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Abstract

As a typical and practical application of
Large Language Models (LLMs), Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) techniques have
gained extensive attention, particularly in ver-
tical domains where LLMs may lack domain-
specific knowledge. In this paper, we intro-
duce an omnidirectional and automatic RAG
benchmark, OmniEval, in the financial domain.
Our benchmark is characterized by its multi-
dimensional evaluation framework, including
(1) a matrix-based RAG scenario evaluation
system that categorizes queries into five task
classes and 16 financial topics, leading to a
structured assessment of diverse query scenar-
ios; (2) a multi-dimensional evaluation data
generation approach, which combines GPT-4-
based automatic generation and human anno-
tation, achieving an 87.47% acceptance ratio
in human evaluations on generated instances;
(3) a multi-stage evaluation system that evalu-
ates both retrieval and generation performance,
result in a comprehensive evaluation on the
RAG pipeline; and (4) robust evaluation met-
rics derived from rule-based and LLM-based
ones, enhancing the reliability of assessments
through manual annotations and supervised
fine-tuning of an LLM evaluator. Our ex-
periments demonstrate the comprehensiveness
of OmniEval, which includes extensive test
datasets and highlights the performance vari-
ations of RAG systems across diverse topics
and tasks, revealing significant opportunities
for RAG models to improve their capabilities
in vertical domains. We open source the code
of our benchmark in https://github.com/RUC-
NLPIR/OmniEval.

1 Introduction

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) tech-
niques have been one of the most widespread and
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practical applications of Large Language Models
(LLMs). Especially for various vertical domains,
where LLMs usually lack in-domain expert knowl-
edge, RAG models can incorporate the advantages
of external domain corpus and LLMs’ internal
knowledge to enhance the overall quality of gener-
ative Al systems. However, how to automatically
build high-quality omnidirectional benchmarks to
evaluate the performance of RAG models on ver-
tical domains is still an open problem. In this
study, we propose an automatic and omnidirec-
tional benchmark, OmniEval, to evaluate RAG sys-
tems on a widely adopted vertical domain, finance.
Our proposed benchmark illustrates its versatility
and automaticity from the following angels:

(1) Matrix-based RAG scenario evaluation. On
the one hand, the queries in an RAG system are
usually multiform and require the system to be
equipped with various response abilities. For ex-
ample, some queries aim to search for factual in-
formation that can be extracted from web pages,
while others request RAG systems to do financial
computation. Therefore, to evaluate the abilities of
RAG systems, we classified the RAG scenarios into
five task classes: “extractive question answering,”
“multi-hop reasoning,” “long-form question answer-
ing,” “contrast question answering,” and “conver-
sational question answering”. On the other hand,
topic systems for specialist areas (such as finance)
are often clearly compartmentalized, and users’ in-
formation needs are often specific to different topic
areas. As aresult, we can further distinguish RAG
scenarios based on the topical categories of queries.
Specifically, we evaluate a financial RAG system
in 16 different sub-categories. These two classi-
fication dimensions are orthometric, leading to a
matrix-based RAG scenario evaluation system. The
visualization of the corresponding subset statistic
is shown in Figure 8, 9, and 10. According to this
matrix-based evaluation, we can implement a more
specific and fine-grained assessment of RAG mod-
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Figure 1: The visualization of OmniEval’s generation pipeline of evaluation data.

els’ abilities, resulting in comprehensive evaluation
profiles for RAG systems.

(2) Multi-dimensional evaluation data genera-
tion. To build an extensible and high-quality evalu-
ation dataset, we combine the GPT-4-based auto-
mated generation and human annotation data gener-
ation approaches together. The former enables the
data generation pipeline to be flexible to expand
or adapt to other domains, and the latter guaran-
tees the quality of the constructed dataset. We also
conduct a human evaluation on automatically gen-
erated instances and the acceptable ratio is 87.47%,
further confirming the effectiveness of our auto-
mated data generation pipeline.

