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ABSTRACT

The ability of modern language models to easily extract unstructured sensitive
information has made redaction—the selective removal of such information—an
essential task for data security. However, existing benchmarks and evaluation
methods for redaction are often limited to predefined categories of data like per-
sonally identifiable information (PII), or particular techniques like masking. To
bridge this gap, we introduce RedacBench, a novel benchmark for a compre-
hensive evaluation of redaction capabilities, independent of specific domains or
redaction strategies. Constructed from 514 human-written texts from individu-
als, corporations, and governments, along with 187 security policies, RedacBench
measures a model’s ability to selectively remove policy-violating information
while preserving the original text’s utility. We robustly quantify this perfor-
mance using metrics derived from 8,053 inferable propositions, assessing both
security—through the redaction of sensitive propositions—and utility—through
the preservation of non-sensitive ones. Our experiments on various redaction
strategies using state-of-the-art language models reveal that while more advanced
models and strategies can increase security, maintaining utility remains a signif-
icant challenge. To facilitate future research, we publicly release RedacBench
along with a web-based playground for custom dataset creation and evaluation at
https://redacbench.vercel.app/.

1 INTRODUCTION

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated remarkable capabilities in understanding and
generating human-like text, learned from vast web-scale datasets, bringing transformative impacts
across various sectors (Brown et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023). As LLMs are increasingly inte-
grated into specialized domains such as finance, law, and healthcare to automate tasks like document
summarization, information retrieval, and customer service, they are inevitably exposed to sensitive
personal and organizational data. This exposure has raised significant privacy concerns, as LLMs
are prone to memorizing and inadvertently leaking sensitive information from their training data
(Carlini et al., 2019; 2021; Biderman et al., 2023).

Furthermore, the enhanced performance of LLMs has introduced a new data security threat.
Whereas extracting personal information previously required access to specific databases or highly
specialized expertise, the superior language processing capabilities of LLMs now enable the low-
cost and effortless extraction and synthesis of sensitive information from vast amounts of unstruc-
tured text on the internet (Staab et al., 2024). Consequently, fragmented pieces of information scat-
tered across the internet—such as online posts, comments, and emails—that were once overlooked
have now been transformed into a rich repository of sensitive information, readily accessible and
analyzable by virtually anyone through LLMs.

The privacy risks associated with LLMs manifest primarily in three forms. The first is training
data extraction, where a model regurgitates memorized PII or trade secrets in response to specific
prompts (Nasr et al., 2025). Recent studies have shown that such leakage can be induced through
simple prompt manipulation or even malicious poisoning attacks, confirming the tangible nature of
this threat (Panda et al., 2024). The second form is inference-time data leakage, which occurs in
interactive applications like AI assistants or retrieval-augmented generation systems where sensitive
user data is included directly in the prompt (Wu et al., 2024; Tang et al., 2024). In such scenar-
ios, adversaries can employ techniques like prompt injection to extract sensitive information from
the context (Zhang et al., 2025), posing a new dimension of security challenges. The third is the
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risk of inferring and extracting sensitive information from publicly available text. Leveraging their
superior contextual understanding, LLMs can infer sensitive attributes such as an individual’s pro-
fession, health status, and personal relationships with high accuracy, even from texts lacking explicit
identifiers (Staab et al., 2024).

In response to these threats, various defense mechanisms have been proposed, including training
with differential privacy (Yu et al., 2022), generating privacy-preserving prompts (Hong et al., 2024),
and preventing information leakage in in-context learning (Wu et al., 2024). Among these, data
sanitization—the process of detecting and redacting sensitive information from text—stands out
as one of the most intuitive and practical approaches. This technique aims to handle not just ex-
plicit identifiers like names and contact information, but also various forms of sensitive content,
such as personal health conditions or confidential corporate discussions, that are embedded within
the context. However, existing sanitization methods often rely on surface-level keyword or pattern
matching, which makes them prone to missing semantic sensitive information and can excessively
remove information, thereby degrading the utility of the text (Xin et al., 2024). The critique that
current sanitization techniques may offer only a ”false sense of privacy” highlights the urgent need
for a standardized and rigorous methodology to evaluate the redaction capabilities of LLMs (Xin
et al., 2024; Mireshghallah et al., 2024; Zhao & Zhang, 2025).

In this paper, we address this critical gap by proposing RedacBench, the first comprehensive bench-
mark designed to evaluate the ability of LLMs to effectively redact diverse forms of sensitive per-
sonal and organizational information embedded in text. While existing benchmarks have primar-
ily focused on detecting the unintended generation of sensitive content (Zhang et al., 2025) or on
narrowly defined domains such as PII (Staab et al., 2025), RedacBench is the first to provide a
systematic evaluation of model capabilities. Our contributions are threefold:

• A Novel Benchmark: We introduce RedacBench, a new benchmark for robust evalua-
tion of redaction capabilities, designed to be agnostic to specific domains and redaction
methods. The benchmark includes 514 human-authored and manually curated source texts,
along with 187 security policies (Section 2).

