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Abstract
Long-form question answering (LFQA) aims to generate lengthy
answers to complex questions. This scenario presents great flexibil-
ity as well as significant challenges for evaluation. Most evaluations
rely on deterministicmetrics that depend on string or n-grammatch-
ing, while the reliability of large language model-based evaluations
for long-form answers remains relatively unexplored. We address
this gap by conducting an in-depth study of long-form answer eval-
uation with the following research questions: (i) To what extent
do existing automatic evaluation metrics serve as a substitute for
human evaluations? (ii) What are the limitations of existing evalu-
ation metrics compared to human evaluations? (iii) How can the
effectiveness and robustness of existing evaluation methods be im-
proved?We collect 5,236 factoid and non-factoid long-form answers
generated by different large language models and conduct a human
evaluation on 2,079 of them, focusing on correctness and informa-
tiveness. Subsequently, we investigated the performance of auto-
matic evaluation metrics by evaluating these answers, analyzing the
consistency between these metrics and human evaluations. We find
that the style, length of the answers, and the category of questions
can bias the automatic evaluation metrics. However, fine-grained
evaluation helps mitigate this issue on some metrics. Our findings
have important implications for the use of large language models
for evaluating long-form question answering. All code and datasets
are available at https://github.com/bugtig6351/lfqa_evaluation.
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1 Introduction
LFQA aims to enable generation or retrieval models to answer open-
ended questions with long answers at the paragraph level [10, 20].
With the advancement of large language models (LLMs), the ability
to generate long-form answers has improved significantly [4, 27].
While such long-form answers could address more complex and
diverse questions, their flexibility presents significant challenges
for evaluation.

Currently, much of the research on LFQA focuses on designing
models and frameworks to address the hallucination of LLM and
improve overall performance. For example, Su et al. [34] propose
a framework that uses fine-grained, answer-related salient infor-
mation to enhance the faithfulness of model responses and reduce
hallucinations. Tao et al. [35] introduce a chain-of-discussion frame-
work that takes advantage of synergy among multiple open source
LLMs to provide more accurate and comprehensive answers. De-
spite these advancements, most studies still rely on simple question
answering (QA) metrics, such as ROUGE [23] and Exact Match[33],
which are based on string or n-gram matching, to evaluate long-
form answers. However, these metrics often fail to capture the
nuanced and flexible evaluation required by the complex structure
of long-form answers, demonstrating weak correlation with human
judgment [20, 25].

LLM-based evaluators. Recently, there has been growing inter-
est in developing LLM-based evaluators to provide more reliable
assessments of long-form answers [7]. For example, Vu et al. [38]
introduce LLM autoraters by training the PaLM-2-24B model on a
collection of 102 quality assessment tasks comprising more than
5.3M human judgements (i.e., FLAMe). Fan et al. [11] propose an
LLM-based metric, EVA-Score, to evaluate the informativeness in
abstract lonng-form summarization. Although LLMs have shown
promise in providing more comprehensive evaluations of long-
form answers, they remain prone to vulnerabilities due to their
well-known hallucination issues [39].
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Goals and questions. In this paper, we aim to fill the above gap
by conducting a comprehensive analysis of existing automatic eval-
uation metrics, including deterministic metrics and model-based
metrics. We compare automatic metrics with human evaluations
to examine their strengths and limitations. Given this setup, we
explore the following three research questions:
(RQ1) To what extent do existing automatic evaluation metrics

serve as substitutes for human evaluations in LFQA, and
how accurate are these metrics?

(RQ2) What are the limitations of automatic evaluation metrics
compared to human evaluators? What influences their sta-
bility and fairness?

(RQ3) How can the effectiveness and robustness of existing evalu-
ation methods be improved?

Main findings. Our study involves both factual and non-factual
LFQA tasks, collecting answers generated by seven different LLMs
on the ASQA, ANTIQUE and Wikieval datasets, and performing a
human evaluation on a subset of these answers (over 2,079 answer
pairs with 4,158 ratings and justifications).
• For RQ1, we find that metrics based on large models demonstrate
significantly higher consistency with human evaluations than
deterministic metrics. They are also more stable in assessing
different types of LFQA.

• For RQ2, we conduct an analysis from two perspectives. First,
we examine the impact of meaningless minor perturbations to
the prompt on evaluation results, assessing the stability of the
evaluators. Second, we investigate whether factors such as text
length, question type, and non-semantic variations in phrasing
introduce evaluator bias, thereby affecting the fairness of the
evaluators. Our findings indicate that deterministic metrics are
influenced by the length of the reference text and tend to penalize
longer answers. In contrast, LLM-based methods do not exhibit
any significant biases in this regard.

• For RQ3, our research analyzes the impact of different prompting
strategies on outcomes, highlighting that fine-grained evaluation
methods exhibit higher accuracy compared to similar evaluation
approaches.

2 Related Work
This work aims to analyze the shortcomings of existing evaluations
in LFQA and provide guidance for future efforts. Therefore, we
review previous work, including (i) automated evaluation methods,
and (ii) evaluation of evaluators.

