arXiv:2510.13910v2 [cs.CL] 21 May 2026

RAGCap-Bench: Benchmarking Capabilities of LLLMs in Agentic Retrieval
Augmented Generation Systems

Jingru Lin'f  Chen Zhang'

Stephen Y. Liu Haizhou Li'?

'National University of Singapore, Singapore
2The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shenzhen, China
{jingrulin}@u.nus.edu

Abstract

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) miti-
gates key limitations of Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs), such as factual errors, outdated
knowledge, and hallucinations, by dynamically
retrieving external information. Recent work
extends this paradigm through agentic RAG
systems, where LLMs act as agents to itera-
tively plan, retrieve, and reason over complex
queries. However, these systems still strug-
gle with challenging multi-hop questions, and
their intermediate reasoning capabilities remain
underexplored. To address this, we propose
RAGCap-Bench, a capability-oriented bench-
mark for fine-grained evaluation of interme-
diate tasks in agentic RAG workflows. We
analyze outputs from state-of-the-art systems
to identify common tasks and the core capa-
bilities required for their execution, then con-
struct a taxonomy of typical LLM errors to
design targeted evaluation questions. Experi-
ments show that “slow-thinking” models with
stronger RAGCap performance achieve bet-
ter end-to-end results, underscoring the bench-
mark’s validity and the importance of enhanc-
ing these intermediate capabilities.

1 Introduction

Although LLMs demonstrate impressive perfor-
mance across diverse domains (Grattafiori et al.,
2024; Hadi et al., 2023; Xi et al., 2024), their re-
liance on internal knowledge often leads to factual
errors, outdated knowledge, and hallucinations, re-
ducing their reliability on complex and dynamic
queries (McKenna et al., 2023; Ji et al., 2023;
Huang et al., 2025). These problems are alleviated
with RAG which equips the LLMs with an external
knowledge base (Lewis et al., 2020; Izacard et al.,
2023; Gao et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2023). Howeyver,
traditional RAG system suffers from problems such
as static information sources, shallow reasoning,
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and context integration, etc (Singh et al., 2025).
Recent progress in LLM-based agentic RAG sys-
tems presents a more promising approach to miti-
gate these issues and improve task handling capa-
bilities (Li et al., 2025¢; Wu et al., 2025; Zheng
et al., 2025). Agentic RAG augments the retrieval
pipeline by giving the LLM greater autonomy. In-
stead of relying solely on static retrieval, the model
actively interacts with open web environments to
dynamically gather and filter information, apply
structured reasoning over the retrieved context, and
plan adaptively to address complex queries.
Existing evaluations of agentic RAG systems
primarily rely on end-to-end multi-hop QA bench-
marks (Krishna et al., 2025; Rein et al., 2023; Zhou
et al., 2025; Xi et al., 2025). While these evalua-
tions are reliable and efficient, they offer limited
fine-grained feedback on how to improve system
components. Addressing this gap requires exam-
ining the intermediate processes that shape over-
all performance. Agentic RAG systems iteratively
perform planning, retrieval, and reasoning, where
errors in any stage can compound—much like mis-
takes in the steps of a complex math problem. To
isolate these critical intermediate tasks and the ca-
pabilities they demand, we introduce RAGCap-
Bench, a fine-grained benchmark for component-
level evaluation within agentic RAG systems.
RAGCap-Bench comprises four core tasks dis-
tilled from an analysis of recent open-source
agentic RAG systems (Li et al., 2025c; Jin
et al., 2025; Li et al., 2025a). These tasks
capture essential model capabilities in agen-
tic workflows—Planning, Evidence Extraction,
Grounded Reasoning, and Noise Robustness.
Evaluation questions for each task are derived from
a taxonomy of common intermediate-stage LLM
errors and are presented as multiple-choice (MCQ)
items. To ensure high quality, the questions are
constructed through rigorous filtering of diverse
agentic trajectories, followed by thorough manual


https://arxiv.org/abs/2510.13910v2

Benchmark Lang Open Web. Intermediate Skills
2WikiMultiHopQA (2020) En X X
MuSiQue (Trivedi et al., 2022) En X
BrowseComp(Zhou et al., 2025) En

BrowseComp-ZH(Zhou et al., 2025) Zh
InfoDeepSeek(Xi et al., 2025) En&Zh
RAGCap-Bench (ours) En&Zh

> X X X

Table 1: Comparisons between different benchmarks.

inspection and annotation.

