weight, which can be defined as a function of the nugget position within a nugget sequence extracted from conversation sessions.

The idea of utilising nugget positions originates from the S-measure [33] and U-measure [31] evaluation frameworks. In practice, some criteria may only require scoring at the turn-level rather than the nugget-level, but our generic formulation covers both approaches.

Sakai’s ICTIR 2023 keynote (to be given on July 23, 2023) [30] will be based on (and will hopefully complement) this paper.

2 NUGGETS Nuggets have been used in the contexts of evaluating information retrieval/access systems (e.g., [10, 14, 33]), question answering systems [11, 25], helpdesk dialogue systems [35, 40], and so on. Similar concepts such as semantic content units [26] and iUnits (information units) [20] have been used in summarisation evaluation as well.

In our evaluation framework, an automatic nugget extractor is required so that the extracted nuggets (or the turns containing the nugget) can be scored based on various criteria. We consider two major nugget categories:

2On the other hand, we should probably be more tolerant to frameworks that emphasises potential problems: erring to some extent on the side of caution is necessary to prevent actual harms on society. 3Again, worker exploitation (e.g., making labellers read a lot of harmful texts) needs to be avoided.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

Type F (factual) This is a claim/statement that can be deduced directly from a turn. For example, from a system response which says “I’m sorry but I cannot provide a one-page summary of this paper as it is 15 pages long.” (from Section 4.6), we can extract the following F-nugget: “the paper [that they are talking about] is 15 pages long.”

Type O (other) Besides factual claims and statements, a turn generally contains sentences that represent various dialogue acts. For example, from the above system response, the following O-nuggets may be extracted if we use the taxonomy of Stolcke et al. [36] (Table 2): APOLOGY (“I’m sorry”) and REJECT (“I cannot provide a one-page summary of this paper”).^4 For both nugget categories, we want the nuggets to be atomic: no further breakdown of a given nugget should be possible. This is to achieve specificity (See Section 1): we want our evaluation framework to locate exactly where within conversations the problem lies.^5

In some cases, it may be useful to extract nuggets not just from system turns but also from user turns for the following reasons:

(a) When scoring system nuggets for some of the criteria, it may be convenient to define the score as a function of previous user nuggets;

(b) The user effort/cost [2, 4] may be represented by the number and type of user nuggets, and this can optionally be incorporated into nugget weighting: see Sakai et al. [35] and Zeng et al. [40] in which customer-helpdesk dialogues were evaluated using this approach.

The nugget extraction task generally does not require much subjectivity; according to a few pilot conversations with an existing LLM-based conversational search system, namely, the New Bing of Microsoft (as of March-May 2023), it appears that present LLMs are already capable of extracting Type-F nuggets quite reliably. Although this particular system refused to tag sentences with dialogue acts (as of May 11, 2023), LLM-based automatic text labelling has been shown to outperform crowd workers in terms of quality at least for some tasks (See, for example, Pan et al. [28, Table 10]).

3 SWAN: SCHEMATISED WEIGHTED AVERAGE NUGGET SCORE First, recall that we assume that samples of textual conversation sessions are already available to us through human-in-the-loop experiments and/or user simulation. While our view is that humanin-the-loop conversation sampling is a necessity, user simulation probably needs to complement it not only to accelerate the sampling step but also to avoid making annotators handle a lot of harmful contents. How to appropriately sample conversation sessions in order to ensure alertness, versatility, agility, and neutrality (See Section 1) is of utmost importance but outside the scope of this paper. Also, recall our assumption that we do not have access to the internal states/components of the conversational system.

Let 𝐶 be the set of criteria (i.e., schema) for assessing the textual conversations, and let CW^𝑐 be the criterion weight for 𝑐 ∈ 𝐶. Let 𝑈^𝑐 = {𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} } be a set of nuggets extracted for Criterion 𝑐 from sample conversations with a particular conversational system, where 𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} is the 𝑘-th nugget extracted from the 𝑗-th turn of the 𝑖-th conversation session. This notation implies that the nuggets to be considered may differ across the criteria. For example, criteria such as Correctness (Section 4.3) probably need to consider Type F nuggets only, while others such as Harmlessness (Section 4.15) need to consider Type O nuggets.

4Note that while the taxonomy of Stolcke et al. [36] identifies STATEMENT as the most frequent dialogue act, we classify statements as Type F.

5Raw sentences could optionally be treated as nuggets if atomicity is not an absolute requirement. In the NTCIR Dialogue Evaluation tasks [37], the entire turns were treated as nuggets.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

Let 𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) denote the score of Nugget 𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} based on Criterion 𝑐, assigned either manually or (semi)automatically. Let NW^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) be the position-aware nugget weight for 𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} under Criterion 𝑐; this notation implies that the nugget weighting scheme may also differ across the criteria. The nugget weight is analogous to the rank-based decay in information retrieval measures such as nDCG^6 except that the nugget weight may not necessarily be monotonically decreasing with respect to nugget position; different weighting schemes are possible. For example, whereas an S-measure-based linear decay function [33] would simply assume that the actual nugget worth decreases as the conversation progresses (i.e., shorter conversations that satisfy the information needs quickly are rewarded more), an alternative would be to assign positive weights only to nuggets from (say) the final turn of each conversation to model the recency effect [41]. Anchoring effect etc. can also be incorporated [9]; that is, “nuggets seen so far” can affect the weight of the current nugget.

