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Abstract—Summarizing software artifacts is an important task
that has been thoroughly researched. For evaluating software
summarization approaches, human judgment is still the most
trusted evaluation. However, it is time-consuming and fatiguing
for evaluators, making it challenging to scale and reproduce.
Large Language Models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable
capabilities in various software engineering tasks, motivating
us to explore their potential as automatic evaluators for ap-
proaches that aim to summarize software artifacts. In this
study, we investigate whether LLMs can evaluate bug report
summarization effectively. We conducted an experiment in which
we presented the same set of bug summarization problems to
humans and three LLMs (GPT-4o, LLaMA-3, and Gemini) for
evaluation on two tasks: selecting the correct bug report title
and bug report summary from a set of options. Our results
show that LLMs performed generally well in evaluating bug
report summaries, with GPT-4o outperforming the other LLMs.
Additionally, both humans and LLMs showed consistent decision-
making, but humans experienced fatigue, impacting their ac-
curacy over time. Our results indicate that LLMs demonstrate
potential for being considered as automated evaluators for bug
report summarization, which could allow scaling up evaluations
while reducing human evaluators effort and fatigue.

Index Terms—Summarization, Large Language Models, Bug
report

I. INTRODUCTION

Given the large size of most software systems in use
today, software developers need to stay up to date with
a lot of information captured in software artifacts, which
evolve frequently. Software artifact summarization can help,
providing developers with short summaries of artifacts or their
changes and reducing the amount of information developers
may need to consult and remember. Many approaches have
been proposed to summarize software artifacts [1]–[3]. When
evaluating these summarization approaches, automatic evalua-
tion and human judgement are the two main methods of eval-
uation. Automatic summary evaluation involves using metrics
such as BLEU [4], ROUGE [5], and METEOR [6] among
others, to evaluate software summarization tasks such as bug
report summarization, code generation, code documentation
generation, etc. However, these metrics, originally developed
for machine translation, are difficult to interpret in a software
engineering context and often do not correlate with human
judgment [7], making it difficult to identify real improvements.

Human evaluation studies provide a more comprehensive
understanding of model performance, allowing researchers and
practitioners to make more informed decisions [8]. However,

human evaluation faces significant challenges that impact its
effectiveness [9]: it is time consuming and requires substantial
effort from experts, leading to delays and increased costs,
especially at scale. Coordinating and training evaluators to
ensure uniform understanding of criteria adds complexity and
expense, while the limited availability of qualified experts
restricts scalability. Additionally, evaluators may experience
fatigue and decreased attention span when evaluating long
tasks, which can further compromise the accuracy and reli-
ability of the evaluation [10].

To address these issues, we propose the use of Large
Language Models (LLMs) as evaluators for software sum-
marization tasks. Specifically, in this paper we focus on the
task of bug report summarization and aim to answer the
question: Can LLMs accurately evaluate the quality of bug
report summaries? Our idea is motivated by the fact that in
recent years, LLMs, particularly those based on Transformers
have demonstrated remarkable abilities across a wide range
of NLP and SE tasks [11]–[14]. If LLMs can generate code
[13], test code [15], document code [14], and generate software
summaries [16], it stands to reason that they could potentially
also perform the task of evaluating software summaries. In
this paper, we perform a study to investigate this possibility.

In our study, we focused on two specific tasks: evaluating
bug titles (short summaries of the bug descriptions) and
evaluating bug report summaries (based on bug descriptions
and related comments). For each task, we compared the
performance of three LLMs, namely GPT-4o [17], LLaMA-3
[18], and Gemini [19], with human evaluators. Participants
were asked to assess the correctness and completeness of
bug titles and bug report summaries. We provided the same
instructions and evaluation criteria with definitions and ex-
amples to both human evaluators and LLMs. The goal was
to see if LLMs, when provided with carefully structured tasks
and standardized evaluation criteria, are capable of performing
summary evaluation tasks typically conducted by humans. Our
findings show that LLMs performed well in evaluating bug
report summaries, with GPT-4o outperforming other LLMs
in most tasks. Both humans and LLMs displayed consistent
decision-making aligned with predefined criteria, but humans
experienced fatigue over time, affecting their accuracy.