(3) Multi-stage evaluation. For evaluating the
entire pipeline of RAG systems, not only the per-
formance of the final responses is important, but
the retrieval quality is also critical for the RAG sys-
tems. It is more crucial for vertical domains since
the open-domain retrievers may lack expert knowl-
edge, potentially leading to worse final responses.
Therefore, OmniEval evaluate both retriever and
generator performance to provide comprehensive
assessing dimensions and comparison results.

(4) Multi-dimensional evaluation metrics. To
accurately and reliably evaluate RAG systems,
we build our evaluation metrics from two direc-
tions: (a) Rule-based evaluation metrics and (b)
LLM-based evaluation metrics. The former em-
bodies some widely-used evaluation metrics, such
as MAP and Rouge to provide convincing eval-
vation results. The latter is built by prompting
LLMs to generate high-level evaluation angles be-
yond exact or term-level matching, such as hallu-
cination detection, comprehensiveness evaluation,

and numerical accuracy. To ensure the reliabil-
ity of the LLM-based metrics, we manually anno-
tated some evaluation results based on the instruc-
tions of our proposed LLM-based metrics and su-
pervised fine-tuning Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (Team,
2024) to serve as our LLM-based evaluator. Our
comparison results show that our proposed evalua-
tor significantly surpasses zero-shot-based LLMs,
such as Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Team, 2024) and
Llama3.1-70B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024), and
demonstrates 74.4% accuracy with human evalua-
tion. Experimental results confirm the effectiveness
and soundness of our LLM-based evaluator.

As a result, our proposed benchmark, OmniEval,
contains 11.4k automatically generated test exam-
ples and 1.7k human-annotated test examples. We
further split out 3k automatically generated ex-
amples as a training set for future potential fine-
tuning.! We conducted our experiments on var-
ious retrievers, including BGE-M3 (Chen et al.,
2024b), BGE-large-zh (Xiao et al., 2023a), GTE-
Qwen2-1.5b (Li et al., 2023), and jina-zh (Giinther
et al., 2023), and diverse open-resource LLMs, i.e.,
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Team, 2024), Llama3.1-
70B-Instruct (Dubey et al., 2024), Deepseek-v2-
chat (DeepSeek-Al, 2024), and Yi15-34B (Young
et al., 2024). Our comprehensiveness experiments
reveal that the performance of RAG systems var-
ied between different topics and tasks. Moreover,
there is still a large space to be improved for RAG
systems on vertical domains.

"Note that the automatically generated examples are exten-
sible by prompting GPT-4, we currently provide this amount
of examples due to the limited budgets.



Evaluation Scenarios

Data Generation

Evaluation Metrics Evaluation Models

Benchmark
Task-spe. Topic-spe. Manual Auto. Rule Model Human Retriever Generator

PIXIU (Xie et al., 2023) v X X X v X v X v
DISC-FinLLM (Chen et al., 2023) v X X v v v X X v
FinanceBench (Islam et al., 2023) v v v X X X v X v
AlphaFin (Li et al., 2024) v X X X v v v X v
FinBen (Xie et al., 2024) v X X X v v X X v
FinTextQA (Chen et al., 2024a) v X X X v v X v v
OmniEval v v v v v v v v v

Table 1: The comparison between our proposed benchmark with existing financial benchmarks. “Auto.” is short for

“Automated-generated”, “Spe.” is short for “Specific”.

2 Related Work

2.1 Benchmark of Retrieval-augmented
Generation

Due to the rapid development of RAG investiga-
tion and the limitation of existing datasets and eval-
uation metrics, various researchers (Chen et al.,
2024c; Liu et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2024; Saad-
Falcon et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2024; Lyu et al., 2024,
Wang et al., 2024a) pay more attention to building
comprehensive and reliable RAG benchmarks. For
example, the early study, RGB (Chen et al., 2024c),
proposed to focus on more advanced abilities of
RAG models, such as noise robustness, informa-
tion integration, etc., and build a new open-domain
RAG dataset by extracting information from news
articles. ARES (Saad-Falcon et al., 2024) auto-
matically builds RAG benchmark with the sup-
port of LLMs, including automatically generat-
ing data instances and automatically judging re-
sponses. Beyond open-domain question-answer
scenarios, some studies (Xiong et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2024a) also constructed domain-specific
RAG benchmarks to evaluate the abilities of the
RAG system in vertical domain scenarios.