For some criteria, it may be more convenient to assign scores and/or weights at the turn level rather than at the nugget level. However, if only turn-level scores are needed for a particular Criterion 𝑐, then we can just let 𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗1}) (i.e., score for the first nugget in a turn) represent the turn-level score, and let 𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) = 0 if 𝑘 > 0. Thus, our notations accommodate both nugget-level and turn-level scores.

The (Schematised) Weighted Average Nugget ((S)WAN) score can then be defined as:

SWAN =

�_{𝑐 ∈𝐶}

CW^𝑐 WAN^𝑐 (𝑈^𝑐 ) �_{𝑐 ∈𝐶}

CW^𝑐

, (1)

WAN^𝑐 (𝑈^𝑐 ) =

�_{𝑢𝑐}

𝑖 𝑗𝑘 ∈𝑈

𝑐 NW^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} )𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) �_{𝑢𝑐}

𝑖 𝑗𝑘 ∈𝑈 NW

𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} )

. (2)

Note that WAN reduces to 𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} )’s averaged over all nuggets in 𝑈^𝑐 if uniform nugget weights are used: this would be a nugget position-unaware measure that treats conversations as a bag of nuggets. Similarly, SWAN reduces to WANs averaged over Schema 𝐶 if uniform criterion weights are used.

As an instance of 𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ), consider (group) fairness as a criterion. Group fairness evaluation requires a set of attribute sets 𝐴 = {𝑎} (e.g., gender, h-index groups, etc.), with a gold distribution 𝐷^∗_𝑎 over groups for each attribute set 𝑎. Let AW_𝑎 be the weight assigned to attribute set 𝑎; let 𝐷_𝑎 (𝑢_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) be the distribution achieved by nugget 𝑢_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} for 𝑎. Then, it is possible to define a fairnessbased nugget score as:

𝑆^𝑐 (𝑢^𝑐_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) =

�_{𝑎∈𝐴} AW_𝑎DistrSim(𝐷_𝑎 (𝑢_{𝑖𝑘 𝑗} ), 𝐷^∗_𝑎) �_{𝑎∈𝐴}

AW_𝑎

, (3)

where DistrSim denotes a distribution similarity, or one minus a divergence for comparing two probability mass functions [34]. See Section 4.13 for more discussions on group fairness (or Fair Exposure).

In practice, while a SWAN score provides an overall summary of the behaviour of a given system, individual WAN scores as well as individual nugget/turn scores should be visualised and examined so that potential problems can be spotted before the system is fully deployed.

For comparing multiple systems using the SWAN framework, a set of common seed user turns that initialise a conversation can be utilised. As a result of different system responses, the conversations will then branch out (as in the topic trees of the TREC 2022 Conversational Assistance Track [27]), and how they branch out will differ across systems. While this means that (S)WAN

6Normalised Discounted Cumulative Gain [19]

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

scores from different systems are not directly comparable, they should still provide some guidance as to which systems are more potentially problematic than others in terms of which criteria, especially when the individual nugget scores and weights are examined closely as described above.

We have so far assumed that the sample conversation sessions are deterministic. However, user simulation may yield nondeterministic conversation sessions, that is, trees of conversations with some probability assigned to each branch at each branching point. In such situations, it may be useful to consider different possible conversation paths and define a version of SWAN similar to the intent-aware U-measure (U-IA) [31] and the M-measure [21], although these existing measures considered only one branching point.^7 That is, if we regard 𝑈^𝑐 as a set of nuggets that have been extracted from multiple possible conversation paths, then each nugget weight NW^𝑐 (𝑢_{𝑖 𝑗𝑘} ) concerning a turn at the end of a particular path can take all the branching probabilities for that path into account. The resultant SWAN score would be a “stochastic SWAN.”

4 A SCHEMA OF TWENTY (+1) CRITERIA FOR SWAN Below, we discuss twenty (plus one) criteria that may be worthwhile as plug-ins to SWAN, as summarised in Table 1. We do not claim that this is an exhaustive list of useful criteria for evaluating textual conversational systems, nor that the list is entirely novel; this is what we tentatively settled on after surveying prior art (as of early May 2023).

The table includes Fluency (Does the system turn pass as a manually composed natural language text?) as “Criterion 0” as it appears that LLM-based conversational systems have already achieved human-level fluency. The TREC 2022 Conversational Assistance Track defined Naturalness as “Does the response sound human-like?” which we believe is equivalent to our Fluency.