2.1 Automatic Evaluation Methods
To evaluate the performance of largemodels, numerous studies have
used automatic evaluation metrics across multiple independent
benchmarks [2, 21, 22]. These metrics are generally categorized into
three types: n-gram-based, embedding-based, and LLM-based. Each
category offers distinct approaches for assessing model responses,
aiming to balance efficiency and accuracy in evaluating various
aspects of generated text.

N-gram-based metrics, such as ROUGE [23] and BLEU [31], are
widely adopted due to their high efficiency and low cost, primar-
ily verifying the correctness of model responses. However, these
metrics can be adversely affected by syntactic errors [32] and may

struggle to capture human preferences when comparing outputs
from different models [8, 14], with recent studies further support-
ing these limitations [20, 43]. Embedding-based methods, such as
BERTScore [46] and MoverScore [48], use pretrained language
models to better capture semantic similarities, thereby reducing the
impact of superficial textual changes. Despite their advancements,
these methods rely heavily on high-quality reference texts, posing
challenges for open-ended questions where crafting appropriate
references is difficult [5].

While embedding-based approaches improve upon traditional
n-gram methods by focusing on semantic content, their depen-
dence on reference texts limits their applicability in more flexible
evaluation scenarios. On the other hand, LLM-based evaluators
offer a novel approach for reference-free evaluation, demonstrating
reasonable performance in zero-shot settings [1, 6, 26]. Examples in-
clude GPTScore [12], G-EVAL [25], LLM-EVAL [24], and RAGAS [9],
which leverage large language models to provide multi-dimensional
evaluations. However, LLMs may inherit biases from their training
data [40] and generate hallucinations [17], with studies confirming
biases in these evaluators [39, 40, 49]. Although fine-grained evalua-
tions can help mitigate some issues [28, 45], the overall reliability of
automatic evaluation methods as substitutes for human evaluators
remains an area requiring further investigation.

2.2 Evaluation of Evaluators
Since LLM-as-a-Judge has become a new evaluation paradigm,
many studies have assessed the effectiveness of these methods. The
basic approach of previous research has been to treat various types
of evaluators as virtual annotators and evaluate their consistency
with human annotators to achieve alignment with human[15].

MT-bench and the Chatbot arena dataset [49] contain a small
amount of human-crafted queries annotated by experts and a large
volume of crowdsourced user preferences data from real-world
users, analyzing the agreement between LLM evaluators and hu-
man annotators and bias of the evaluator. Xu et al. [43] collect
the consistency between automatic metrics and human experts
in the evaluation of LFQA across seven different knowledge do-
mains, focus on overall answer preference, coherence, and factuality.
PandaLM [41] trains a LLM evaluator and constructed a general
instruction-tuning benchmark that includes a significant amount
of automated scoring and human preference data, using a partial
order graph to compare the performance of the models.

In this work, we will adopt previous evaluation approaches for
meta-evaluation, assessing the performance of evaluators based
on their consistency with human annotators. We will focus on the
biases and robustness exhibited by different evaluation methods
throughout this process.

3 A Study of LFQA Evaluation Methods
In this section, we examine how existing automatic LFQA evalu-
ation metrics compare to human evaluations from three aspects,
namely accuracy, robustness, and fairness. Firstly, the accuracy is to
test to what extent the automatic metrics match human judgments.
Here, we use responses from seven LLMs across three benchmark
datasets as testbeds to assess the alignment between automatic
metrics and human evaluations. Secondly, the robustness is to test



An Empirical Study of Evaluating Long-formQuestion Answering SIGIR ’25, July 13–18, 2025, Padua, Italy

the reliability of the automatic metrics. We assess the stability of
the outcome when subjected to minor perturbations in inputs and
hyperparameters. Finally, the fairness is to test whether existing
automatic metrics exhibit biases toward specific attributes, e.g.,
style, length, or topic.

In the following, we first introduce the setting of the empirical
study, including automatic evaluation metrics, models, and the
testbed. Then, we show results concerning the accuracy, robustness,
and fairness of all metrics.

3.1 Empirical Setup
3.1.1 Testbed. For long-form question answering, we mainly con-
sider two categories: one requires in-depth analysis and detailed
explanations, while the other includes opinions, discussions, and
other scenarios closely resembling real user interactions, which are
often non-factoid. Both types of questions are considered challeng-
ing for LLMs, in terms of response generation or evaluation[10, 20,
49]. Specifically, we perform experiments on the following three
datasets, each serving as a representative dataset for ambiguous,
factoid, and open-ended question answering.
• ASQA [33] is an ambiguous factual questions dataset in which
each question has multiple disambiguated question-answer pairs
and two long-form grounded answers annotated by humans.

• ANTIQUE [16] is an open-ended question answering dataset,
including 2626 questions asked by users of Yahoo! Answers, and
relevant answers annotated by human experts.

• WikiEval [9] is a factoid question answering dataset generated
from 50 pages from Wikipedia with edits post 2022, annotated
by human experts.

Using the datasets mentioned above, we gather responses from
seven latest LLMs from five different families for analysis. The
models are listed as follows:
• GLM-4-9b-chat [13]: An advanced generative language model de-
signed for dialogue applications with a focus on efficient response
generation.