2.2 LLM Evaluation in Financial Domains

In practice, finance is one of the most widely
used vertical domains, which also contain rich
professional knowledge. Therefore, the evalua-
tion of RAG or LLM systems in the financial
domain is critical to assess their capabilities on
domain-specific scenarios, which are more practi-
cal application situations for Generative Al models.
Considering that there are various financial QA
datasets (Thakur et al., 2021; Sinha and Khandait,
2020; Salinas Alvarado et al., 2015; Chen et al.,
2021, 2022; Soun et al., 2022), which support vari-
ous investigations of traditional machine learning-
based financial models, some studies (Shah et al.,

2022; Xie et al., 2023, 2024; Li et al., 2024; Chen
et al., 2023) propose to collect existing financial
QA datasets to build benchmarks to assess the
grasping of financial knowledge by LLMs. Re-
cently, Xie et al. (2023) further builds instruction-
tuning financial benchmarks by writing correspond-
ing instructions for various financial tasks, hence
evaluating LLMs’ abilities on these expert tasks.
Beyond assessing LLMs alone, AlphaFin(Li et al.,
2024) also introduces RAG tasks to judge RAG
models on financial tasks. However, it only evalu-
ates the quality of final responses, neglecting the
retrieval performance. Different from existing stud-
ies, our work constructs an omnidirectional and au-
tomatic RAG evaluation benchmark, which could
automatically generate the evaluation dataset from
the user-provided knowledge corpus, posing ex-
cellent flexibility and expandability. Moreover, it
also proposes an omnidirectional evaluation sys-
tem, including matrix-based RAG scenario eval-
uation, multi-dimensional evaluation data gener-
ation, multi-stage evaluation system, and multi-
dimensional evaluation metrics. Concretely, we
compare our benchmark to existing financial LLM
benchmarks to demonstrate our advantages, which
is shown in Table 1.

3 Construction Pipeline of OmniEval

The construction pipeline of our benchmark con-
sists of the following steps: (1) Construction of
knowledge corpus (Section 3.1). First, we col-
lect massive finance-related documents from di-
verse data resources and build our knowledge cor-
pus based on these documents. (2) Generation
of evaluation instances (Section 3.2). Then, we
generate diverse evaluation question-answer (QA)
samples from the knowledge corpus automatically
by requesting GPT-4. To implement a matrix-
based RAG scenario evaluation system, we utilize
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Figure 2: Topic & task systems used for building our
benchmark.

the multi-agent technique to build multi-topic and
multi-tasks evaluation datasets. (3) Evaluation of
RAG models (Section 3.3). Finally, we leverage
various retrievers and LLMs to build comprehen-
sive experiment baselines and evaluate their perfor-
mance on our diverse RAG evaluation scenarios.
We further design some model-based metrics, such
as comprehensiveness, numerical accuracy, hallu-
cination, etc., to evaluate the high-level quality of
RAG responses beyond rule-based term-matching.

The details are demonstrated in the following
sections.