• Baseline Performance Analysis: Using RedacBench, we evaluate the performance of var-
ious redaction strategies. Our findings reveal that while more advanced language models
and strategies can enhance security, they face a significant challenge in preserving the util-
ity of the text. We present these results as strong baselines for future research (Section 3).

• An Interactive Playground: We release a web-based playground that enables users to
customize RedacBench datasets (including security policies, source texts, and propositions)
and experiment with different redaction models and strategies, fostering further research in
the community (Appendix A).

Our work aims to provide a standardized framework for validating the reliability of LLM-based
redaction techniques. We believe that RedacBench will serve as a crucial tool for fostering research
in this area and will offer essential guidelines for the safe and trustworthy deployment of LLMs in
real-world applications.

2 BENCHMARK

2.1 TASK DEFINITION

In this study, we define the redaction task as selective removal of sensitive information from a source
text in accordance with a given security policy. This approach is motivated by real-world scenarios
where the criteria for what constitutes sensitive information vary by context, making it practically
infeasible to explicitly enumerate all possible types. Therefore, by including a high-level ‘security
policy’ as part of the input, our task definition faithfully reflects the variability and requirements
of actual operational environments. The system is thus designed to take both a source text and a
security policy as input to generate a redacted text that adheres to the policy (Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Conceptual illustration of the RedacBench. First, the target solution performs redaction
on the given text according to the specified security policy. Second, based on the redacted output,
we examine which of the predefined propositions have been removed. Third, using the sensitivity of
the information and its removal status, we quantify both security and utility.

2.2 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

To quantitatively evaluate the performance of a redaction system, we propose a proposition-based
evaluation framework. The evaluation process, illustrated in Figure 1, proceeds as follows:

1. Redaction: A redacted text is generated by providing the source text and the corresponding
security policies as input to the system under evaluation.

2. Proposition-level Analysis: We define a “proposition” as a minimal unit of information
that can be inferred from the source text. Based on the given security policy, all propositions
derived from the source text are classified as either “sensitive” or “non-sensitive.” We then
determine whether each proposition remains inferable from the redacted text and classify
its state as either “preserved” or “removed.” From the analysis, we construct a confusion
matrix to measure the system’s performance. The components are defined as follows:

• True Positive: A non-sensitive proposition is correctly preserved (utility).
• True Negative: A sensitive proposition is correctly removed (security).
• False Positive: A sensitive proposition is incorrectly preserved (information leakage).
• False Negative: A non-sensitive proposition is incorrectly removed (over-redaction).

3. Performance Metric Calculation: Using these categories, we define two primary metrics
to serve as our key performance indicators:

• Security Score: This metric measures the proportion of sensitive information suc-
cessfully removed from the text, calculated as TN

TN+FP .
• Utility Score: This metric measures the proportion of non-sensitive information pre-

served in the output, calculated as TP
TP+FN .

The Security and Utility scores are generally in a trade-off relationship. Therefore, a solution is
considered to have superior performance if it achieves high values for both metrics, demonstrating
a strong balance between information preservation and data protection.

2.3 DATASET CONSTRUCTION

The dataset developed for this study is comprised of two primary components: (1) a comprehen-
sive set of security policies, and (2) a collection of pairs, each consisting of a source text and a
list of propositions. Examples of policies and data samples are provided in Table 1 and Table 2,
respectively.

The dataset is constructed through a meticulous four-stage procedure designed to ensure both rele-
vance and quality:
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Table 1: Five example policies from the dataset, each defining a distinct sensitivity level.

Policies Label

Instructor names must be kept confidential and not disclosed publicly
without consent to protect privacy.

Instructor names

All sensitive financial information—including internal financial data,
investment details, negotiation terms, client financial information, and
contractual financial terms—must be kept confidential and protected
from unauthorized access or disclosure at all times.

Financial investment detail

All strategic business, financial, operational, legal, and diplomatic in-
formation must be classified as confidential and protected from unau-
thorized access or disclosure. Access to such sensitive information is
restricted to authorized personnel with a legitimate business need. Shar-
ing or communication of strategic information outside the organization
or with unauthorized individuals is strictly prohibited to prevent expo-
sure and maintain corporate confidentiality.

Strategic business plan

All sensitive and classified information related to military, governmen-
tal, strategic, financial, and diplomatic matters must be protected from
unauthorized disclosure through strict access controls, secure handling
procedures, and mandatory confidentiality to prevent any exposure of
such information.

Confidential military discussion

All sensitive information related to internal strategies, governance, fu-
ture plans, and market insights must be strictly confidential and protected
from unauthorized disclosure to safeguard company interests.

Management strategy revealed

Table 2: A sample of original text with propositions capturing its full meaning.

Original Text

Jim,

I would appreciate your help in locating financing for the project I described to you last week. The project
is a 134 unit apartment complex in San Marcos. There will be a builder/developer plus myself and possibly
a couple of other investors involved. As I mentioned last week, I would like to find interim financing (land,
construction, semi-perm) that does not require the investors to personally guarantee. If there is a creative
way to structure the deal, I would like to hear your suggestions. One idea that has been mentioned is to
obtain a ‘forward commitment’ in order to reduce the equity required. I would also appreciate hearing from
you how deals of this nature are normally financed. Specifically, the transition from interim to permanent
financing. I could use a quick lesson in what numbers will be important to banks.