• Llama2-7b-chat [37]: A conversational AI model from the Llama
family, optimized for contextual understanding in dialogues with
7 billion parameters.

• Llama2-13b-chat [37]: A more robust version of its predecessor,
this model offers enhanced conversational abilities with 13 billion
parameters.

• Llama3-8b-instruct [36]: Building on the Llama series, this iter-
ation focuses on instruction-following tasks with an 8 billion-
parameter architecture.

• GPT-3.5-instruct [29]: A finetuned version of GPT-3.5, this model
excels in following user instructions with improved precision.

• Mistral-7b [18]: A lightweight yet powerful model, designed for
streamlined AI tasks.

• Solar-10.7b-instruct [19]: A state-of-the-art model tailored for
specific instruction adherence, boasting 10.7 billion parameters
for diverse task performance.

To generate answers, we use the recommended generation parame-
ters for each model and guide the models using few-shot settings.
For each input, we select up to 8 examples. We selected 500 samples
from the dev set of ASQA, 200 samples from the test set of AN-
TIQUE and 50 samples from WikiEval to generate answers. After

Figure 1: Interface used for collecting human annotations.

filtering out invalid QA pairs-such as those resulting from model
refusals-we obtained 3,500 valid samples from ASQA, 1,386 from
ANTIQUE, and 350 from WikiEval.

3.1.2 Meta-evaluations. This involves the evaluation of the eval-
uation, serving as a method to assess the quality of automatic
evaluation metrics. Here, we adopt two types of meta-evaluations,
as outlined below.
• Correlation coefficient: When comparing the differences between
two distributions, a commonly used metric is the correlation coef-
ficient. Following Chen et al. [5], we use the Spearman correlation
coefficient to measure the value correlation and Kendall correla-
tion coefficient to measure the rank correlation between human
ratings and automatic metrics.

• Win Rate and Agreement: When comparing multiple LLMs, re-
searchers often use the win rate, defined as the fraction of in-
stances in which model A’s response outperforms model B’s.
Furthermore, for two different evaluators, their agreement can
be calculated, which represents the proportion of instances where
the evaluators made the same judgment regarding the quality of
the responses from the two models [49].

3.1.3 Human annotations. In the annotation of model responses,
we drew inspiration from previous work [47] and primarily consid-
ered two evaluation aspects.
• Correctness aims to determine the accuracy of the answers, de-
termining whether there are any factual errors or inaccuracies in
the model’s response. A high-quality response should be factually
reliable and free from mistakes.

• Informativeness examines whether the response contains suffi-
cient and relevant information, identifying any missing or omit-
ted details, and ensuring there is no excessive redundancy. A high-
quality response should should be informative enough without
being redundant.

For the results of the seven models on the ASQA, ANTIQUE, and
WikiEval datasets, we randomly sampled 50, 200, and 50 questions,
respectively, for manual evaluation, with each question having 7
answers from different models. After removing a few cases where
models refused to answer or generated incorrect responses, we
collected 343, 1386, and 350 valid QA pairs that include both cor-
rectness and informativeness. We developed a web-based interface
to streamline the annotation process. Figure 1 illustrates the inter-
face for a single question. Each question is paired with a generated
answer and a reference answer.
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Table 1: Correlation coefficients between automatic metrics and human ratings for ASQA dataset. The best score for each
column is highlighted in bold. The second best is underlined.

Spearman/Kendall
(%)

Deterministic Metrics Model-based Metrics

RL EM DF1 BS AR FG GPT-4o Claude-3.5 Gemini-2.0

glm4-9b 31.0/22.8 26.1/22.4 31.4/24.0 29.4/22.5 22.4/14.6 66.5/52.2 56.6/45.0 37.2/30.6 15.2/11.7
gpt-3.5-turbo -0.3/-0.5 48.6/40.3 18.5/12.9 2.6/2.4 8.3/5.7 50.8/40.6 32.6/25.1 22.3/18.3 15.4/11.9
llama2-13b 21.9/16.3 56.6/47.7 14.4/9.8 31.1/23.7 8.7/6.0 66.6/54.1 29.1/22.1 13.1/10.5 41.1/30.1
llama2-7b 17.0/12.1 54.3/46.2 14.7/11.1 22.9/16.6 23.7/17.3 43.6/35.6 32.5/24.6 30.8/22.6 22.6/15.4
llama3-8b -2.4/-1.6 47.5/39.4 59.1/44.8 12.1/8.1 14.0/10.1 72.1/60.5 43.5/33.8 20.7/17.5 32.1/23.8
mistral-7b 53.3/37.9 57.0/49.9 33.2/24.0 33.5/24.0 17.1/12.0 62.0/49.3 47.8/37.3 59.0/45.7 51.3/39.5
solar-10.7b 4.3/2.6 10.4/8.6 -8.9/-6.1 9.0/8.4 8.9/7.0 22.9/22.3 41.4/32.2 20.6/17.7 8.5/6.8

Average 11.4/8.0 41.4/34.9 23.0/16.8 16.2/11.7 12.2/8.7 55.0/44.9 42.0/32.4 33.0/26.3 32.4/24.4

Table 2: Correlation coefficients between automatic metrics and human ratings for ANTIQUE and WikiEval dataset. The best
score for each column is highlighted in bold. The second best is underlined.