3.1 Construction of Knowledge Corpus

To build wide coverage and diverse financial docu-
ment corpus to support the construction of matrix-
based RAG evaluation scenarios, we collect our
knowledge corpus from various data sources, in-
cluding, two open-source financial challenges, BS
Challenge Financial (BSCF for short) and Fin-
GLM, finance-related web pages from wikipedia-
zh, open-source financial pretraining dataset, BAAI
IndustryCorpus Finance (BAAI-Fin for short), and
crawled financial web pages from the official
agency websites. Considering that these external
documents have diverse formats, such as PDF, text,
and SQLite, we leverage Llamalndex?, which is
compatible with multiple data formats, to build
our retrieval corpus. Specifically, we first trans-
fer SQLite data to the JSON format, then utilize
the Llamalndex toolkit to split all documents into
passages with the length being set as 2048 and the

*https://www.llamaindex .ai/

overlap as 256. The statistical information of our
data resources is shown in Table 2, where we call
built Llamalndex nodes as “documents”.

3.2 Generation of Evaluation Instances

Given the knowledge corpus with abundant domain-
specific information, we set up our automatic
data generation pipeline by a GPT-4-based multi-
agent method. The visualization of our generation
pipeline is illustrated in Figure 1. We demonstrate
its processing steps as below.

3.2.1 RAG Scenario Recognition

It is worth noting that we propose to conduct
matrix-based RAG scenarios evaluation to imple-
ment the mimic of the real and diverse application
scenarios of RAG systems. Specifically, we define
two evaluation perspectives from the domain topics
and RAG tasks. On the one hand, different domain
topics related to user questions could split RAG sce-
narios from the topic perspective, such as the stock
market, investment bank, property insurance, and
so on. On the other hand, different question types
also pose different QA tasks for RAG models. For
example, some questions focus on comparing two
similar financial products, which is treated as a con-
trast task for RAG models, while some questions
request RAG models to reason out the investment
income over a period, which is the reasoning task.
These two perspectives are orthotropic and their
cartesian product leads to a RAG scenario matrix,
where each element represents a specific topic-task
scenario. In our study, we build our topic system by
prompting GPT-4 and pruning it according to the
topic frequency. Furthermore, we set five common
and important RAG tasks, including extractive QA
task, multi-hop reasoning QA task, contrast QA
task, conversational QA task, and long-form QA
task. The final topic and task systems used in our
benchmark are shown in Figure 2.

With the pre-defined topic-task matrix (T?M),
we devise a topic classification agent by GPT-4 that
receives a sampled document from the knowledge
corpus and then classifies which domain topic is the
most related to this document. This process could
locate a specific “row” of our T>M. The sampled
document, the chosen topic, and all tasks are then
used to generate associated evaluation instances in
the subsequent steps.
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Data Source Data Type  Doc. Count Length Sum. Avg. Length per Doc.
BSCF-DB DB - JSON 193,774 23,631,875 122
BSCF-PDF PDF - TXT 3,082 10,587,648 3,435
FinGLM PDF - TXT 55,595 97,296,690 1,750
Wiki-Fin JSON 3,367 5,679,758 1,687
BAAI-Fin JSON 48,124 70,014,858 1,455
Official Websits JSON 58,616 45,837,298 782

Table 2: Statistical information of our diverse data sources. “Doc.”, “Sum.”, and “Avg.” are short for “Document”,

“summation”, and “Average”.

3.2.2 Data Generation

The previous step first specifies a document and
its related domain topic. We then traverse all pre-
defined RAG tasks to generate associated data in-
stances for each RAG scenario belonging to T2M
element. Specifically, given a document, its related
domain topic, and an RAG task description, we
build a data generation agent that views this infor-
mation as input and generates a question-answer
pair, satisfying the requirement of the provided
task and related to the provided topic. We directly
treat the input document as the relevant document
of this QA pair. In addition, considering the long
content of the input document, which may contain
some irrelevant information, we further prompt the
data generation agent to identify the most relevant
passage within the document to the generated QA
pair, improving the accuracy of the marked relevant
passage. As a result, a data instance contains the
following elements: a user question, its answer, the
relevant document, and a relevant passage.