Our key contributions are:
• We explore the novel idea of using Large Language Mod-

els (LLMs) as evaluators for bug report summarization
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tasks, proposing an automated alternative to traditional
human evaluation methods.

• We performed the first study comparing LLMs with
human evaluators for evaluating bug report summaries.

• Our results reveal the potential of using LLMs for au-
tomatically assessing software summaries. We provide
a replication package containing our study design and
results, to encourage further research and replication
(https://bit.ly/3zk7qZr).

II. RELATED WORK

To the best of our knowledge, there is no prior work explor-
ing the use of LLMs as evaluators in software summarization
tasks. However, several studies have highlighted the limitations
of traditional automated and human evaluation methods.

Stapleton et al. [20] showed a disconnect between
BLEU/ROUGE scores and developer comprehension, advo-
cating for metrics that reflect practical utility. Evtikhiev et
al. [21] found that these metrics often fail to correlate with
human judgment in code generation, leading to misleading
conclusions about model effectiveness. Mastropaolo et al.
[22] critiqued BLEU and similar metrics for not capturing
essential code quality attributes, resulting in discrepancies
between metric scores and human assessments. Haque et al.
[23] demonstrated that word overlap metrics do not accurately
reflect the quality of code summaries, recommending semantic
similarity metrics like SentenceBERT instead. Roy et al. [7]
revealed that small differences in these metrics do not ensure
improvement in summarization quality, emphasizing the need
for more robust metrics. Liguori et al. [24] highlighted sig-
nificant discrepancies between automatic metrics and human
assessments, especially in complex code tasks. Finally, Steck
et al. [25] cautioned against using cosine similarity in learned
embeddings, suggesting alternatives to improve reliability.

Regarding human evaluations, Clark et al. [26] highlight
that untrained evaluators often struggle to accurately judge
advanced natural language generation models, leading to in-
consistent and biased assessments. Similarly, Schuff et al. [27]
discuss the inherent subjectivity and high costs associated with
human evaluations, which can result in unreliable and non-
reproducible outcomes. Izadi et al. [28] further emphasize the
lack of standardization and scalability issues in human evalua-
tions, pointing out that varied expertise among evaluators and
ethical considerations add layers of complexity. Iskender et al.
[29] reveal the necessity for standardized procedures to ensure
comparability and reliability in human evaluations, noting
that a small number of evaluators can undermine robustness.
Lastly, Hamalainen et al. [30] identify a significant issue
where misalignment between problem definitions, methods,
and evaluations results in invalid and irreproducible findings.

III. STUDY ON EVALUATING BUG SUMMARIES

Bug summarization condenses a bug report into a concise
summary, highlighting essential information to help developers
quickly understand and prioritize issues, facilitate efficient bug
fixing, reduce debugging time, and improve software quality.

Its importance is well recognized in the field [31]–[34]. Given
this, we investigated the potential of Large Language Models
(LLMs) in evaluating bug report summaries by performing
a study that compared the performance of GPT-4o [17],
LLaMA-3 [18], and Gemini [19], with human evaluators. This
section describes all aspects of the design of the study and
Figure 1 shows an overview of the study.

A. Dataset Preparation

We used the Signal repository hosted on GitHub, which
contains a large collection of bug reports. We selected a subset
of these reports for our study, ensuring that they were diverse
and representative of real-world bug reports. Specifically, we
chose 20 bug reports for Task 1, which involved evaluating
bug titles, and 10 bug reports for Task 2, which involved
evaluating bug report summaries (based on bug description
and comments).