Spearman/Kendall
(%)

ANTIQUE dataset WikiEval dataset

RL BS AR CG FG RL BS CG FG

glm4-9b -14.4/-11.4 -9.8/-7.7 0.5/0.4 36.7/33.1 54.6/51.7 44.4/34.4 44.6/34.4 38.1/34.8 39.1/35.7
gpt-3.5-turbo 2.8/2.0 -9.1/-7.0 43.7/35.0 53.2/47.1 56.5/51.7 57.1/45.1 56.8/43.1 41.9/36.5 46.9/42.1
llama2-13b 11.0/7.8 0.5/0.5 10.9/7.6 74.9/62.5 81.5/71.2 61.4/47.2 57.1/44.3 61.8/51.7 55.4/46.8
llama2-7b 13.8/10.0 9.3/6.9 17.7/13.4 69.3/58.6 74.6/64.7 74.6/60.4 75.2/60.3 60.8/52.8 60.1/52.9
llama3-8b 2.4/1.5 8.7/6.3 2.5/1.6 65.6/54.6 72.2/63.1 51.7/40.6 44.9/34.5 44.1/37.7 35.7/31.9
mistral-7b 29.2/21.0 25.9/18.5 23.3/16.9 73.0/62.5 83.9/73.6 51.3/40.0 60.7/48.9 47.7/40.0 50.4/42.6
solar-10.7b -4.6/-3.4 -9.7/-6.6 -3.5/-2.3 54.3/46.2 70.8/62.5 56.3/43.3 54.3/41.7 41.2/35.5 34.1/31.1

Average -7.9/-5.9 -24.4/-17.2 28.3/20.6 83.0/70.9 85.2/75.6 55.8/43.4 55.5/42.6 51.4/43.9 49.0/43.1

3.1.4 Automatic metrics. For evaluationmetrics, we include 7widely
used metrics for long-form question answering, including tradi-
tional deterministic metrics and recently model-based metrics.

Deterministic metrics: The deterministic metrics typically as-
sess results based on lexical overlap between the predicted answer
and the reference answer. Early works on LFQA usually take Exact
Match (EM) and Rouge-L (RL) as the evaluation metrics [10, 33]. The
EMmetric is to evaluate whether the predicted answer matches any
of a fraction in the reference answer [33]. The Rouge-L is to evalu-
ate the quality of the predicted answer by measuring the longest
common subsequence between the generated text and the reference
answer [23]. We also include the Disambig-F1 (DF1) [33], which is
to evaluate the fraction of diambiguated questions answered by the
predicted answer, for the evaluation study.

Model-basedmetrics: Themodel-basedmetrics often assess the
semantic accuracy of the generated answer using pre-trained mod-
els, extending beyond traditional n-gram matching. The BERTScore
(BS) [46] calculate the cosine similarity between the generated
answer and the reference answer. In addition, we considered the
answer relevance (AR) from RAGAS [9] to supplement the measure-
ment of responses’ informativeness. For LLM-based evaluation, we
follow LLM-EVAL [24] to use prompt-driven GPT-4 model as the
judge in both coarse-grained (CG) and fine-grained (FG) settings.

3.2 Accuracy of Automatic Metrics
In this section, we try to answer RQ1, that is to what extent do
existing automatic evaluation metrics serve as substitutes for hu-
man evaluations in LFQA. In this part, we take responses of seven

LLMs on three datasets as the testbed. For each response, we con-
duct a human rating and compute the scores for each metric. We
then assess the correlation coefficient between these metrics and
human ratings across the entire dataset. Additionally, for any pair
of model-generated responses, we calculate the agreement between
each metric and human rating to determine whether they align in
their preference between these two answers. The results of correla-
tion coefficients between automatic metrics and human ratings for
the three datasets are presented in Table 1 and 2.

Firstly, for deterministic metrics, we can see that exact match
demonstrates relatively strong alignment with human evaluation
on ASQA dataset, even outperforming LLM-based evaluations such
as GPT-4o, Claude-3.5 and Gemini-2.0. This is primarily because
exact match focuses solely on assessing short answers in ASQA.
However, while evaluating long answers, metrics like Rouge-L and
Disambig-F1 exhibit poor consistency with human evaluations. An
exception is observed with Rouge-L, which yields significantly dif-
ferent results on the Antique and WikiEval datasets. It shows high
consistency with human evaluations on WikiEval but low consis-
tency on Antique. This discrepency arises because Antique features
non-factoid QA with open-ended answers, whereas WikiEval fo-
cuses on factoid QA with closed-ended answers.

Secondly, for model-based metrics, we can see that BertScore
exhibits a trend similar to Rouge-L, showing low consistency with
human evaluations on the ASQA and Antique datasets but high
consistency on the WikiEval dataset. In contrast, LLM-based evalu-
ations exhibit strong consistency with human evaluations across
various styles of LFQA, including the ambiguous QA, fatoid QA,
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Figure 2: Score distribution of different prompts on ASQA.

and non-factoid QA, highlighting their stability in evaluation. For
example, the fine-grained (FG) GPT4 achieves the best performance
on both the ASQA and Antique datasets.