3.2.3 Data Quality Inspection

To ensure the quality of generated data instances,
we further introduce a quality inspection agent to
filter the low-quality generated data examples. The
basis of this idea is that judging the quality of a pro-
vided data instance is an easier task than directly
generating high-quality data examples, hence in-
troducing an inspection process may potentially
improve the precision and quality of the filtered
dataset. This agent treats the generated data in-
stance as the input and predicts whether the in-
stance contains meaningful information and sat-
isfies the description of the target task. We only
retain the instances that the quality inspection agent
identifies as high-quality ones.

3.2.4 Manual Quality Inspection and
Correction

In addition to agent-based quality inspection, we
further introduce human annotators to conduct data
quality inspection and correction, leading to a high-
quality evaluation dataset to confirm the reliability
of our benchmark.

Specifically, we sampled a subset of all gener-
ated instances for each T>M element. Annotators
are requested to check the following items: (1)
Whether the generated question satisfies the re-
quirements of the corresponding task description;
(2) Is the generated question related to the corre-
sponding topic; (3) Whether the semantics of the
question is complete; (4) Whether the generated
answer is correct and complete; (5) Whether the
extracted relevant passages are accurate, complete,
and precise. The annotation is a five-scale from
one to five, where 1 and 2 means the data qual-
ity is pretty low, and we should drop this instance,
3 means there are some defects but can be cor-
rected manually, and finally 4 or 5 means the data
quality is pretty good or excellent. The number
of labeled data instances is 910, we statistic the
inspection results and present them in Figure 3.
The results reveal that the acceptance rate of our
automated-generated cases is 87. 47%, which po-
tentially confirms the effectiveness and usability of
our multi-agent-based data generation pipeline.

According to the above inspection and correc-
tion steps, we can obtain a high-quality human-
annotated dataset, which greatly enhances the
soundness and reliability of our benchmark. As a
result, we construct two evaluation datasets where
one is automated-generated and the other one is
human-annotated. We further split the automated-
generated ones into train and test datasets to sup-
port the further related investigation based on our
benchmark. The data amounts of these three
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Figure 3: Statistical information of manual inspection.

datasets are shown in Figure 8, 9, and 10.

3.3 Evaluation of RAG Models

Given the automated-generated and human-
annotated evaluation datasets, we utilize two types
of metrics, rule-based metrics, and model-based
metrics, to evaluate various RAG baselines com-
prehensively and accurately.

Rule-based Metrics Considering the wide us-
age and stability of rule-based metrics, we leverage
Rouge-L to provide a basic evaluation of experi-
mented RAG systems. Besides, we further incor-
porate ranking metrics, MAP and MRR, to evalu-
ate the performance of retrievers in RAG systems,
leading to a comprehensive evaluation of the entire
RAG pipeline.

Model-based Metrics However, due to the flex-
ibility and diversity of Al chatbots’ responses, it
is a challenge for rule-based metrics to provide
an accurate and semantical evaluation. Therefore,
we further propose five high-level evaluation met-
rics, which are implemented by prompting LLMs
to conduct evaluation.

e Accuracy (ACC). In fact, LLMs often gener-
ate responses that are correct in content but poorly
matched in words. Therefore, the semantic match-
ing between the LLM responses and the golden
answers is critical for reliably evaluating RAG sys-
tems. Therefore, we propose a model-based accu-
racy metric to measure semantic consistency. It is a
3-scale metric with 1 means poor, 2 means average,
and 3 means good.

e Completeness (COM). Long-form QA is also
a common situation, where users tend to ask ques-
tions that are broad and general, hoping LLMs
could return a comprehensive answer that covers
various aspects of the question (Wang et al., 2024b).

Setting Base Model K Accuracy
Zero-shot Llama3.1-8B-Inst ~ 39.70 55.60
Zero-shot Llama3.1-70B-Inst 54.14 66.40
Zero-shot Qwen2.5-7B-Inst 48.05 62.00
Zero-shot Qwen2.5-32B-Inst  61.44 71.60
Zero-shot Qwen2.5-72B-Inst  55.38 67.20
Lora Llama3.1-8B-Inst ~ 48.63 62.80
Lora Qwen2.5-7B-Inst  64.86 74.40

Table 3: Experimental results of model-based evaluator.