4.1 Coherence Coherence is about whether the turn “makes sense” given the previous turn. In particular, if the previous turn requests some information from the system, then the system turn should ideally be topically relevant to the request, although “I don’t know” would also be a perfectly coherent response in this case. Also, if the previous user turn is (say) just a greeting and the system responds appropriately, that is also a coherent response.^8

While current LLM-based conversational systems generally do a good job in terms of Coherence as well, they may occasionally misinterpret user intents; hence our schema includes Coherence as Criterion 1.

7The TREC 2022 Conversational Assistance Track proposed a few measures a few conversation path-based measures for handling topic trees in the context of seeking relevant information [27].

8While Venkatesh et al. [39] define a coherent response as a “comprehensible and relevant response to a user’s request,” our definition of Coherence does not assume that the previous user turn is a request. On the other hand, the TREC 2022 Conversational Assistance Track [27] defined their Relevance criterion as “Does the response follow on from previous utterances?, but their track focusses on task-oriented conversations.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

Table 1. 20(+1) criteria for evaluating textual conversational systems with SWAN.

Criterion Brief comments (with related and (near-)equivalent criteria)

0 Fluency (solved) (Naturalness) Does the turn pass as a manually composed text? 1 Coherence (Relevance) Does the turn make sense as a response to the previous user turn? 2 Sensibleness No common sense mistakes, no absurd responses 3 Correctness Is the nugget factually correct?

4 Groundedness Is the nugget based on some supporting evidence? 5 Explainability Can the user see how the system came up with the nugget? 6 Sincerity Is the nugget likely to be consistent with the system’s internal results? 7 Sufficiency (Recall) Does the turn satisfy the requests in the previous user turn? 8 Conciseness Is the system turn minimal in length?

9 Modesty (Confidence) Does the system’s confidence about the nugget seem appropriate? 10 Engagingness (Interestingness, Topic breadth) Does the system nugget/turn make the user want to continue the conversation?

11 Recoverability Does the system turn keep the user interacting after the user has expressed dissatisfaction?

12 Originality (Creativity) Is the nugget original, and not a copy of some existing text? 13 Fair exposure Does the system mention different groups fairly across its turns? 14 Fair treatment Does the system provide the same benefit to different users and user groups? 15 Harmlessness (Safety, Appropriateness) No threats, no insults, no hate or harassment, etc. 16 Consistency Given the nuggets seen so far, is the present nugget logically possible? 17 Retentiveness Does the system “remember”?

18 Robustness to Does the system eventually provide the same information no matter how we ask?

input variations 19 Customisability (Personalisability) Does the system adapt to different users and user groups? 20 Adaptability Does the system keep up with the changes in the world?

4.2 Sensibleness A turn or nugget is sensible if it does not represent any remarks that humans would not make, for example, common sense mistakes and absurd responses.^9 A fluent and coherent turn may not necessarily be sensible. On April 10, 2023, I asked the New Bing: “Name 10 information retrieval researchers please. I want them to help me run an international conference on IR. Bing gave me a list of famous IR researchers, with Gerard Salton and Karen Sparck Jones ranked at the top.^{10}

4.3 Correctness This is about whether the claim conveyed in the nugget is factually correct (based on world knowledge at the time of scoring). This is a vital criterion for LLM-based systems as they are known to hallucinate often even when their responses are topically relevant (See, for example, Bubeck et al. [7, p.82]). If human assessors are hired to judge the correctness of nuggets, they will have to turn to reliable external sources for fact checking, whenever common sense or common knowledge is not sufficient for the purpose.

9According to Cheng et al. (https://ai.googleblog.com/2022/01/lamda-towards-safe-grounded-and-high.html (visited May 2023)), “Sensibleness refers to whether the model produces responses that make sense in the dialog context (e.g., no common sense mistakes, no absurd responses, and no contradictions with earlier responses).” However, according to our schema, their definition covers not only Sensibleness but also Coherence (Section 4.1) and Consistency (Section 4.16). 10They passed away in 1995 and 2007, respectively.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

4.4 Groundedness A nugget is grounded if it is supported by a piece of evidence. Menick et al. [24] point out that Groundedness does not necessarily imply Correctness: a system might rely on factually incorrect sources. Hallucinations may be caused thus at the evidence gathering step, or at the response generation step, for example, by misquoting a factually correct source.

We want correct nuggets, and we want them to be grounded as well if common sense or common knowledge is not sufficient for us to determine their Correctness.

Note that according to our definition, Groundedness does not require the system to present a piece of evidence to the user.

4.5 Explainability While explainability is generally about the system’s ability to let the user understand why it is behaving in a certain way, here we define the Explainability criterion for a nugget as: Given the conversation(s) experienced by the user so far, is it likely that the user understands how the system came up with the current nugget?

A grounded nugget may not be explainable if it internally relies on an external source but does not reveal that fact to the user. On the other hand, a turn that contains explainable nuggets may not necessarily involve grounded nuggets: for example, if a system turn contains an answer to a mathematics question together with how it derived that answer, citing an external source may not be necessary.