Lastly, when comparing different LLM-based evaluations, we
find that GPT-4o evaluation demonstrates superior performance
over other LLMs. For example, the GPT-4o, Claude-3.5, and Gemini-
2.0 achieve spearman correlation score of 42.0, 33.0, and 32.4, re-
spectively, when compared to human evaluations. Moreover, the
fine-grained evaluation with GPT-4o improves its score from 42.0
to 55.0, which demonstrates the importance of providing more
detailed instructions for LLM-based evaluations.

In summary, LLM-based evaluations demonstrate stability across
different types of LFQA, whereas deterministic evaluations are
less reliable for open-ended QA. Furthermore, conducting fine-
grained evaluations with LLM-based assessments would produce
more nuanced results.

3.3 Robustness of Automatic Metrics
In this section, we focus on the first part of RQ2, which investigates
the robustness of automatic evaluation metrics. For this purpose,
we introduce small perturbations to each evaluation method, and
analyze the changes before and after the perturbation. Here, we
concentrate on model-based evaluation metrics. Firstly, we collects
the scores generated by automatic evaluation metrics under their
default configurations. Subsequently, we introduce perturbations
to the experimental conditions and obtain the corresponding per-
turbed scores. To quantify the consistency of evaluators’ decisions
before and after the introduction of perturbations, we statistically
analyzed the model win rates and the distribution of metric scores
under different experimental settings.

3.3.1 Perturbation of prompts. The prompts of LLMs have been
shown to significantly influence their output, giving rise to a new
research area known as prompt engineering [44]. To better under-
stand the impact of prompts on the evaluation capability of LLMs,
we conducted experiments comparing different prompts using GPT-
4o on the ASQA dataset, including short prompt, normal prompt,
and long prompt. More detailed description of prompts are shown
in code repository.1

The results are depicted in Figure 2: (i) LLM-based evaluations
tend to yield lower scores compared to human evaluations, with
the majority of LLM-based scores clustering around 3, while human
evaluation scores are predominantly around 5. This discrepancy

1https://github.com/bugtig6351/lfqa_evaluation/src/prompts.py

(a) Results on the ASQA dataset

(b) Results on the Wikieval dataset

(c) Results on the Antique dataset

Figure 3: Relationship between answer length and metrics.

may be due to LLM-based evaluations being more stringent than
human evaluations. (ii) The length of the prompt has a significant
impact on the evaluation scores of LLMs. It is evident that short
prompts tend to result in more high scores. For example, the number
of samples with scores above 4 for the short prompt is noticeably
higher than for the normal and long prompts.

3.3.2 Perturbation of hyper-parameters. Hyperparameters such as
sampling temperature, top-k sampling, repetition penalty, and max-
imum token length all play a role in shaping the LLM’s output and
overall performance [30]. However, the impact of sampling temper-
ature on LLM-as-a-judge has not been specifically investigated. The
selection of sampling temperature is largely based on guesswork
and intuition. Here, we take GPT-4o as the judge to analyze the
impact of temperature.

All results are summarized in Table 3. If multiple models have the
same score, we take the average rank as their shared rank. As we can
see: (i) In the ASQA dataset, the evaluation results are highly stable,
where minimal changes in score and no changes in the rankings
of any LLMs. This could be because the evaluation score for each
model vary widely, ranging from 3.03 to 8.66, making it difficult for
the rankings to change. (ii) In the WikiEval dataset, the evaluation
results vary significantly with changes in the temperature of the
LLM judge. For example, the rank of GPT-4o drops from 4th to 6th
when the temperature increases from 0.0 to 0.3. In contrast, its rank

https://github.com/bugtig6351/lfqa_evaluation/src/prompts.py
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Table 3: The relationship between model scores and evaluators’ temperature, with the default temperature set to 0.

ASQA Wikieval

Scores Ranks Scores Gain Rank Gain Scores Ranks Scores Gain Rank Gain

0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.0 0.3 0.7 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.7 1.0 0.3 0.7 1.0

claude-3.5 8.66 1 0.08 0.05 -0.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.26 2 -0.14 -0.04 -0.08 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
gpt-4o 8.13 2 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.08 4 -0.18 0.24 0.16 -2.0 2.0 2.0
gemini-2.0 6.69 3 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.86 7 -0.40 -0.28 -0.08 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
glm4-9b 4.87 4 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.62 1 -0.16 -0.08 -0.20 0.0 0.0 0.0
solar-10.7b 4.70 5 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.94 5 0.16 0.22 0.18 1.0 0.5 1.0
gpt-3.5-turbo 4.67 6 0.01 0.05 -0.05 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.92 6 0.08 -0.06 0.02 1.0 0.0 0.0
llama3-8b 4.27 7 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.66 8 -0.02 0.18 0.16 1.0 1.0 1.0
llama2-13b 4.01 8 -0.02 0.05 -0.06 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.82 9 0.04 0.08 0.18 0.0 0.0 0.0
llama2-7b 3.60 9 -0.06 -0.02 -0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.60 10 0.04 0.14 -0.04 0.0 0.0 0.0
mistral-7b 3.03 10 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.20 3 -0.04 -0.04 -0.22 1.0 -1.5 -2.0

Table 4: Question types in the ANTIQUE dataset.