Fig. 1: The overview of our study

B. Task Description and Evaluation Criteria

1) Task Description: In Task 1, we asked participants to
choose the most appropriate bug report title from four options
based on a given bug description. The correct option (title)
was extracted from the GitHub repository, and we created the
other three incorrect options for every question. There were
20 questions in total, divided into three difficulty levels: 8
easy questions, 8 hard questions, and 4 NOTA (None Of The
Above) questions, all randomly distributed in the questionnaire
set. Easy questions were very straightforward to answer,
because three of the provided options were clearly incorrect,
leaving the correct one to be the obvious choice. For questions
of hard difficulty, the options contained also an incorrect
answer that was similar to the correct one, making the choice
less obvious. We considered NOTA questions the ones where
the correct option was “None of the above” since we believe
that they require more effort and careful consideration of each
option to determine that there was no correct answer. We
instructed participants to evaluate the titles on two criteria:
factual correctness and completeness. We provided clear in-
structions and definitions of the evaluation metrics, along with
examples and explanations to ensure participants understood
the criteria. Although we cannot include these definitions and
examples in the paper due to page limitations, they can all be
found in our replication package https://bit.ly/3zk7qZr.

In Task 2, we asked participants to choose the most ap-
propriate bug report summary from a set of options based
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on a given bug description and associated comments. There
were 10 questions in total, with 6 being of hard difficulty, 2
being NOTA, and 2 easy. Similarly to Task 1, NOTA questions
were those where the correct option was “None of the above”.
We created all four options, including the correct option,
based on the given bug description and associated comments.
We instructed participants to evaluate the summaries based
on three criteria: factual correctness, no hallucinations, and
adequate coverage. The correct option met all these criteria,
while the other options failed in one or more of these criteria.
Again, we provided clear instructions and definitions of the
evaluation metrics, along with examples and explanations to
ensure participants understood the criteria. We provide these
in our replication package.

Both tasks were conducted through Google Forms and
participants were asked to evaluate each option based on the
relevant criteria, using a scale of 0 to 2 for each metric. After
evaluating each option, participants were asked to choose the
title (for Task 1) or summary (for Task 2) they preferred, with
the option to select “None of the above” if they felt none of
the options were correct or fulfilled the requirements.

We provided the same set of instructions, definitions, and
questions to all three LLMs to ensure a fair comparison.
Specifically, we instructed each LLM to evaluate the title
options (for Task 1) and summary options (for Task 2)
based on the same criteria used by human evaluators: factual
correctness, completeness, and adequate coverage. By doing
so, we aimed to eliminate any potential variability that could
arise from differences in task interpretation. This approach
allowed us to accurately assess the performance of each LLM
and compare their results with those of human evaluators.

The complete data including the instructions, evaluation
criteria, and question format for both tasks, can be found
online https://bit.ly/3zk7qZr.

2) Evaluation Metric: For the evaluation of the responses
from humans and LLMs, we used accuracy as the metric. Ac-
curacy was calculated by comparing the evaluators’ selections
to the correct answers for each question. The accuracy for each
question was calculated using the following equation:

Accuracy =

(
Number of correct evaluations
Total number of evaluations

)
× 100

This method allowed us to account for the performance
of each evaluator and provided a comprehensive measure of
accuracy across different tasks and difficulty levels.

3) Large Language Model Selection: We have chosen three
Large Language Models (LLMs)— GPT-4 [17] , Llama-
3 [18] and Gemini [19] for our evaluation. These models
were selected due to their proven effectiveness in handling
programming-related problems and their training on extensive
code bases. GPT-4, Llama-3, and Gemini have demonstrated
strong performance in tasks such as code generation, bug
detection, and understanding software-related text. Their abil-
ity to adapt to various areas of software development with
high accuracy makes them suitable for assessing bug report
summaries in our study.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of our study, structured
around four research questions (RQs). But first, we present the
demographics of the study participants.

Human Evaluators Demographics: For Task 1, we had
13 evaluators, which answered all questions. The gender
distribution comprised 9 male participants and 4 female partic-
ipants. The participants’ programming experience varied, with
6 having less than 5 years of experience, 4 with 5 to 10 years,
and 3 with more than 10 years of programming experience. Re-
garding occupation, our participants were graduate students (3
participants), undergraduate students (3 participants), research
scholars (4 participants), and professional software developers
(3 participants).