Consequently, we propose a completeness metric
that measures whether the response can satisfy all
aspects of the ground truth. It is a 4-scale met-
ric, where 1 means the response hits no aspects, 2
means the response partially satisfies all aspects,
and 3 means the response covers all aspects com-
prehensively. Moreover, -1 means the case does
not need to measure the completeness for some
scenarios with short answers.

e Hallucination (HAL). It focuses on measuring
whether the LLM-generated responses contain the
hallucination, which is defined as below: If the
response is totally right, the HAL is 0, if the re-
sponse is wrong, but is derived from the retrieved
documents, is also 0. If the answer is wrong, and
the contents do not stem from the retrieved docu-
ments, the hallucination is 1. Therefore, the lower
the HAL, the better the response is.

e Utilization (UTL). The utilization mainly as-
sesses whether the LLM could make good use
of the retrieved documents. Thus, it focuses on
whether the answer could be traced from the re-
trieved documents. It is still a 3-scale metric, which
is similar to ACC.

e Numerical accuracy (NAC). Such a metric pri-
marily pays attention to the scenarios related to
financial computation, where the answers are usu-
ally in the form of numbers. It is a 2-scale metric,
where 1 means right and 0 means wrong. Note that
all metrics will be normalized into [0,1] to ensure
the same scale.

To ensure the reliability of our LLM-based eval-
uator, we conducted human annotation on a sub-
set of RAG’s generated responses for these five
metrics, leading to a labeled dataset for training
a stable LLLM-based evaluator. Specifically, we
randomly sampled 127 cases and produced 635 ex-
amples by summing up all five metrics. We split it
into training, validation, and test sets by the ratio
5:1:4. We have performed various Lora-based fine-



Models MAPt MRRt RougeLt FIt ACCt HAL|, COM+ UTLT NACt
Automated-generated evaluation set
Jina-zh 0.3395  0.3469 0.1662 0.2553 0.3908 0.0794 0.5981 0.5078 0.2837
BGE-large-zh 0.3777  0.3865 0.1693 0.2541 0.4080 0.0597 0.6048 0.5194 0.3124
BGE-M3 0.3961  0.4057 0.1746 0.2593 0.4091 0.0634 0.6092 0.5203 0.3060
GTE-Qwen2-1.5b  0.4370  0.4491 0.1778 0.2563 0.4326 0.0467 0.6256 0.5613  0.3293
Human-annotated evaluation set
Jina-zh 0.3458  0.3533 0.2341 0.3821 0.4089 0.0886  0.5930 0.5163 0.3073
BGE-large-zh 04153 04252 0.2435 0.3870 0.4325 0.0718 0.6224 0.5367 0.3545
BGE-M3 0.4152  0.4236 0.2517 0.3913 0.4450 0.0709 0.6208 0.5410 0.3472
GTE-Qwen2-1.5b  0.4443  0.4574 0.2528 0.3919 0.4476 0.0618 0.6190 0.5576 0.3595
Table 4: The overall results of retrieval models with the generator being set as Qwen2.5-72B.
Retriever Generator Rouge-L1+ F11 ACC{t HAL] COMtT UTL{T NAC?T
Automated-generated evaluation set
CLOSE Yil5-34B 0.0326 0.0673 0.1573 - 0.5063 - 0.0693
CLOSE Deepseek-v2-chat 0.1861 0.3709 0.3587 - 0.5755 - 0.1121
CLOSE Qwen2.5-72B 0.1607 0.3222  0.3788 - 0.6017 - 0.1256
CLOSE Llama3-70B-Instruct 0.1993 0.3989 0.3238 - 0.5284 - 0.0677
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B  Yil5-34B 0.0593 0.0958 0.3402 0.0597 0.5778 0.4229 0.1682
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B  Deepseek-v2-chat 0.2279 0.3300 0.4099 0.0634 0.6072 0.5197 0.3175
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B Qwen2.5-72B 0.1778 0.2563 0.4326 0.0467 0.6256 0.5613 0.3293
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B Llama3-70B-Instruct 0.3235 0.4810 0.4398 0.0792 0.5926 0.4754 0.3088
Human-annotated evaluation set
CLOSE Yil5-34B 0.0497 0.1161 0.1461 - 0.4987 - 0.0749
CLOSE Deepseek-v2-chat 0.2250 0.4353  0.3306 - 0.5541 - 0.1153
CLOSE Qwen2.5-72B 0.2082 0.4191 0.3405 - 0.5754 - 0.1241
CLOSE Llama3-70B-Instruct 0.2195 0.4183 0.2859 - 0.5133 - 0.0659
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B  Yil5-34B 0.0887 0.1583 0.3366 0.0648 0.5821 0.4234 0.1856
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B  Deepseek-v2-chat 0.2916 0.4353 0.4234 0.0750 0.6006 0.5160 0.3213
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B Qwen2.5-72B 0.2528 0.3919 0.4476 0.0618 0.6190 0.5576 0.3595
GTE-Qwen2-1.5B  Llama3-70B-Instruct 0.3390 0.5042 0.4433 0.1131 0.5745 0.4764 0.3268