4.6 Sincerity There is no guarantee that a conversational system will explain itself honestly.

On March 24, 2023, I (“U”) had the following conversation with the New Bing (“S”). U1: Hi, can you give me a one-page summary of this paper?

https://arxiv.org/pdf/2303.12712.pdf S1: The paper you shared is [...] I'm sorry but I cannot provide a one-page summary of this paper as it is 15 pages long [...]

U2: What made you say 15 pages??? The paper is 154 pages long [...] S2: I apologize for the mistake. You are correct. The paper is 154 pages long. [...] U3: That was a trick question - the paper is actually 54 pages long. S3: I apologize for the confusion. You are correct. The paper is 54 pages long. [...]

The paper I mentioned [7] was in fact 154 pages long (at that time). In Turn U2, I pointed out the system’s mistake, but Turn S2 made me suspect that the system does not mean what it says, that it is just agreeing with me without fact checking. So I lied to the system in Turn U3, and Turn S3 assured me that the system is indeed insincere (like myself).

If a conversational system is insincere and the user realises it, this will probably hurt the productivity of human-machine collaborations as they should be built upon trust. Hence we define the Sincerity criterion as follows. Given the conversation(s) experienced by the user so far, is it likely that the system nugget is consistent with its internal results?^{11} The word “likely” is used here as we assume that those who audit the system do not have access to its internal states.^{12}

11In the HHH (helpful, honest, and harmless) criteria of Askell et al. [3], the definition of Honesty is broader than that of our Sincerity; for example, their Honesty also subsumes our Correctness.

12While this setting also implies that we cannot directly penalise systems that intentionally hide information from the users, we hope that other criteria such as Sufficiency (Section 4.7) and Fair Exposure (Section 4.13) will help us detect such behaviour to some extent.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

4.7 Sufficiency We define sufficiency at the turn-level as: Does the system turn fully satisfy the requests in the previous user turn?

A related criterion is (nugget) Recall: the number of correct nuggets returned divided by the number of all possible correct nuggets. However, it is generally not practical to assume knowledge of the recall base, although ideally we would like to consider Recall to find out what the system is “hiding” from the user.

4.8 Conciseness This is also a turn-level criterion. Two system turns may be equally sufficient, by covering the same set of correct nuggets. However, one of them may be much more verbose than the other, which may hurt the user’s efficiency (if efficiency indeed matters). By Conciseness, we mean: Is the system turn minimal in length?^{13}

It probably makes sense to compute the Conciseness score as a function of nugget-level Correctness scores, together with some length penalty function in the spirit of BLEU [29] or S♯- measure [32].

4.9 Modesty The system may present a statement containing a factually incorrect nugget with high Confidence. But it should “express its uncertainty without misleading the users” [3, p.5].^{14} Hence we define Modesty as: Does the system’s confidence level about the nugget seem appropriate? Both overconfident statements (i.e., incorrect nuggets presented with high confidence) and underconfident statements (i.e., correct (and grounded) nuggets presented with low confidence) should be given low Modesty scores.

4.10 Engagingness In non-task-oriented conversations, the user does not specifically seek information (not consciously at least): the conversation itself is often what they want. Hence we define the Engagingness criterion as: Given the system nugget/turn, is it likely that the user will want to continue the conversation? A system turn is probably engaging if the user finds it interesting (e.g., Venkatesh et al. [39]); a chat system as a whole can probably be engaging if it can talk about various topics (i.e., it has a sufficient topic breadth [17]).

4.11 Recoverability Poor system responses (e.g., incorrect answers, responses with a low Engagingness score, etc.) will discourage the user from continuing the conversation (i.e., a dialogue breakdown [18] may occur). After a poor system turn, the system should follow up appropriately to try to keep the conversation going. Hence we define Recoverability as: Given a previous user turn that expresses dissatisfaction with the system’s turn, does the system’s current turn manage to keep the user interacting with it?

One possible way to implement Recoverability scoring could be as follows: (1) Identify a user turn (U𝑛) that expresses dissatisfaction by means of sentiment analysis; (2) Check that there are both system and user turns that follow the above turn (S𝑛 and U(𝑛 + 1)).

The existence of U(𝑛+1) suggests that S𝑛 was a successful follow-up system turn; The degree

13The TREC 2022 Conversational Assistance Track defines Conciseness as “Does the response adequately follow the previous utterances in a concise manner?

14Askell et al. [3] discussed this requirement as a feature of Honesty.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

of success can be quantified by comparing the estimated dissatisfaction in U(𝑛 + 1) with that in U𝑛.

4.12 Originality The user may expect a conversational system to be creative rather than to retrieve existing information or to chat. We define the Originality criterion as: Is the system nugget original, in the sense that it is not a copy (or a “mashup”) of some existing text?

While both Groundedness and Originality require us to look for existing sources, Originality may be harder to score in practice. This is because, whereas we can declare that a nugget is grounded just by finding one piece of evidence, we cannot guarantee 100% that a nugget is original just because we failed to find a source.