By isolating specific skills, RAGCap-Bench en-
ables decoupled and interpretable capability assess-
ment while maintaining practical relevance: across
diverse LLMs, benchmark performance strongly
correlates with end-to-end results on complex
multi-hop QA tasks (§4.4). The benchmark is also
substantially more efficient than full agentic eval-
uations, for example, evaluating DeepSeek-R1 on
RAGCap-Bench is roughly 50x faster than running
the same model through the complete WebThinker
workflow (Li et al., 2025¢) on BrowseComp-
ZH (Zhou et al., 2025), a dataset comparable in
size to RAGCap-Bench. Key differences between
RAGCap-Bench and existing QA benchmarks are
summarized in Table 1.

2 Problem Formulation

We formalize the general pipeline of an agentic
RAG system and identify the intermediate tasks
that capture its core model capabilities. Figure 1
illustrates this overall workflow. Given a user
query ¢ € O, the LLLM first designs its initial
question-answering plan 7w = Plan(q) about how
to tackle the question. In the planning task, LLMs
are required to break down the question into sub-
queries, extract the question’s intents, or brainstorm
ideas etc., depending on the nature of the query.
With 7y, the LLM will start to solve the problem,
which requires iterative live searching, reasoning,
and dynamic planning up to 7' steps. At each
step t, the agent retrieves a set of top-K evidence
E; = {e1,ea,...,ex} from the open web using a
search engine. It then analyses the evidence set and
identifies useful evidence F; from the set. Based
on the evidence, the LLLM starts to reason and
produces a reasoning chain R; = {r1,72, ..., "m}
where m is the number of reasoning steps. With
current evidence and reasoning, the LLM will then
refine its plan 71 = Plan(q|E”,, R<;), in which it
determines whether current information is enough
to answer the question and makes a strategic plan
for the next step. If the agent thinks the current evi-

dence and reasoning are enough, it will stop search-
ing and proceed to generate the answer 3. Depend-
ing on the specific system design, some systems
incrementally gather relevant evidence through iter-
ative search and analysis, and then perform a final
reasoning step over the aggregated evidence set (as
indicated by the blue dotted box in Figure 1) before
generating the final answer g.

The complexity of the agentic RAG system
makes it hard to locate the actual problem. For
example, extracting a wrong evidence could lead
to incorrect reasoning, which propagates to later
execution stages. In RAGCap-Bench, our goal is
to introduce capability-oriented evaluations that
systematically assess agentic systems at the pro-
cess level. For example, how well the foundation
LLMs strategizes its question-answering plan 7,
extracts useful relevant evidence E} from E;, and
reasons R, faithfully with Ej. Furthermore, due to
the dynamic nature of the open web environments,
evaluating how well LLMs handle potentially low-
quality, misleading, and less credible sources of
information is also important. In the next section,
we will introduce the construction of each capabil-
ity task in detail.

3 RAGCap-Bench

Our benchmark comprises 255 curated questions.
Figure 2 shows the sample distribution by task
types. To construct the dataset, we draw queries
from multiple open-source deep research bench-
marks (Zhou et al., 2025; Xi et al., 2025; Kr-
ishna et al., 2025; Chen et al., 2025) spanning
diverse domains, including entertainment, sports,
arts, technology, and medicine. Since the open-
source datasets consist solely of end-to-end query-
answer pairs, we utilize various agentic RAG sys-
tems to process the queries and collect execution
trajectory logs. From these logs, we extract the
relevant intermediate information, which is then
used to generate task-specific MCQs. More details
about the open-source datasets and agentic systems
can be found in Appendix A.

3.1 MCQ Format

Motivated by prior works (Ross et al., 2025;
Hendrycks et al., 2020; Zellers et al., 2019), we
frame RAGCap-Bench questions as MCQs. Each
MCAQ consists of a query, some intermediate out-
puts from the agentic RAG systems, and an instruc-
tion to ask the LLMs to choose the correct/incorrect



| Deep Research Systems | l
c.g. HiRA, WebThinker, | : B
‘WebDancer etc. ‘_,: (;i-\y &R

Ve Y% .

Initial Plan Search  Extract Evidence

Search Tools :
e.g. Baidu, Google, Jinaetc. | !

— DA AE B R i
M AT M.

Document 0: Title: Software License Agreement Overview;
Document!: Title: Ownership and Copyright of FMS

Reason

Refine Plan Reason

Evidence Set

Step 1: Error Analysis &
Summarisation ;
Step 2: Error-Guided LLM
Generation

Reference Answer: A user of FMS software can legally i /\nnétaw
make a backup copy of the Software for ... ol il oy & il fams
........................................................... | - B A S
Grounded ?/ Evidence Noise O ! 4
Reasoning Extraction Robustness . .\ Multiple-Choice Questions
[User Query] [User Query] [User Query] [User Query] [User Query] [Topic]

[Available Information]  [Available Information] [Search Query]

‘Which of the following
webpages are not useful
for answering the query?