For the Task 2, we had 10 evaluators. The gender distribu-
tion comprised 6 male participants and 4 female participants.
The programming experience of the participants varied, with
5 having less than 5 years of experience, 3 with 5 to 10
years, and 2 with more than 10 years of experience. Regarding
occupation, there were 3 undergraduate students, 2 graduate
students, 2 research scholars, and 3 professional software
developers.

RQ1: How did LLMs and humans perform in evaluating
both tasks?

In Task 1, which involved evaluating bug titles, the results
demonstrate a clear trend in performance between humans and
the LLMs across varying levels of difficulty. On the easier
tasks, GPT-4o and Llama-3 consistently performed at a high
level, often outperforming human evaluators, particularly in
cases where human judgment showed slight variability. As the
difficulty increased to medium, the performance gap between
GPT-4o and humans widened, with GPT-4o maintaining near-
perfect accuracy. However, Llama-3’s performance began to
decline, indicating a sensitivity to the increased complexity
of the task. On the NOTA tasks, all evaluators, including
humans, struggled, but GPT-4o managed to maintain a notable
performance, albeit reduced, compared to the easier tasks. In
contrast, humans and the other LLMs exhibited a significant
drop in accuracy, suggesting that these tasks were particularly
challenging for non-expert systems and human evaluators
alike. The results are shown in Figure 2a

In Task 2, which focused on evaluating bug report sum-
maries, the overall trend remained similar to Task 1, with
GPT-4o again leading in performance across all difficulty
levels. On easy tasks, GPT-4o and Gemini matched each other,
both demonstrating high accuracy, while humans showed a
slightly lower performance, particularly as tasks became more
complex. The medium difficulty tasks revealed a noticeable
drop in human performance, likely due to the cognitive load
and the intricacies involved in summarizing more complex bug
reports. Llama-3 showed a moderate performance, but unlike
GPT-4o, its accuracy fluctuated more noticeably. Interestingly,
all evaluators, including GPT-4o, struggled with the NOTA
tasks, where the evaluation of summaries became extremely
challenging, leading to a uniform drop in performance. This in-

https://bit.ly/3zk7qZr


dicates that while LLMs show promise in evaluating software
summaries, there are still significant challenges in accurately
assessing more complex or nuanced tasks. The results are
shown in Figure 2b.
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Fig. 2: Comparison of Human Evaluators’ and LLMs’ accu-
racy in evaluating bug titles and bug summaries.

RQ2: How accurately do humans and LLMs assess factual
correctness when evaluating bug titles and summaries?

In Task 1, which involved evaluating the accuracy of factual
information in bug titles, GPT-4o consistently outperformed
the other evaluators across all levels of difficulty. Particularly
on the easy and NOTA tasks, GPT-4o showed remarkable ac-
curacy, suggesting that it handles factual data reliably, even in
more challenging contexts. Humans, while performing well on
the easy tasks, exhibited a notable drop in accuracy as the task
difficulty increased, especially on the medium tasks. Llama-3
showed moderate performance across all levels, demonstrating
some consistency but not matching the accuracy of GPT-4o.
Gemini’s performance was inconsistent, particularly struggling
with medium and NOTA tasks, indicating potential challenges
in processing factual data accurately in these contexts. The
results are shown in Figure 3a.

In Task 2, which focused on evaluating the factual content
of bug report summaries, the results showed a different trend.
While GPT-4o remained competitive, its performance was
more variable compared to Task 1, particularly on easier tasks
where it underperformed relative to the others. Humans, on
the other hand, maintained relatively high accuracy across all
levels of difficulty, with a slight drop on the NOTA tasks,
reflecting their ability to consistently process and evaluate
factual information. Llama-3 demonstrated a significant im-
provement on the NOTA tasks, outperforming both GPT-
4o and Gemini, indicating its strength in handling complex
factual evaluations. Gemini, while excelling in easier tasks,
struggled with medium and NOTA tasks, further highlighting
the variability in its performance when dealing with factual
data. The results are shown in Figure 3b.