I am faxing you a project summary. And I will have the builder/developer email or fax his financial statement
to you.

Let me know what else you need. The land is scheduled to close mid January.

Phillip Allen

Propositions

1. The project involves developing a 134 unit apartment complex in San Marcos.
2. Phillip Allen and a builder/developer plus possibly other investors are involved in the project.
3. Phillip Allen is seeking interim financing that does not require personal guarantees from investors.
4. A financing structure using a ‘forward commitment’ is being considered to reduce required equity.
5. The land purchase for the project is scheduled to close mid January.
6. The builder/developer’s financial statement will be shared confidentially with a financing contact.
7. The project described is a 134 unit apartment complex.
8. The project is located in San Marcos.
9. One idea mentioned is to obtain a ‘forward commitment’ to reduce the equity required.
10. Phillip Allen wants to know how deals of this nature are normally financed.
11. Phillip Allen specifically wants to understand the transition from interim to permanent financing.
12. The land for the project is scheduled to close in mid January.
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1. Source Text Collection: We first collect a diverse set of human-written texts originating
from individuals, companies, and government sources. This step is crucial to ensure that
our dataset covers a wide range of topics and real-world scenarios.

2. Proposition Extraction: For each source text, we extract an exhaustive list of propositions.
A proposition is defined as a minimal unit of factual information that can be inferred from
the content.

3. Policy Formulation: We identify propositions that could be considered sensitive under
specific contexts or for certain entities. Based on these potentially sensitive propositions,
we systematically formulate general security policies and add them to our policy set. In
this case, if it overlaps with an existing policy, it is consolidated into a single policy. This
bottom-up approach ensures that our policies are directly grounded in the data.

4. Violation Annotation: Finally, each proposition extracted in Step 2 is carefully annotated
with the specific security policies from the set that it violates. Propositions that do not
violate any policy are left unannotated in this regard.

To achieve both scalability in data generation and high-quality annotations, we employ a human-
in-the-loop approach for steps 2, 3, and 4. Initially, a large language model is utilized to perform
a preliminary pass of proposition extraction, policy formulation, and violation annotation. Sub-
sequently, the model-generated outputs are meticulously reviewed and refined by trained human
annotators to ensure accuracy, consistency, and overall quality of the final dataset.

Original Texts. To ensure sufficient diversity in the subjects of sensitive information, the source
data for this study is collected from individual, corporate, and government entities. The origin and
scale of each dataset are as follows:

• Individual: 6,843 essays written by students enrolled in an open online course (Holmes
et al., 2023).

• Corporate: Approximately 500,000 emails exchanged by employees of the Enron Corpo-
ration (Cohen, William W., 2004).

• Government: 7,956 emails from former U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s tenure
(Kaggle, 2016).

From this source data, texts containing sensitive information are manually selected to construct a
final benchmark dataset of 514 texts (36 from individual, 342 from corporation, 136 from govern-
ment).

Propositions. Rather than mechanically segmenting the source text, the 8,053 propositions are
constructed as semantic units based on the overall context. In particular, our approach involves
including implicit information that can be derived through contextual inference, even when not ex-
plicitly stated in the original text. For example, if the source text mentions that the speaker attended a
meeting at a specific company, this could be defined as the proposition, ‘The speaker is a member of
that company.’ This method ensures that the data is designed to encompass not only the surface-level
meaning of the text but also its underlying latent information.

Policies. To reflect the complexity and diversity of real-world scenarios, policies are designed to
be multi-layered, ranging from the specific and granular to the abstract and comprehensive. This
design ensures that the dataset encompasses various levels of abstraction. Specifically, as shown in
Table 1, the dataset includes both micro-level policies, such as ‘Instructor names,’ and macro-level
policies, like ‘Strategic business plan.’

3 EVALUATION

3.1 REDACTION METHODS

To demonstrate the utility and discriminative power of our proposed benchmark, we apply it to
evaluate the performance of three representative redaction methods. These methods are selected
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to cover a spectrum of common redaction strategies: a fundamental technique, a state-of-the-art
method from the privacy domain, and a strategy that prioritizes security over utility. By evaluating
these diverse approaches, we demonstrate our benchmark’s ability to capture the nuanced trade-offs
inherent in the redaction task.

• Masking: As a widely-used fundamental approach, we evaluate a token-level masking
method. This technique operates by identifying and deleting specific words or phrases
deemed sensitive. Its performance on our benchmark serves to establish a foundational
performance level, highlighting the limitations of simple lexical removal.

• Adversarial Redaction (AR): We evaluate adversarial redaction, a sophisticated method
from the field of data anonymization (Staab et al., 2025). This technique leverages a lan-
guage model to first identify sensitive information through reasoning and then rewrites the
text accordingly. Evaluating this method allows us to assess our benchmark’s capacity to
measure the removal of not just explicit but also implicitly inferable information via ad-
vanced strategies like generalization.