Which of the following = Which of the following
actions would be most plans would be most
appropriate? appropriate?

A. [Action 1] A. [Plan 1] A.[Web page 1]
B. [Action 2] B. [Plan 2] B. [Web page 2]
C. [Web page 3]

C. [Action 3] C. [Plan 3]

[Evidence Set] [Evidence Set]
Please select low-quality,
potentially misleading or
less credible web pages.
A. [Web page 1]
B. [Web page 2]
C. [Web page 3]
D. [Web page 4]

Which of the following
statements are not supported above, is the question
by the documents above? answerable?
A. [Statement 1] A.yes
B. [Statement 2] B. no
C. [Statement 3]

Based on the evidence

Figure 1: General agentic RAG pipeline and data construction processes for RAGCap-Bench. We take queries
from open-source question-answering (QA) datasets. We then run different deep research systems and collect
the intermediate outputs. Two main strategies, Vanilla Generation and Error-Guided Generation are deployed to
generate the MCQs based on queries and the intermediate outputs. The generated MCQs are filtered to ensure the

quality and experts are recruited to provide the answers.

Number of Samples by Question Type  Average Number of Options by Question Type

68

22.4%

20.8%

29.8%

Noise Robustness

27.1%

Figure 2: Left: Proportion of samples in each MCQ
type. Right: Average number of options in each MCQ

type.

options from all options given. The general formats
of the MCQs are shown in the bottom of Figure 1.
Examples of MCQs are shown in Appendix E.

3.2 Dataset Construction

There are four MCQ task types: Planning, Evi-
dence Extraction, Grounded Reasoning and Noise
Robustness. The two main MCQs generation strate-
gies include 1) Vanilla Generation; 2) Error-Guided
Generation. The former involves directly extract-
ing and reformatting relevant information from
execution logs, framing it as MCQs to evaluate
the corresponding model capabilities. The lat-
ter involves dedicated error-guided prompts to in-
struct the LLMs to generate high-quality and chal-
lenging MCQs. We mainly use GPT-40 (Hurst
et al., 2024), Qwen-Plus (Yang et al., 2025) and
DeepSeek-V3 (Liu et al., 2024) for our dataset con-

struction. Below shows how the MCQs of each
type are constructed:

Planning: As shown in Figure 1, planning ca-
pability is crucial at two stages of an agentic RAG
workflow. First, upon receiving the initial query,
the LLM interprets the user’s intent and formulates
a strategic plan to guide retrieval and reasoning.
Second, after retrieving evidence and performing
initial reasoning, the model reassesses its progress,
identifies remaining gaps, and updates its plan
based on newly acquired information. Across these
stages, the model must employ both convergent
and divergent planning depending on the question
and the information gathered so far. Convergent
planning refers to the ability to narrow the search
space and advance the reasoning process efficiently.
In contrast, divergent planning involves broaden-
ing the search space to increase the diversity and
coverage of retrieved information, ensuring that im-
portant aspects are not overlooked. In Appendix B,
we show the typical use cases of convergent and
divergent planning for different types of queries.

To construct MCQs that assess both convergent
and divergent planning abilities, we collect rele-
vant thinking trajectories (CoT from slow-thinking
agents) corresponding to the two planning stages
described above from multiple agentic RAG sys-
tems. To ensure data quality, we retain only trajec-
tories that lead to correct final answers. Among the



Question Type Targeted Capability

Common Mistakes

B ] Poor question interpretation
The capablhty to interpret a}nd break dgwn the Omission of necessary constraints
. problem, implement an optimal/strategic - -
Planning . . Poor planning logic
problem-answering plan, and dynamically refine i ;
its plan based on current information. Poor dynamic planning
Limited scope and depth
Evidence The capability to identify useful evidence from a | Shallow keyword matching
Extraction large amount of retrieved documents. Fail to recognise implicit connections
. . . Hallucinated support
Grounded The capability to reason with grounding and — - - - -
R . Contradiction with retrieved information
easoning generate a well-supported statement. - - -
Failed to identify implicit reasoning gap
Noise The capability to detect low-quality, less-reliable | Forced/Incorrect reasoning based on noisy informa-
Robustness information and the capability to abstain. tion
Unable to detect low-quality, misleading, and less
credible sources

Table 2: Question types, the targeted capabilities, and common mistakes made by LLMs.

systems analyzed, WebThinker (Li et al., 2025c¢)
and HiRA (Jin et al., 2025) excel in high-level
question-planning, making their traces especially
suitable for this purpose. Leveraging these trajec-
tories, we prompt LLMs to generate MCQs that
reflect the underlying planning processes. Addi-
tionally, since humans excel at both convergent
and divergent thinking when solving complex prob-
lems, we also collect samples from open-source
datasets where human-annotated stepwise problem-
solving strategies are available, Chen et al. (2025)
for converging planning while Du et al. (2025) for
diverging planning. We then instruct the LLMs to
generate MCQs based on these strategies.