Table 5: The overall evaluation results on final responses of RAG models.
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Figure 4: Visualization of matrix-based evaluation of GTE-Qwen2.5-1.5B+Yi15-34B on Rouge-L.
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Figure 7: Visualization of matrix-based evaluation of GTE-Qwen2.5-1.5B+Llama3.1-70B on Rouge-L.

tuning or zero-shot settings on Qwen2.5 (Team, shown in Table 3. The evaluation metrics are accu-
2024) and Llama3.1 (Dubey et al., 2024) with var-  racy and « value between the predicted results and
ied model sizes. The comparison experiments are  ground truths. Finally, we build our evaluator by



fine-tuning Qwen-2.5-7B-Instruct, which has the
highest accuracy, 74.4%. These experimental re-
sults also validate the effectiveness and credibility
of our LLM-based evaluator and evaluation results.

4 Experiment

We conduct our experiments on various open-
resource retrievers and LLMs.  Specifically
[for retrievers, we select GTE-Qwen2-1.5B (Li
et al., 2023), BGE-large-zh (Xiao et al., 2023b),
BGE-M3 (Xiao et al.,, 2023b), and Jina-
zh (Mohr et al., 2024). For LLMs, we choose
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Team, 2024), Deepseek-
v2-chat (DeepSeek-Al, 2024), Yil5-34b (Young
et al., 2024), and Llama3.1-70B-Instruct (Dubey
etal., 2024).

4.1 Overall Experimental Results

Our experiments aim to evaluate the entire pipeline
of RAG systems, including retrievers and genera-
tors (LLMs). First, we conducted the overall ex-
periments on our two evaluation datasets, the auto-
generated set and the human-annotated set. The
main results are shown in Table 4 and 5, where
the “CLOSE” setting means we only generate re-
sponses by LLMs themselves. Note that HAL and
UTL metrics are required to be evaluated based on
the retrieved results. Therefore, there are no re-
sults for CLOSE settings. According to the shown
results, we conclude the following points:

(1) GTE-Qwen2-1.5b outperforms all compared
retrievers on almost all metrics. We analyze the rea-
son because GTE-Qwen2-1.5b is fine-tuned from
existing LLMs, which can potentially utilize the
world knowledge contained in LLMs’ parameters,
leading to better retriever quality. Therefore, when
comparing subsequent RAG systems, we choose
GTE-Qwen2-1.5b as our basic retrievers and com-
pare the response quality of existing popular LLM:s.