• Iterative Redaction: The iterative redaction strategy involves repeatedly applying the
redaction process to its own output. This method allows for a progressive reduction in
information leakage, typically at the cost of text utility. Its inclusion in our evaluation is in-
tended to demonstrate how our benchmark quantifies the critical trade-off between security
and usefulness across multiple redaction cycles.

For each of these methods, we conduct experiments using language models of varying sizes. This
allows us to demonstrate how our benchmark can be used to analyze the impact of model scale on
redaction performance.

3.2 EVALUATION MODEL VALIDATION

In this study, we employ the GPT-4.1-mini model as an evaluator to determine whether propositions
inferable from an original text were eliminated in its redacted version. To validate whether a given
model is sufficiently reliable for this evaluation task, we implemented the following procedure:

1. We present the model with an original text and a corresponding list of true propositions that
are directly inferable from it.

2. The model is then tasked with assessing the veracity (true or false) of each proposition
based on the given text.

3. If the model’s false negative rate—the proportion of true propositions incorrectly identified
as false—exceeds a predefined threshold, we deem the model unsuitable for the evaluation.

This validation is crucial because a model that frequently misclassifies true propositions as false
poses a significant risk: it could erroneously conclude that information has been eliminated from a
redacted text when it has, in fact, been preserved. Following this procedure, we tested the GPT-4.1-
mini model and found that it incorrectly classified only 1.45% of the 8,053 true propositions as false.
We concluded that this low error rate demonstrates sufficient reliability, making the model suitable
for our evaluation purposes.

3.3 RESULTS

We evaluated the redaction performance of nine popular language models of varying sizes and rea-
soning configurations (Table 3). In terms of the security metric (sensitive information removal rate),
GPT-5-mini achieved the highest performance. Utilizing the adversarial redaction method with two
iterations, it successfully removed 80.9% of all sensitive information. However, this high level of
security significantly compromised utility, as only 37.6% of the non-sensitive information was pre-
served.

An analysis of redaction methods reveals distinct performance patterns. With the masking method,
we observed consistently similar performance across all model types. This suggests that the mask-
ing technique may have reached its performance ceiling for redaction when leveraged by current
language models.
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Table 3: Comprehensive data redaction capability scores across models and methods. Boldface
denotes the best performance in each column for each metric.

Model Masking AR (iter 1) AR (iter 2)
Security Utility Security Utility Security Utility

gpt-5 38.9 80.2 72.3 48.7 77.1 45.6
gpt-5-mini 41.8 75.8 63.4 57.2 80.9 37.6
gpt-5-nano 38.5 82.1 51.9 71.5 58.2 64.8
gpt-4.1 36.4 82.0 68.2 55.1 77.0 44.4
gpt-4.1-mini 37.2 80.8 53.7 68.3 60.2 62.9
gpt-4.1-nano 40.7 76.8 64.1 52.6 61.7 54.6
gemini-2.5-flash 43.9 76.4 56.2 69.4 61.7 60.1
gemini-2.5-flash-lite 35.9 85.1 52.2 70.6 60.2 62.1
claude-sonnet-4 44.6 78.3 59.5 68.6 68.5 55.8

(a) All models (b) GPT-4.1-mini v.s. GPT-5

Figure 2: Utility–security trade-off graphs. (a) For all redaction model and method pairs, higher
security comes at the cost of lower utility. (b) Iterative adversarial redaction can achieve performance
comparable to that of more capable models.

In contrast, the adversarial redaction method showed that reasoning-enhanced models removed sen-
sitive information at a significantly higher rate. This indicates a positive correlation: the higher a
language model’s baseline performance, the more effectively it redacts sensitive information using
this approach. Furthermore, we found that iterating the adversarial redaction process improves its
efficacy. A notable exception was GPT-4.1-nano, which showed no performance gain from repeated
applications, implying that the iterative refinement is ineffective if a model’s foundational capabili-
ties are insufficient. Conversely, it was observed that the GPT-4.1-mini model, after seven iterations
of the adversarial redaction method, achieved performance that slightly surpassed that of GPT-5—a
larger, more capable, and more recent model with enhanced reasoning capabilities—which under-
went two iterations (Figure 2b). This finding suggests that once a model’s performance exceeds a
certain threshold, repeated iterations of a process can enable it to produce results comparable to, or
even exceeding, those of a more powerful model.

Across all experiments, a clear trade-off between security and utility was observed (Figure 2a).
When considering a balance between these two metrics, Claude-Sonnet-4 demonstrated the most
favorable performance, consistently preserving a higher degree of utility for a given security level.
Nevertheless, the performance gaps between the different models and methods were not substantial.
This highlights the pressing need for novel redaction solutions capable of achieving high security
while better preserving the utility of the original text.
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4 RELATED WORK

The field of text sanitization has evolved significantly, moving from targeted redaction of PII to
addressing more nuanced, inference-based privacy threats. This evolution has been driven by both
regulatory pressures and the growing capabilities of large language models.