Question Type Count Proportion

REASON 427 0.31
INSTRUCTION 357 0.26
EVIDENCE-BASED 266 0.19
EXPERIENCE 154 0.11
DEBATE 105 0.08
COMPARISON 77 0.06

improves from 4th to 2nd when the temperature is set to 0.7 or 1.0.
This may be because the evaluation scores of each model are very
similar, with the minimum and maximum values being 6.60 and
8.62, respectively. Overall, the above observations indicate that the
temperature of the LLM does impact the evaluation, but the extent
of this impact depends on the dataset.

3.4 Fairness of Automatic Metrics
In this section, we address the second part of RQ2, which focuses on
the fairness of automatic evaluation metrics. Specifically, we con-
duct a comprehensive analysis of the evaluators’ biases across four
key dimensions: response length, question type, answer generation
models, and language representations.

3.4.1 Length bias. Here, we aim to examine whether answer length
influences the evaluation of automatic metrics, particularly LLM-
based evaluation methods. To this end, we divide all answers into
five bins with equal sample sizes based on their length and analyze
the performance of different evaluation metrics across these length
intervals. All the results are depicted in Figure 3. Our experimental
results reveal distinct patterns in the relationship between answer
length and various evaluation metrics.

We observe a negative correlation between answer length and
scores on the Rouge-L and BERTScore metrics. As the length of
the answer increases, the Rouge-L and BERTScore metrics tend to
decrease. This trend suggests that longer answers may introduce
redundancy or deviate from the concise, information-dense content
that these metrics favor. Rouge-L, which measures the overlap
between generated and reference texts, is particularly sensitive to
extraneous information that dilutes the precision of the answer.
Similarly, BERTScore, which evaluates semantic similarity, may

Figure 4: Relationship between different metrics and human
evaluations across different question types on the ANTIQUE
dataset (left: Informativeness, right: Correctness).

penalize longer answers that include tangential or less relevant
content.

On the ASQA and WikiEval dataset, we observe a positive cor-
relation between answer scores and length in Claude-3.5. While
the average scores remained relatively stable, the lower bounds of
scores assigned by GPT-4 and Gemini-2.0 increased significantly
with longer answers. For the Antique dataset, the trend of increas-
ing scores with length is evident, and this trend is more pronounced
in LLM-based methods compared to human evaluations. This in-
dicates that LLMs are less likely to assign low scores to longer
answers, a phenomenon not observed in human evaluations. These
evaluation frameworks may prioritize comprehensiveness and de-
tail over conciseness.

Our analysis reveals that answer length significantly influences
the performance of automatic evaluation metrics, with distinct
patterns observed across different metrics and models. Combine
traditional metrics (e.g., Rouge-L, BERTScore) with LLM-based met-
rics to balance the strengths and weaknesses of each approach.
To address these biases and improve the robustness of automatic
evaluation metrics, some strategies could be considered. For ex-
ample, traditional metrics can ensure precision and conciseness,
while LLM-basedmetrics can capture comprehensiveness and detail.
And develop metrics that account for answer length by normal-
izing scores based on the amount of relevant information. This
could involve penalizing redundancy while rewarding additional
meaningful content.
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(a) Results on the WikiEval dataset.

(b) Results on the ASQA dataset.

(c) Results on the Antique dataset.

Figure 5: Relationship between the IDF of answer and different metrics.
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Figure 6: Winrate for different metrics on the ASQA dataset.

3.4.2 Question type. In this section, we investigate the potential
biases of different evaluation metrics when assessing various types
of questions. Building upon the research conducted by Bolotova
et al. [3], we classified 200 questions from the antique dataset, with
the specific quantities and proportions detailed in Table 4. For
each category of questions, we calculated the kendall correlation
consistency between human evaluators’ scores for correctness and
informativeness and various metrics, as illustrated in Figure 4.

Our analysis reveals several key findings. First, we observe that
LLM-based metrics significantly outperform deterministic metrics

(Rouge-L and BERTScore), with the latter showing negative cor-
relation coefficients on this dataset, rendering them practically
unreliable for evaluation purposes. Second, LLM-based metrics
demonstrate slightly higher consistency in assessing informative-
ness compared to correctness, particularly for comparison and
experience-type questions. This discrepancy may stem from the in-
herent difficulty of LLMs in identifying factual inaccuracies within
generated responses. Finally, evidence-based and experience-type
questions emerge as challenging areas for all metrics, with the three
primary evaluationmodels (GPT-4, Claude-3.5, and Gemini-2.0) con-
sistently underperforming relative to their average performance
across other question types.

Based on our findings, we can conclude that LLM indeed exhibit
evaluation biases across different types of question, particularly for
questions relying on precise factual information or personal experi-
ences and recommendations. However, potential improvements can
be achieved through the implementation of more granular prompt-
ing strategies combined with a diversified evaluation approach.