4.13 Fair Exposure Given an attribute set containing two or more groups and a target distribution over them (e.g., a uniform distribution over gender groups), we can consider group fairness [13] of entities that are mentioned in the system turns.

As we illustrated in Section 3, one possible way to consider (group) fairness within the SWAN framework is to generalise the GFR (Group Fairness and Relevance) framework [34], which was designed for evaluating ranked lists of documents.^{15} Given one or more attribute sets and a target distribution over each attribute set, we can first compute an achieved distribution for each nugget/turn, and the distribution similarities (i.e., how the distribution represented by the conversation is similar to the ideal distribution) can be computed and consolidated as shown in Eq. 3. By looking at the distribution similarities across turns and across conversation sessions, we may be able to quantify microaggression and other phenomena that are difficult to identify within each turn (See also Section 4.15).

4.14 Fair Treatment By Fair Treatment, we mean whether different users and user groups enjoy the same benefit from the system.^{16} For example, if a system provides useful information to English-speaking users but not to others (even though they have the same information need), we say that the system is poor in terms of Fair Treatment.

To score system nuggets from the Fair Treatment viewpoint, we will have to sample conversations under multiple settings (different user languages, different user genders, etc.) that share the same information need. Furthermore, the nugget scoring process will probably have to look across these different settings for the same information need.

4.15 Harmlessness Glaese et al. [15] describe a set of rules including no stereotypes, no microaggressions, no threats, no sexual aggression, no insults, no hate or harassment for training conversational systems to output harmless responses. We consider Harmlessness (or Safety [12]) as the most important among all the criteria discussed in this paper.

Also, we consider Appropriateness to be a part of the Harmlessness category. If a user is worried about their health and the system mentions brain tumor^{17}, it may be correct and sincere but may be not appropriate.

15In principle, if it is possible to let each group represent a single individual, we should be able to address individual fairness [13] using the same framework.

16A prerequisite is that different user groups all have access to the system in the first place. 17https://ehudreiter.com/2023/01/16/texts-accurate-but-not-appropriate/ (visited May 2023)

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

Regarding Harmlessness scoring, we argue as follows.

• Manually scoring system turns from the Harmlessness viewpoint can lead to worker exploitation, and therefore (semi)automatic scoring is necessary.

• For some facets of Harmlessness such as microaggressions, it is necessary to observe a sequence of system turns rather than to focus on a single nugget or a single turn;

• Harmlessness should be examined together with Fair Treatment, as it is likely that some user groups will potentially experience more harmful responses compared to others.

4.16 Consistency In the example conversation given in Section 4.6, the system claimed that the paper is 15 pages long; then it said that the paper is 154 pages long, etc. Such inconsistencies may occur within and across turns and conversations. Hence we define the Consistency criterion as: Given the system nuggets previously presented to the user, is the claim conveyed in the current nugget logically possible? In other words, if there is a contradiction between the new nugget and a previous one, the new one is deemed inconsistent.

4.17 Retentiveness Conversational systems are not entirely dependable if they “forget” previous conversation sessions or even previous turns in the current conversation session. By Retentiveness, we mean: Given the conversation(s) experienced by the user so far and the current nugget, is it likely that the system remembers the previous conversation(s)?

A system may achieve high Consistency by actually remembering; in some situations, however, it may also achieve high Consistency by forgetting every time but somehow managing to obtain the same result every time.

4.18 Robustness to Input Variations Ideally, given an information need of the user, the system should be able to provide the same information regardless of how the user expresses it (provided that the need is expressed adequately). The user may express the need in a single turn, or may use multiple turns that perhaps let the system return intermediate results. In any case, the same information should eventually be reachable. Hence, the Robustness to Input Variations criterion asks:^{18} Given an information need, does the system eventually provide the same information no matter how the user asks?

The Robustness criterion will require a special conversation sampling strategy, so that different conversations are sampled while the underlying information need is held constant. We note that this is much more complex than collecting a variety of single queries that represent the same information need (e.g. [8]), as it involves both single- and multi-turn conversations where the latter reflect the system’s intermediate responses.

4.19 Customisability Askell et al. [3] argue: “What behaviors are considered harmful and to what degree will vary across people and cultures.” Thus, systems should adapt to the needs and backgrounds of different users or different user groups (e.g., age groups), and behave differently where necessary. Since Personalisation usually means adapting to individual users rather than to user groups, we call this broader criterion Customisability.

18We consider this to be a more general phrasing than “robustness to prompting.”

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

The Customisability criterion will also require a special conversation sampling strategy: we will need conversations contributed by different users and/or user groups while the information needs are held constant.

4.20 Adaptability Facts change over time. So do rules and regulations. Conversational systems should keep up with the changes and provide up-to-date information while conforming to up-to-date evaluation/auditing criteria. Thus, the Adaptability criterion asks: “Does the system response adapt to changes in the world in a timely manner?”