(2) RAG systems generally surpass close-book
LLMs on our evaluation datasets. We notice that
after equipping the retrievers, LLLMs usually per-
form better results than close-book settings. These
results prove that for domain-specific scenarios, it
is necessary for LLM to retrieve external expert
knowledge to enhance reliable responses.

(3) There is still a large space for existing retriev-
ers and LLMs to enhance the RAG abilities in finan-
cial domains. We find that even RAG systems still
perform poorly for all retriever and LLM settings.
This phenomenon implies the difficulty of our eval-

uation datasets, involving some expert and hard
reasoning financial tasks. It also confirms that our
benchmark introduces new challenges for existing
RAG systems, which may potentially promote the
investigation of RAG models in domain-specific
scenarios.

4.2 Experiments on Topic-specific Subsets

As we mentioned before, we build a topic tree to
build several subsets to evaluate the RAG system’s
performance on different scenarios with diverse
query topics. We further demonstrate RAG mod-
els’ performance on topic-specific subsets to dis-
tinctly illustrate their abilities to handle diverse top-
ics. The comparison results are shown in Figure 11
and Figure 12.

We notice that the same RAG model will per-
form differently on diverse topic scenarios, which
reveals that their capabilities are still imbalanced
across different query topics. It may be because
those different topics have different popularity
among the pre-trained corpus of LLMs, leading
to imbalanced RAG abilities. Therefore, how to
balance the RAG models’ capabilities among di-
verse topics with different popularities may also be
an important investigation direction.

4.3 Experiments on Task-specific Subsets

According to our T?M-based evaluation subsets,
we further compare experimental RAG models on
different task evaluation sets, evaluating their abil-
ities on diverse query tasks. The experimental re-
sults are illustrated in Figure 13 and Figure 14.

It is obvious that for different query tasks, the
RAG system also performs diversely. This phe-
nomenon may stem from the different hardness of
these tasks. For example, most RAG models per-
form worst on multi-hop reasoning and conversa-
tional QA tasks, since these two tasks require RAG
models to be equipped with strong reasoning or
context-understanding abilities, which introduces
more difficulty in generating accurate responses.
As a result, the investigation of enhancing RAG
systems’ abilities on these hard but more practical
tasks is also a promising and important direction.

As we aforementioned, our matrix-based evalu-
ation approach could provide a more fine-grained
assessment of RAG models, which distinctly re-
veals the models’ performance on specific topics
and tasks, leading to a comprehensive profile of
evaluated models’ capabilities. Therefore, we also
provide matrix-based visualization of our four eval-



uated RAG models, which are shown in Figure 4,
5, 6,and 7.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we propose an automatic and om-
nidirectional RAG benchmark in a vertical and
expert domain, finance i.e.. We propose to first
identify diverse query scenarios by a matrix-based
method, which considers two orthotropic perspec-
tives, topics, and tasks. By this means, we can
comprehensively and fine-grained evaluate RAG
systems by simulating diverse practical query sce-
narios, leading to more detailed evaluation results.
We utilize a multi-agent technique to automati-
cally build our evaluation datasets. With suffi-
cient model-based and manual quality inspections,
we derive three datasets, an automated-generated
training set, an automated-generated test set, and a
human-annotated test set to build our dataset. The
high human-annotated data acceptance confirms
the quality and reliability of our evaluation dataset.
Our experimental results show that there still exists
significant improvement space for existing RAG
models. In addition, RAG systems usually per-
form differently in diverse query scenarios, which
also suggests several challenges and investigation
directions for RAG studies.
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Figure 8: Statistical information of the automated-generated training set.
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Figure 9: Statistical information of the automated-generated test set.
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Figure 10: Statistical information of the human-annotated test set.
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Figure 11: The topic-specific evaluation results on the auto-generated set.
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Figure 12: The topic-specific evaluation results on the human-annotated set.
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Figure 13: The task-specific evaluation results on the auto-generated set.
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Figure 14: The task-specific evaluation results on the human-annotated set.
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