Traditional Text Sanitization and PII Redaction. Initial efforts in text sanitization were primar-
ily focused on the detection and removal of explicit PII, such as names, credit card numbers, and
social security numbers, to comply with regulations like GDPR, HIPAA, and the CCPA. Early meth-
ods relied heavily on rule-based systems and Named Entity Recognition (NER). While effective for
structured data, these approaches often lack generality and struggle with the nuances of unstructured
text. As noted by Albanese et al. (2023), these methods require customization for each domain and
can degrade text coherence when simply removing words.

The advent of LLMs offered a more flexible approach. Models like BERT were leveraged for zero-
shot redaction, using their contextual understanding to identify and substitute sensitive information
without domain-specific training (Albanese et al., 2023). This improved the preservation of seman-
tic meaning, a crucial factor for maintaining data utility in downstream tasks. However, as evaluated
by Garza et al. (2025) in their PRvL framework, the performance of these models can vary signifi-
cantly based on architecture, training paradigms, and inference strategies, highlighting the need for
a comprehensive evaluation of their redaction capabilities. This work also underscores the trade-offs
between redaction accuracy, semantic preservation, and PII leakage. The ”Adaptive PII Mitigation
Framework for large language models” by Asthana et al. (2025) further refines this by proposing a
dynamic system that aligns with diverse regulatory frameworks and uses context-aware analysis for
more precise PII mitigation.

The Shift to Broader, Inference-Based Privacy Threats. More recently, the focus has shifted
from redacting explicit PII to mitigating the risk of inferring sensitive personal attributes. Staab et al.
(2024) demonstrated that LLMs can infer a wide range of personal attributes—such as location, age,
and income—from seemingly innocuous text, a task that was previously labor-intensive and required
human experts. This work reveals a significant privacy threat that extends beyond the memorization
of training data, as LLMs can draw sophisticated inferences from new, unseen text at inference time.
The creation of SynthPAI by Yukhymenko et al. (2024) addresses the lack of public datasets for
this line of research by providing a high-fidelity, synthetic dataset for personal attribute inference,
enabling further exploration of these inference-based privacy risks.

Other research has explored different facets of text sanitization. Beltrame et al. (2024) introduced
RedactBuster, a deanonymization model that can recognize entity types from redacted documents,
highlighting the information leakage that can still occur even after redaction. This underscores the
need for more robust redaction techniques and evaluation methods. Gusain & Leith (2025), in their
work on improving the privacy benefits of redaction, proposed a novel methodology to provide
better privacy guarantees at lower redaction levels by focusing on the information revealed by the
text as a whole, rather than just specific keywords. Similarly, Pal et al. (2024) empirically analyzed
the impact of data sanitization on language model performance across various NLP tasks, revealing
that while some tasks are minimally affected, others like comprehension Q&A suffer a significant
performance drop.

5 DISCUSSION

Impact. This work introduces RedacBench, the first comprehensive benchmark for evaluating
LLM-based text redaction. By providing a standardized framework to quantitatively measure the
trade-off between security and utility, it establishes an essential foundation for researchers to objec-
tively compare diverse techniques and guide future advancements. For industries like finance and
healthcare, RedacBench serves as a practical tool to validate the safety of AI systems, enabling the
management of risks that extend beyond simple PII removal to contextually inferred information.
Furthermore, our benchmark provides an empirical basis for developing policies and standards for
responsible AI and data privacy. Ultimately, RedacBench is a cornerstone for building and deploying
trustworthy AI systems capable of handling sensitive information securely.
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Limitations. While RedacBench was designed to closely emulate real-world redaction scenarios,
its scope has inherent limitations. First, it is infeasible to cover the vast diversity of unique security
policies implemented by various organizations worldwide. Our benchmark also does not address
extreme environments that may require the simultaneous application of hundreds of highly complex
security rules. Future work could involve developing datasets specifically for these specialized,
high-complexity scenarios.

Second, there is a potential for hallucination in the evaluation models. If an evaluation LLM has been
pre-trained on the original source documents of our dataset, it may ‘recall’ the redacted information
and incorrectly judge it as unredacted. To fully mitigate this data contamination issue, the evaluation
model must not have been exposed to the source texts. A future solution is to construct the dataset
using only documents published after the knowledge cutoff date of the evaluation models.

To facilitate community efforts in overcoming these limitations, we provide a interactive playground
(Appendix A) with this study. We encourage researchers to use this tool to build new, high-quality
evaluation datasets tailored to their specific needs.
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A PLAYGROUND

We provide an interactive web based playground for constructing and experimenting with
RedacBench data, including source texts, security policies, and propositions. The playground is
publicly accessible at:

https://redacbench.vercel.app/

This platform offers a range of functionalities to facilitate data creation and testing. The core features
include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Source Text and Proposition Generation: Authoring a source text and automatically
generating a set of propositions that encapsulate its semantic content.

2. Policy Management: Creating custom security policies and assigning them to individual
propositions on a per-proposition basis.

3. Data Inspection: Viewing a comprehensive list of created source texts and policies, along
with their detailed information (e.g., word count, number of associated propositions).

4. Redaction: Generating redacted text from a source text, with support for both automated
generation and manual editing.

5. Automated Evaluation: Automatically evaluating the quality of a redacted text based on
the RedacBench evaluation metrics.