For Adaptability-based nugget scoring, we would require conversation samples from different points in time that represent the changes (i.e., “before and after”). The sampling process also needs to be fast if we want to test how quicky the system can adapt to changes.

5 SUMMARY We presented the SWAN (Schematised Weighted Average Nugget) framework for auditing a given conversational system, which may be used in both task-oriented and non-task-oriented situations. We also presented a schema containing twenty (+1) criteria that may be incorporated in the SWAN framework. In our future work, we plan to devise conversation sampling methods that are suitable for the various criteria, construct seed user turns for comparing multiple systems, and validate specific instances of SWAN for the purpose of preventing negative impacts of conversational systems on users and society. Will (stochastic) SWANs audit stochastic parrots [6] effectively?

REFERENCES

[1] Marco Alessio, Guglielmo Faggioli, and Nicola Ferro. 2023. DECAF: a Modular and Extensible Conversational Search Framework. In SIGIR ’23: Proceedings of the 46th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Taipei, Taiwan). Association for Computing Machinery, to appear.

[2] Mohammad Aliannejadi, Leif Azzopardi, Hamed Zamani, Evangelos Kanoulas, Paul Thomas, and Nick Craswell. 2021.

Analysing Mixed Initiatives and Search Strategies during Conversational Search. In Proceedings of the 30th ACM International Conference on Information and Knowledge Management (Virtual Event, Queensland, Australia). Association for Computing Machinery, 16–26.

[3] Amanda Askell, Yuntao Bai, Anna Chen, Dawn Drain, Deep Ganguli, Tom Henighan, Andy Jones, Nicholas Joseph, Ben Mann, Nova DasSarma, Nelson Elhage, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Danny Hernandez, Jackson Kernion, Kamal Ndousse, Catherine Olsson, Dario Amodei, Tom Brown, Jack Clark, Sam McCandlish, Chris Olah, and Jared Kaplanz. 2021. A General Language Assistant as a Laboratory for Alignment. (2021). https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.00861 [4] Leif Azzopardi, Mohammad Aliannejadi, and Evangelos Kanoulas. 2022. Towards Building Economic Models of Conversational Search. In Advances in Information Retrieval. ECIR 2022. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol 13186, Matthias Hagen, Suzan Verberne, Craig Macdonald, Christin Seifert, Krisztian Balog, Kjetil Nørvåg, and Vinay Setty (Eds.). Springer, 31–38.

[5] Christine Bauer, Ben Carterette, Nicola Ferro, and Norbert Fuhr. 2023. Report from Dagstuhl Seminar 23031: Frontiers of Information Access Experimentation for Research and Education. (2023). https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.01509 [6] Emily M. Bender, Timnit Gebru, Angelina McMillan-Major, and Shmargaret Shmitchell. 2021. On the Dangers of Stochastic Parrots: Can Language Models Be Too Big?. In Proceedings of the 2021 ACM Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency (Virtual Event, Canada). Association for Computing Machinery, 610–623.

[7] Sébastien Bubeck, Varun Chandrasekaran, Ronen Eldan, Johannes Gehrke, Eric Horvitz, Ece Kamar, Peter Lee, Yin Tat Lee, Yuanzhi Li, Scott Lundberg, Harsha Nori, Hamid Palangi, Marco Tulio Ribeiro, and Yi Zhang. 2023. Sparks of Artificial General Intelligence: Early experiments with GPT-4. (2023). https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.12712 [8] Chris Buckley and Janet Walz. 2000. The TREC-8 Query Track. In NIST Special Publication 500-246: The Eighth Text REtrieval Conference (TREC 8). NIST, 65–76.

[9] Nuo Chen, Jiqun Liu, and Tetsuya Sakai. 2023. A Reference-Dependent Model for Web Search Evaluation. In Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2023 (Austin, TX, USA). Association for Computing Machinery, 3396–3405.

[10] Charles L.A. Clarke, Maheedhar Kolla, Gordon V. Cormack, Olga Vechtomova, Azin Ashkan, Stefan Büttcher, and Ian MacKinnon. 2008. Novelty and Diversity in Information Retrieval Evaluation. In Proceedings of the 31st Annual

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Singapore, Singapore). Association for Computing Machinery, 659–666.

[11] Hoa Trang Dang and Jimmy Lin. 2007. Different Structures for Evaluating Answers to Complex Questions: Pyramids Won’t Topple, and Neither Will Human Assessors. In Proceedings of the 45th Annual Meeting of the Association of Computational Linguistics (Prague, Czech Republic). Association for Computational Linguistics, 768–775.

[12] Emily Dinan, Gavin Abercrombie, A. Bergman, Shannon Spruit, Dirk Hovy, Y-Lan Boureau, and Verena Rieser. 2022.

SafetyKit: First Aid for Measuring Safety in Open-domain Conversational Systems. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers) (Dublin, Ireland). Association for Computational Linguistics, 4113–4133.