3.4.3 Self-reinforcing. In this section, we investigate whether LLM-
basedmetrics show a preference for results generated by themselves.
We take the widely adopted LLMs, i.e., GPT-4o, Claude-3.5, and
Gemini-2.0, as both evaluators and generators on the ASQA dataset.
Specifically, we take these three LLM to generate answers for each
question, and conduct a pairwise comparison between them and
other seven open-sourced LLMs. The results are illustrated in Fig-
ure 6.

We can see that: (i) The three closed-source LLMs (GPT-4o,
Claude-3.5, and Gemini-2.0) consistently outperform the seven base-
line LLMs (Mistral-7b, Llama2-7b, Llama3-8b, Solar-10.7b, GLM4-9b,
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Table 5: Variation of correlation coefficients under different prompt words.

Kendall (%) LLMs Prompts

GPT-4o Claude-3.5 Gemini-2.0 P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9

glm4-9b 34.76 -36.15 -2.72 8.56 -17.45 3.48 9.87 3.91 4.10 2.25 -2.38 7.49
gpt-3.5-turbo 36.47 -2.02 -6.48 16.44 0.61 27.64 22.54 8.36 15.10 12.36 13.24 19.84
llama2-13b 51.66 -23.50 4.93 16.54 10.52 11.73 8.35 11.32 12.11 12.13 12.41 8.62
llama2-7b 52.77 -11.17 -4.88 6.08 2.85 7.78 10.22 4.43 5.69 0.05 6.02 5.79
llama3-8b 37.66 -1.70 -18.25 18.93 18.24 7.69 21.73 15.33 3.63 17.22 15.90 15.67
mistral-7b 39.97 -31.42 -31.06 -6.44 -10.06 -6.78 -16.19 -17.30 -15.88 -6.74 -16.58 -14.19
solar-10.7b 35.45 -8.16 8.56 12.29 15.01 21.72 14.79 9.89 4.65 19.94 14.61 24.10

Average 43.89 -15.91 -4.84 11.68 5.48 12.44 11.15 7.71 5.74 9.49 8.21 11.38

Table 6: Prompt settings.

Prompt Settings

P1 Task+Data+Output+Criteria
P2 Task+Data+Output
P3 Task+Data+Criteria+Output
P4 Output+Task+Data+Criteria
P5 Task+Output+Criteria
P6 Data+Output+Criteria
P7 Output+Criteria+Task+Data
P8 Data+Task+Criteria(short)+Output
P9 Data+Task+Criteria+Output

and GPT-3.5-turbo). Among them, Claude-3.5 achieves the best per-
formance in all baselines across all three LLM-based evaluations.
(ii) Among the three evaluation methods, we observe that GPT-4o
and Claude-3.5 evaluations exhibit a strong bias towards their own
responses. For example, GPT-4o achieves significantly higher win
rates against all baselines when evaluated using GPT-4o compared
to evaluations conducted by Claude-3.5 and Gemini-2.0. Similarly,
Claude-3.5 demonstrates much higher win rates in its own evalua-
tion than when assessed by GPT-4o and Gemini-2.0. Furthermore,
the Gemini-2.0 evaluation also gives much higher scores to itself
compared to GPT-4o and Claude-3.5 evaluations (e.g., 0.468 vs.
0.262/0.256, 0.388 vs. 0.163/0.06), when compared with GPT-4o and
Claude-3.5.

In summary, LLM-based evaluations tend to assign significantly
higher scores to their own outputs, demonstrating a clear eval-
uation bias. Interestingly, despite this bias, the models’ ranking
remains consistent across different evaluations. Based on these,
we recommend the following: (i) Prioritize using rankings over
scores for comparisons, (ii) Employ multiple evaluation methods to
achieve more reliable and stable results.

3.4.4 Word expression. Prior work shows that LLMs often produce
verbose, formal content [42]. To investigate whether LLM-based
evaluations favor answers containing rarer terms, we compute each
answer’s average inverse document frequency (IDF) and examine
its correlation with the evaluation scores. The results are illus-
trated in Figure 5. As observed: On Antique and WikiEval, human
scores are evenly distributed across IDF values, showing no clear
link between answer quality and term rarity, while ASQA displays
a unique bimodal pattern, suggesting different answer character-
istics. Automatic metrics like Rouge-L and BERTScore strongly

correlate with IDF values, following near-normal distributions on
Antique and WikiEval. In contrast, GPT-4o and Gemini-2.0 align
more closely with human judgments. Notably, under fine-grained
settings, GPT-4o tends to favor responses with higher IDF values,
indicating a potential bias toward lexically sophisticated responses.
These results highlight the importance of dataset-specific evalua-
tion strategies and the need to address IDF-related biases in LLM-
based metrics, and this similarity becomes even more pronounced
when fine-grained evaluation settings are applied.