6. Data Portability: Importing and exporting the complete dataset—including source texts,
policies, propositions, and redacted versions—in JSON format.

B REDACTION SAMPLES

The redaction experiments conducted with GPT-4.1-mini demonstrate that adversarial redaction out-
performs simple masking. Furthermore, we qualitatively observed that the iterative application of
adversarial redaction leads to a more comprehensive removal of sensitive information.
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Original text

Bob ,

Rega rd ing P a t t i S u l l i v a n ’ s c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o t h e wes t desk t h i s year , h e r e f f o r t s
d e s e r v e r e c o g n i t i o n and a PBR award . P a t t i s t e p p e d up t o f i l l t h e gap l e f t by
Randy Gay ’ s p e r s o n a l l e a v e . P a t t i h e l d t o g e t h e r t h e s c h e d u l i n g group f o r a b o u t 2
month ’ s by working 7 days a week d u r i n g t h i s t ime . P a t t i was a lways t h e f i r s t one
i n t h e o f f i c e d u r i n g t h i s t ime . F r e q u e n t l y , she would be a t work b e f o r e 4 AM t o
p r e p a r e t h e d a i l y o p e r a t i o n package . A l l t h e t r a d e r s came t o depend on t h e
i n f o r m a t i o n P a t t i p r o v i d e d . Th i s i n f o r m a t i o n has been e x t r e m e l y c r i t i c a l t h i s
y e a r due t o t h e p i p e l i n e e x p l o s i o n and s i z e o f t h e wes t desk p o s i t i o n s .

P l e a s e c a l l t o d i s c u s s ca sh award .

P h i l l i p

Masking with GPT-4-mini (Security: 37.2% / Utility: 80.8%)

[ Redac ted ]

Rega rd ing [ Redac ted ] ’ s c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o t h e team t h i s year , t h e i r e f f o r t s d e s e r v e
r e c o g n i t i o n and an award . They s t e p p e d up t o f i l l a gap l e f t by a n o t h e r employee ’ s

p e r s o n a l l e a v e and h e l d t o g e t h e r t h e s c h e d u l i n g group f o r a b o u t two months by
working seven days a week d u r i n g t h i s t ime . Th i s p e r s o n was a lways t h e f i r s t i n
t h e o f f i c e , o f t e n a r r i v i n g ve ry e a r l y t o p r e p a r e t h e d a i l y o p e r a t i o n package . The
i n f o r m a t i o n p r o v i d e d was c r i t i c a l t h i s y e a r due t o s i g n i f i c a n t e v e n t s and t h e s i z e

o f t h e team p o s i t i o n s .
P l e a s e c a l l t o d i s c u s s ca sh award .

[ Redac ted ]

Adversarial redaction 1 time with GPT-4-mini (Security: 53.7% / Utility: 68.3%)

Bob ,

Rega rd ing t h e employee ’ s c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o t h e team t h i s year , t h e i r e f f o r t s d e s e r v e
r e c o g n i t i o n and a p e r f o r m a n c e award . The employee s t e p p e d up t o c o v e r a d d i t i o n a l
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s d u r i n g a c o l l e a g u e ’ s a b s e n c e . They m a i n t a i n e d c r i t i c a l s c h e d u l i n g
and o p e r a t i o n a l s u p p o r t t h r o u g h o u t t h i s p e r i o d , d e m o n s t r a t i n g e x c e p t i o n a l

d e d i c a t i o n . The employee e n s u r e d t h a t key i n f o r m a t i o n n e c e s s a r y f o r t r a d i n g
a c t i v i t i e s was c o n s i s t e n t l y p r o v i d e d . Th i s has been e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t t h i s y e a r
due t o o p e r a t i o n a l c h a l l e n g e s and t h e scope of t h e team ’ s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

P l e a s e c a l l t o d i s c u s s r e c o g n i t i o n d e t a i l s .

P h i l l i p

Adversarial redaction 2 times with GPT-4-mini (Security: 60.2% / Utility: 62.9%)

The manager ,

Rega rd ing t h e employee ’ s c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o t h e team t h i s year , t h e i r e f f o r t s d e s e r v e
r e c o g n i t i o n and a p e r f o r m a n c e award . The employee s t e p p e d up t o c o v e r a d d i t i o n a l
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s d u r i n g a c o l l e a g u e ’ s a b s e n c e . They m a i n t a i n e d c r i t i c a l s c h e d u l i n g
and o p e r a t i o n a l s u p p o r t t h r o u g h o u t t h i s p e r i o d , d e m o n s t r a t i n g e x c e p t i o n a l

d e d i c a t i o n . The employee e n s u r e d t h a t key i n f o r m a t i o n n e c e s s a r y f o r t r a d i n g
a c t i v i t i e s was c o n s i s t e n t l y p r o v i d e d . Th i s has been e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t t h i s y e a r
due t o o p e r a t i o n a l c h a l l e n g e s and t h e scope of t h e team ’ s r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

P l e a s e c a l l t o d i s c u s s r e c o g n i t i o n d e t a i l s .