[13] Michael D. Ekstrand, Anubrata Das, Robin Burke, and Fernando Diaz. 2021. Fairness and Discrimination in Information Access Systems. (2021). https://arxiv.org/abs/2105.05779 [14] Matthew Ekstrand-Abueg, Virgil Pavlu, Makoto Kato, Tetsuya Sakai, Takehiro Yammoto, and Mayu Iwata. 2013. Exploring semi-automatic nugget extraction for Japanese one click access evaluation. In Proceedings of the 36th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Dublin, Ireland). Association for Computing Machinery, 749–752.

[15] Amelia Glaese, Nat McAleese, Maja Trebacz, John Aslanides, Vlad Firoiu, Timo Ewalds, Maribeth Rauh, Laura Weidinger, Martin Chadwick, Phoebe Thacker, Lucy Campbell-Gillingham, Jonathan Uesato, Po-Sen Huang, Ramona Comanescu, Fan Yang, Abigail See, Sumanth Dathathri, Rory Greig, Charlie Chen, Doug Fritz, Jaume Sanchez Elias, Richard Green, Soňa Mokrá, Nicholas Fernando, Boxi Wu, Rachel Foley, Susannah Young, Iason Gabriel, William Isaac, John Mellor, Demis Hassabis, Koray Kavukcuoglu, Lisa Anne Hendricks, and Geoffrey Irving. 2022. Improving alignment of dialogue agents via targeted human judgements. (2022). https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.14375.pdf [16] David Griol, Javier Carbó, and José M. Molina. 2013. AN AUTOMATIC DIALOG SIMULATION TECHNIQUE TO DEVELOP AND EVALUATE INTERACTIVE CONVERSATIONAL AGENTS. Applied Artificial Intelligence 27, 9 (2013), 759–780.

[17] Fenfei Guo, Angeliki Metallinou, Chandra Khatri, Anirudh Raju, Anu Venkatesh, and Ashwin Ram. 2018. Topic-based Evaluation for Conversational Bots. (2018). https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.03622 [18] Ryuichiro Higashinaka, Kotaro Funakoshi, Yuka Kobayashi, and Michimasa Inaba. 2016. The dialogue breakdown detection challenge: Task description, datasets, and evaluation metrics. In Proceedings of the Tenth International Conference on Language Resources and Evaluation (LREC’16) (Portorož, Slovenia). European Language Resources Association (ELRA), 3146–3150.

[19] Kalervo Järvelin and Jaana Kekäläinen. 2002. Cumulated Gain-based Evaluation of IR Techniques. ACM TOIS 20, 4 (2002), 422–446.

[20] Makoto P. Kato, Tetsuya Sakai, Takehiro Yamamoto, and Mayu Iwata. 2013. Report from the NTCIR-10 1CLICK-2 Japanese subtask: baselines, upperbounds and evaluation robustness. In Proceedings of the 36th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Dublin, Ireland). Association for Computing Machinery, 753–756.

[21] Makoto P. Kato, Tetsuya Sakai, Takehiro Yamamoto, Virgil Pavlu, Hajime Morita, and Sumio Fujita. 2016. Overview of the NTCIR-12 MobileClick-2 Task. In Proceedings of the 12th NTCIR Conference on Evaluation of Information Access Technologies (Tokyo, Japan). National Institute of Informatics, 104–114.

[22] Florian Kreyssig, Iñigo Casanueva, Paweł Budzianowski, and Milica Gašić. 2018. Neural User Simulation for Corpusbased Policy Optimisation of Spoken Dialogue Systems. In Proceedings of the 19th Annual SIGdial Meeting on Discourse and Dialogue (Melbourne, Australia). Association for Computational Linguistics, 60–69.

[23] Aldo Lipani, Ben Carterette, and Emine Yilmaz. 2021. How Am I Doing?: Evaluating Conversational Search Systems Offline. ACM TOIS 39, 4, Article 51 (2021).

[24] Jacob Menick, Maja Trebacz, Vladimir Mikulik, John Aslanides, Francis Song, Martin Chadwick, Mia Glaese, Susannah Young, Lucy Campbell-Gillingam, Geoffrey Irving, and Nat McAleese. 2022. Teaching language models to support answers with verified quotes. (2022). https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.11147 [25] Teruko Mitamura, Hideki Shima, Tetsuya Sakai, Noriko Kando, Tatsunori Mori, Koichi Takeda, Chin-Yew Lin, Ruihua Song, Chuan-Jie Lin, and Cheng-Wei Lee. 2010. Overview of the NTCIR-8 ACLIA Tasks: Advanced Cross-Lingual Information Access. In Proceedings of the NTCIR-8 Workshop Meeting (Tokyo, Japan). National Institute of Informatics.

[26] Ani Nenkova, Rebecca Passonneau, and Kathleen McKeown. 2007. The Pyramid Method: Incorporating human content selection variation in summarization evaluation. ACM Trans. Speech Lang. Process. 4, 2, Article 4 (2007).