4 Method
In this section, we investigate approaches to improve the perfor-
mance of LLM-based evaluators to address RQ3: “How can the
effectiveness and robustness of existing evaluation methods be
improved?” To achieve this, we transfer the findings in previous
sections into criteria in the prompt of LLM-based evaluation. Specif-
ically, we decompose the prompt architecture into four key compo-
nents: task description, data specifications, output requirements,
and evaluation criteria. Then, we obtain 9 prompts by different com-
binations of these four components as outlined in Table 6. Due to
space limitations, all detailed prompts can be found in our released
code.2Finally, we measure performance variations by calculating
the Kendall correlation coefficient changes between GPT-4o evalu-
ations and human ratings for each prompt configuration.

All results are shown in Table 5. Our main findings are as follows.
(1) All four components are essential for improving LLM-

based evaluations: Comparing the performance of P1 with
P2, P5 and P6, it can be observed that P1 achieves significantly
better performance across all LLMs. P1 incorporates all four
components, while P2 excludes the Criteria, P5 omits the Data,
and P6 lacks the Task. Moreover, the evaluation of glm4-9b and
gpt-turbo-3.5 drop significantly when removes the Criteria from
the prompts (i.e., P2 vs. P3). Besides, the Task is important for
LLM-based evaluations as performance drops significantly by
comparing P3 vs. P6.

(2) The order of components influences the LLM-based eval-
uations: A comparison of P1, P3, P4, P7, and P9 shows that
the order of the four components has varying impacts on the
evaluation of different LLMs. Notably, the placement of the Out-
put appears to have minimal influence on gpt-3.5-turbo, as the
performance is very close between P3 and P4—where Output is
positioned last in P3 and first in P4.

2https://github.com/bugtig6351/lfqa_evaluation/src/prompts.py

https://github.com/bugtig6351/lfqa_evaluation/src/prompts.py
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Table 7: Evaluation instructions.

Components Instructions

Task Score the following LLM output of a question-answering task with respect to the following aspects using a 1 to 5 star rating
system.

Data The dataset is a Factoid Question-Answering dataset, specifically designed for evaluating factual precision and detailed
comparative reasoning in AI-generated answers.

Output Begin your evaluation by providing a short explanation. Be as objective as possible. After providing your explanation, please
provide your evaluation by strictly following the JSON format, such as: [[SCORE]] {"accuracy": 2, "informativeness": 3}.

Criteria

Accuracy: Determine the accuracy of the answers, verifying the correctness and reliability of the information provided.
1 star: Incorrect information
2 stars: Partially correct information
3 stars: Half correct information
4 stars: Mostly correct information
5 stars: Perfectly correct information
Informativeness: Examines whether the answers provide sufficient and meaningful information that is useful to
the user and relevant to the question.
1 star: No information or irrelevant information
2 stars: Very little information
3 stars: Some information
4 stars: Enough information
5 stars: Highly informative

(3) No consistent improvements can be obtained for the eval-
uation of all LLMs by one strategy: There is no one strat-
egy can boost the performance of all LLMs evaluations, where
glm4-9b, llama2-7b, and llama3-8b performs best with P4, gpt-
3.5-turbo performs best with P3, llama2-13b performs best with
P1, solar-10.7b performs best with P9. The differences in answer
styles between models may significantly affect the evaluator’s
performance across various prompts.

These results demonstrate the necessity of structured guidance and
precise evaluation guidelines for reliable assessments.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we evaluated a range of automatic evaluation metrics,
including traditional deterministic metrics andmodel-basedmetrics,
across three diverse datasets: ASQA, Antique, and WikiEval. For
each dataset, we compared the scores generated by these metrics
with human evaluations, analyzed their robustness under pertur-
bations, and investigated potential biases related to answer length,
question type, self-reinforcement, and language expression. Ad-
ditionally, we explored methods to improve the performance of
LLM-based evaluators through fine-grained evaluation strategies.

Our evaluation indicates that even with relatively high-quality
reference answers, deterministic evaluation metrics still perform
poorly and often do not exhibit significant correlation with hu-
man judgments. Their performance is highly dependent on the
dataset and question type, with limited applicability to complex
LFQA tasks. LLM-based metrics, such as GPT-4o and Claude-3.5,
demonstrate better alignment with human evaluations and greater
stability across different types of questions. However, they are sus-
ceptible to biases related to answer length, question type, and self-
reinforcement. For example, LLM-based evaluators tend to favor
longer answers and their own generated responses. The observed

biases in LLM-based evaluations call for the development of more
equitable evaluation frameworks that account for factors such as
answer length, question type, and language expression.

Although our study has investigated the performance of auto-
matic evaluation metrics across multiple dimensions, there are still
some limitations that point to directions for future work: (i) Our
750-question evaluation covers only 3 QA categories, while real-
world LFQA involves more diverse formats (e.g., multihop reason-
ing). Future research should evaluate automatic metrics on broader
datasets, including more diverse type and domain of questions.
(ii) We adopted a single-point scoring approach, and for human
evaluation, we only set two main scoring criteria: correctness and
informativeness. This may miss subtle quality differences between
answers. A more nuanced evaluation setup would help fully capture
various potential responses and edge cases. (iii) Our experiments
have revealed the sensitivity of LLM-based models to prompts, but
we have not conducted a detailed analysis of how different models
respond to this, further investigation is needed.
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