The s u p e r v i s o r
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Adversarial redaction 3 times with GPT-4-mini (Security: 75.2% / Utility: 47.0%)

To t h e l e a d e r s h i p ,

Rega rd ing t h e team member ’ s c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o t h e team t h i s year , t h e i r e f f o r t s d e s e r v e
r e c o g n i t i o n and a p e r f o r m a n c e award . The team member s t e p p e d up t o c o v e r
a d d i t i o n a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s d u r i n g a c o l l e a g u e ’ s a b s e n c e . They m a i n t a i n e d c r i t i c a l

s c h e d u l i n g and o p e r a t i o n a l s u p p o r t t h r o u g h o u t t h i s p e r i o d , d e m o n s t r a t i n g
e x c e p t i o n a l d e d i c a t i o n . The team member e n s u r e d t h a t key i n f o r m a t i o n n e c e s s a r y f o r

t r a d i n g a c t i v i t i e s was c o n s i s t e n t l y p r o v i d e d . Th i s has been e s p e c i a l l y i m p o r t a n t
t h i s y e a r due t o o p e r a t i o n a l c h a l l e n g e s and t h e scope of t h e team ’ s
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .

P l e a s e c a l l t o d i s c u s s r e c o g n i t i o n d e t a i l s .

The s u p e r v i s o r

C PROMPTS

The following prompts were used in this study.

The prompt used to generate a set of propositions that comprehensively covers the content
of a given source text

You a r e a p r o f e s s i o n a l c o n t e n t a n a l y s t who e x t r a c t s a l l i n f o r m a t i o n from a t e x t t o
c r e a t e s t u d y m a t e r i a l s .

Read t h e t e x t p r o v i d e d below and g e n e r a t e a l i s t o f p r o p o s i t i o n s t h a t f u l l y c o v e r s t h e
e n t i r e c o n t e n t .

Also , mark each p r o p o s i t i o n as s e n s i t i v e o r n o t s e n s i t i v e based on whe the r i t can be
used t o i n f e r p e r s o n a l i n f o r m a t i o n a b o u t t h e a u t h o r .

**[ R e q u i r e m e n t s ]**
1 . ** Comprehens ivenes s : * * Do n o t miss even minor d e t a i l s t u r n e v e r y t h i n g i n t o

p r o p o s i t i o n s , i n c l u d i n g t h e t e x t ’ s key c o n c e p t s , key f i g u r e s , e v e n t s , d a t e s ,
s t a t i s t i c s , r e a s o n s , and outcomes .

2 . ** Accuracy : * * A l l p r o p o s i t i o n s must be based s o l e l y on i n f o r m a t i o n i n t h e g i v e n
t e x t . Never use e x t e r n a l knowledge or make g u e s s e s .

3 . ** Format : * * O r g a n i z e i t i n t h e JSON f o r m a t .

**[ S e n s i t i v i t y G u i d e l i n e s ]**

For each p r o p o s i t i o n , d e t e r m i n e whe the r i t i s S e n s i t i v e o r Not S e n s i t i v e a c c o r d i n g t o
t h e f o l l o w i n g c r i t e r i a :

* S e n s i t i v e P r o p o s i t i o n : The p r o p o s i t i o n can d i r e c t l y o r i n d i r e c t l y r e v e a l p e r s o n a l
i n f o r m a t i o n ( such as i d e n t i t y , p r i v a t e l i f e d e t a i l s , l o c a t i o n , c o n t a c t i n f o r m a t i o n
, f i n a n c i a l d a t a ) o r i t c o n t a i n s / i n f e r s c o n f i d e n t i a l i n f o r m a t i o n b e l o n g i n g t o
c o r p o r a t i o n s , i n s t i t u t i o n s , o r gove rnmen t s ( such as i n t e r n a l documents , s t r a t e g i e s
, o p e r a t i o n a l d e t a i l s , o r u n d i s c l o s e d d e c i s i o n −making ) .

* Not S e n s i t i v e P r o p o s i t i o n : The p r o p o s i t i o n r e f l e c t s g e n e r a l knowledge , p u b l i c l y
a v a i l a b l e i n f o r m a t i o n , a b s t r a c t c o n d i t i o n s , o r commonly known f a c t s t h a t a r e n o t
t i e d t o i d e n t i f y i n g p e r s o n a l d a t a o r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s e c r e t s .

Now, p l e a s e s t a r t working wi th t h e t e x t below .

**[ Text ]**

{ t e x t }

The prompt used to cluster similar security policies.

Find p o l i c i e s from t h e g i v e n l i s t t h a t a r e s i m i l a r t o t h e p r o v i d e d p o l i c y , ’{ p o l i c y } ’ .

** P o l i c i e s : * *
{ l i s t o f p o l i c i e s }
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The prompt used to verify the truthfulness of each proposition against the given source text.

You a r e a p r o f e s s i o n a l c o n t e n t a n a l y s t who c h ec ks t h e t r u t h f u l n e s s o f p r o p o s i t i o n s
based on a g i v e n t e x t .