[27] Paul Owoicho, Jeffrey Dalton, Mohammad Aliannejadi, Leif Azzopardi, Johanne R. Trippas4, and Svitlana Vakulenko.

2023. TREC CAsT 2022: Going Beyond User Ask and System Retrieve with Initiative and Response Generation. In NIST Special Publication 500-338: The Thirty-First Text REtrieval Conference Proceedings (TREC 2022) (Virtual Event). NIST.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.

[28] Alexander Pan, Chan Jun Shern, Andy Zou, Nathaniel Li, Steven Basart, Thomas Woodside, Jonathan Ng, Hanlin Zhang, Scott Emmons, and Dan Hendrycks. 2023. Do the Rewards Justify the Means? Measuring Trade-Offs Between Rewards and Ethical Behavior in the MACHIAVELLI Benchmark. (2023). https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.03279 [29] Kishore Papineni, Salim Roukos, Todd Ward, and Wei-Jing Zhu. 2002. Bleu: a Method for Automatic Evaluation of Machine Translation. In Proceedings of the 40th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Association for Computational Linguistics). Association for Computational Linguistics, 311–318.

[30] Tetsuya Sakai. 2023. Evaluating Parrots and Sociopathic Liars (keynote). In ICTIR ’23: Proceedings of the 2023 ACM SIGIR International Conference on Theory of Information Retrieval (Taipei, Taiwan). ACM, to appear.

[31] Tetsuya Sakai and Zhicheng Dou. 2013. Summaries, Ranked Retrieval and Sessions: A Unified Framework for Information Access Evaluation. In Proceedings of the 36th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Dublin, Ireland). Association for Computing Machinery, 473–482.

[32] Tetsuya Sakai and Makoto P. Kato. 2012. One Click One Revisited: Enhancing Evaluation Based on Information Units.

In Information Retrieval Technology. AIRS 2012. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol 7675 (Tianjin, China). Springer, 39–51.

[33] Tetsuya Sakai, Makoto P. Kato, and Young-In Song. 2011. Click the Search Button and Be Happy: Evaluating Direct and Immediate Information Access. In Proceedings of the 20th ACM International Conference on Information and Knowledge Management (Glasgow, Scotland, UK). Association for Computing Machinery, 621–630.

[34] Tetsuya Sakai, Jin Young Kim, and Inho Kang. 2023. A Versatile Framework for Evaluating Ranked Lists in terms of Group Fairness and Relevance. ACM TOIS (2023), to appear.

[35] Tetsuya Sakai, Zhaohao Zeng, and Cheng Luo. 2016. Evaluating Helpdesk Dialogues: Initial Considerations from An Information Access Perspective. IPSJ Technical Report 2016-NL-228.

[36] Andreas Stolcke, Noah Coccaro, Rebecca Bates, Paul Taylor, Carol Van Ess-Dykema, Klaus Ries, Elizabeth Shriberg, Daniel Jurafsky, Rachel Martin, and Marie Meteer. 2000. Dialogue act modeling for automatic tagging and recognition of conversational speech. Comput. Linguist. 26, 3 (2000), 339–373.

[37] Sijie Tao and Tetsuya Sakai. 2022. Overview of the NTCIR-16 Dialogue Evaluation (DialEval-2) Task. In Proceedings of the 16th NTCIR Conference on Evaluation of Information Access Technologies. National Institute of Informatics, 51–65.

[38] Robert S. Taylor. 1962. The process of asking questions. American Documentation 13, 4 (1962), 391–396. [39] Anu Venkatesh, Chandra Khatri, Ashwin Ram, Fenfei Guo, Raefer Gabriel, Ashish Nagar, Rohit Prasad, Ming Cheng, Behnam Hedayatnia, Angeliki Metallinou, Rahul Goel, Shaohua Yang, and Anirudh Raju. 2018. On Evaluating and Comparing Open Domain Dialog Systems. (2018). https://arxiv.org/abs/1801.03625 [40] Zhaohao Zeng, Cheng Luo, Lifeng Shang, Hang Li, and Tetsuya Sakai. 2018. Towards Automatic Evaluation of Customer-Helpdesk Dialogues. Journal of Information Processing 26 (2018), 768–778.

[41] Fan Zhang, Jiaxin Mao, Yiqun Liu, Weizhi Ma, Min Zhang, and Shaoping Ma. 2020. Cascade or Recency: Constructing Better Evaluation Metrics for Session Search. In Proceedings of the 43rd International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Virtual Event, China). Association for Computing Machinery, 389–398.

[42] Shuo Zhang, Mu-Chun Wang, and Krisztian Balog. 2022. Analyzing and Simulating User Utterance Reformulation in Conversational Recommender Systems. In Proceedings of the 45th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Development in Information Retrieval (Madrid, Spain). Association for Computing Machinery, 133–143.

, Vol. 1, No. 1, Article . Publication date: May 2023.