RQ3: How effectively do humans and LLMs evaluate the
completeness of bug titles and summaries?

In Task 1, which evaluated how thoroughly bug titles
encapsulated all relevant information, GPT-4o consistently
demonstrated strong performance, particularly on the easier
tasks where it achieved perfect scores. Humans also performed
well on the easier tasks but exhibited a significant drop in
accuracy as the task difficulty increased. This drop highlights
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Fig. 3: Performance of Human Evaluators and LLMs in
assessing factual correctness of the summaries

the challenges humans face in consistently capturing all rele-
vant details, especially under more complex scenarios. Llama-
3 showed a strong performance on the easy tasks but struggled
similarly to humans as the difficulty increased. Interestingly,
all evaluators, including humans, showed a significant decline
on the NOTA tasks, with none of the LLMs, except GPT-4o,
being able to capture the completeness of the titles accurately.
This suggests that while LLMs can handle straightforward
cases effectively, they may struggle with more nuanced or
complex bug titles that require a deeper understanding of the
context. The results are shown in Figure 4a.

In Task 2, which assessed the thoroughness of bug report
summaries, showed a remarkable level of consistency across
all evaluators, particularly on the easier tasks where all models,
including humans, achieved perfect scores. As the task diffi-
culty increased, GPT-4o and Llama-3 maintained their high
performance, indicating their capability to thoroughly evaluate
and understand the content of more complex bug reports.
Humans showed a slight decrease in accuracy on the NOTA
tasks, suggesting potential challenges in maintaining focus and
attention to detail under more demanding conditions. Gemini
also performed strongly across the board, particularly excelling
in NOTA tasks, which suggests it may have an advantage
in processing and summarizing more complex information.
Overall, the results from Task 2 highlight that LLMs, par-
ticularly GPT-4o and Llama-3, are well-suited for evaluating
the completeness of software summaries, potentially even out-
performing human evaluators in more challenging scenarios.
The results are shown in Figure 4b.
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Fig. 4: Performance of Human Evaluators and LLMs in
assessing completeness of the summary.

RQ4: How do humans and LLMs differ in their ability to



identify hallucinations in bug summaries?
In Task 2, we had one parameter, hallucination, which

evaluated the propensity of the evaluators to avoid generating
or selecting information that was not present in the original
bug report summaries, GPT-4o consistently demonstrated ex-
ceptional performance across all levels of difficulty. Particu-
larly on the easy and medium tasks, GPT-4o achieved perfect
scores, indicating its strong ability to accurately interpret and
evaluate the content without introducing errors or extraneous
information. Llama-3 also performed well on the easier tasks
but showed a significant drop in accuracy on the NOTA tasks,
suggesting that while it is generally reliable, it may struggle
with more complex summaries where the risk of hallucination
increases. Humans, while performing well overall, exhibited
a noticeable decline in accuracy as the difficulty level in-
creased, highlighting the challenges they face in maintaining
precision under more demanding conditions. Gemini showed
high accuracy on easy tasks but struggled on both medium and
NOTA tasks, particularly with a substantial drop on the NOTA
tasks. This variability suggests that while Gemini can handle
straightforward evaluations, it may be more prone to errors in
more complex or ambiguous scenarios. Overall, GPT-4o stands
out as the most reliable evaluator in this context, with minimal
risk of hallucination across varying levels of task complexity..
The results are shown in Figure 5.
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Fig. 5: Performance of Human Evaluators and LLMs in
detecting hallucination in the summaries.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We conducted a preliminary study investigating whether
LLMs can be used to evaluate issue report summaries. Our
findings show that LLMs performed remarkably well as
evaluators across various evaluation criteria. While human
evaluators excel in simpler evaluations, their performance
tends to decline with increasing task complexity. In contrast,
LLMs, particularly GPT-4o, demonstrate robust capabilities
across different difficulty levels, indicating their potential as
reliable tools in evaluating bug report summaries. Future work
includes scaling up our participant numbers and diversity and
studying LLMs as evaluators in a broader range of tasks.
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