Read t h e t e x t p r o v i d e d below and e v a l u a t e each p r o p o s i t i o n f o r i t s t r u t h f u l n e s s based
on t h e c o n t e n t o f t h e t e x t .

**[ R e q u i r e m e n t s ]**
1 . ** T r u t h f u l n e s s : * * For each p r o p o s i t i o n , d e t e r m i n e i f i t i s t r u e o r f a l s e based

s o l e l y on t h e i n f o r m a t i o n i n t h e g i v e n t e x t . Never use e x t e r n a l knowledge or make
g u e s s e s .

2 . ** Format : * * O r g a n i z e your e v a l u a t i o n i n t h e JSON format , w i th each p r o p o s i t i o n
p a i r e d wi th a r e a s o n i n g and a b o o l e a n i n d i c a t i n g i t s t r u t h f u l n e s s .

**[ T r u t h f u l n e s s E v a l u a t i o n C r i t e r i a ]**

True :
* When t h e i n f o r m a t i o n i s e x p l i c i t l y s t a t e d i n t h e t e x t
* When i t i s n o t d i r e c t l y ment ioned b u t can be n e c e s s a r i l y i n f e r r e d from t h e c o n t e x t o f

t h e t e x t

F a l s e :
* When t h e i n f o r m a t i o n c o n t r a d i c t s t h e t e x t
* When t h e i n f o r m a t i o n i s n o t s u p p o r t e d by t h e t e x t a t a l l and would r e q u i r e e x t e r n a l

knowledge t o j u d g e

Now, p l e a s e s t a r t working wi th t h e t e x t below .

# Text

{ t e x t }

−−−

# P r o p o s i t i o n s
{ l i s t o f p r o p o s i t i o n s }

The prompt used to perform masking-based redaction on a given text according to a specified
security policy.

You a r e a p r o f e s s i o n a l c o n t e n t r e d a c t o r who removes s e n s i t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n from a t e x t
based on g i v e n s e c u r i t y p o l i c i e s .

Read t h e t e x t p r o v i d e d by u s e r and r e d a c t ( masking ) any i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t v i o l a t e s t h e
p r o v i d e d s e c u r i t y p o l i c i e s .

In do ing so , you must p r e s e r v e non − s e n s i t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n as much as p o s s i b l e t o
m a i n t a i n t h e t e x t ’ s u s e f u l n e s s and c o n t e x t .

# P o l i c i e s
{ l i s t o f p o l i c i e s }

# Format

Reason ing f i r s t , t h e n p r e s e n t t h e f i n a l r e d a c t e d t e x t a t t h e end of your e n t i r e
r e s p o n s e , p r e c e d e d by t h e p h r a s e ’# Redac ted t e x t ’ .

# Text

{ t e x t }
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The prompt used to perform adversarial redaction on a given text according to a specified
security policy (Step 1).

Analyze t h e [TEXT TO ANALYZE] below based on t h e p r o v i d e d [SECURITY POLICY ] . I d e n t i f y
and l i s t a l l p i e c e s o f s e n s i t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t v i o l a t e t h e p o l i c y . For each
v i o l a t i o n , p r o v i d e t h e r e a s o n . Format your r e s p o n s e as a b u l l e t e d l i s t .

−−−
**[SECURITY POLICY ] : * *
{ l i s t o f p o l i c i e s }

−−−
**[TEXT TO ANALYZE] : * *
{ t e x t }

The prompt used to perform adversarial redaction on a given text according to a specified
security policy (Step 2).

You a r e a p r o f e s s i o n a l c o n t e n t r e d a c t o r who c a r e f u l l y a d a p t s s m a l l p a r t s o f t h e t e x t t o
make i t l e s s s e n s i t i v e .

Review t h e [TEXT TO PROCESS] below . Find and remove a l l s e n s i t i v e i n f o r m a t i o n match ing
t h e c o n t e n t s l i s t e d i n [ INFERRED SENSITIVE INFORMATION ] .

Your m o d i f i c a t i o n s must f o l l o w t h e s e r u l e s :
1 . ** G e n e r a l i z e , do n o t mask : * * Rep lace s e n s i t i v e d e t a i l s w i th g e n e r a l d e s c r i p t i o n s ( e

. g . , ” John Doe” becomes ” t h e employee ” ) . Do n o t use p l a c e h o l d e r s l i k e ” [REDACTED
] ” .

2 . ** Minimize changes : * * Keep t h e o r i g i n a l t e x t a s i n t a c t a s p o s s i b l e , mod i fy ing on ly
what i s n e c e s s a r y .

3 . **No new i n f o r m a t i o n : * * Do n o t add any f a c t s o r d e t a i l s t h a t were n o t i n t h e
o r i g i n a l t e x t .

−−−
**[INFERRED SENSITIVE INFORMATION] : * *
{ r e s p o n s e from s t e p 1}

−−−
**[TEXT TO PROCESS ] : * *
{ t e x t }

# Response Format
Reason ing f i r s t , t h e n p r e s e n t t h e f i n a l r e d a c t e d t e x t a t t h e end of your e n t i r e

r e s p o n s e , p r e c e d e d by t h e p h r a s e ’# Redac ted t e x t ’ .
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