Appendix D provides the detailed prompts used
by LLMs to generate MCQs designed to assess
the planning abilities. The above-mentioned high-
quality thinking trajectories from both agentic RAG
systems and humans make up the correct options
in the MCQs. For wrong options, we instruct the
LLMs to generate them. Specifically, we employ
Error-Guided Generation, which includes the iden-
tified common mistakes made by agentic RAG sys-
tems during the planning process. The common
mistakes made are listed in Table 2.

Evidence Extraction: This task evaluates
whether the model can identify evidence relevant
to the user query. Vanilla Generation is adopted
for MCQ construction. Specifically, we collect
the search queries and retrieved web pages in the
execution trajectories of different agentic RAG sys-
tems and each web page is formatted into an MCQ
option, as shown in Figure 1. The MCQs typically

include more than four options, and the model
should rule out all the irrelevant evidence to the
user’s query. Appendix D presents the prompts for
the MCQs generation.

Grounded Reasoning: This task evaluates
whether a model can produce logical and coherent
reasoning grounded in the available evidence. We
employ two MCQ construction strategies: Error-
Guided Generation and Vanilla Generation. For
Error-Guided Generation, we use intermediate rea-
soning traces that lead to the correct final answer.
The prompt includes the query, the evidence set,
the corresponding reasoning steps, and the taxon-
omy of grounded-reasoning errors defined in Ta-
ble 2. LLMs are instructed to generate MCQs by
intentionally introducing errors into selected rea-
soning statements. To more realistically reflect
errors made in real agentic RAG workflows, we
also leverage reasoning traces that lead to incorrect
final answers. Since these traces already contain
mistakes, we apply Vanilla Generation, prompting
the LLMs to extract diverse statements—without
injecting additional errors—from the flawed rea-
soning. Prompts for both strategies are provided
in Appendix D. Each resulting MCQ includes an
instruction asking the model to identify the incor-
rect statements, enabling systematic evaluation of
its ability to detect faulty reasoning.

Noise Robustness: Real-time search results may
include noise, such as low-quality, less credible, or
entirely irrelevant information. During inspection
of the execution logs of different agentic RAG sys-
tems, we find that they are prone to forcing their



reasoning based on the retrieved evidence, even
though they may contain lots of noise. In this task,
we mainly assess whether the models are robust
against noisy search results. For MCQs of this task,
the model is provided with search results that con-
tain no or very limited useful information, and is
prompted with two options: answer the question
or admit that the question cannot be answered with
the given search results. In this type of question,
we deem an LLM that admits the questions are
not answerable as a noise-robust one. We term the
capability as noise-abstain.

We also evaluate whether LLLMs can identify less
credible sources. Although useful information can
sometimes be extracted from such sources, their
reliability is difficult to guarantee—an especially
critical concern in high-stakes domains such as
medicine, law, academia, and public policy. The
ability to recognize and prioritize credible sources
is also valuable when multiple references present
conflicting information. To assess this capability,
which we term noise reliability, we use Vanilla
MCQ Generation to construct questions that re-
quire models to identify the less credible sources
among the provided options.

3.3 Dataset Post Processing

Despite using Error-Guided Generation, LLMs
may still produce trivial MCQs or exhibit issues
such as hallucination and poor instruction follow-
ing. To ensure question quality, we apply both
difficulty filtering and format filtering. Difficulty
filtering removes trivial items by prompting mul-
tiple models to answer each MCQ and discarding
those for which all models choose the same op-
tion. Format filtering eliminates poorly formatted
or ambiguous questions through rule-based checks
and manual verification. In total, we collected 5-
6k agentic trajectories from multiple systems and
datasets, from which MCQs were generated. The
difficulty filtering removes approximately 70-85%
of the generated items for each dataset, as many
of the generated MCQs are too easy. Format filter-
ing removes an additional 10-15% for each dataset.
This leaves a small, high-quality subset for the an-
notators. All retained MCQs are annotated by hu-
man experts with access to advanced research tools.
Three NLP specialists conducted the annotations,
achieving an inter-annotator agreement of 0.7825
(average pairwise Jaccard similarity). Ground-truth
answers were determined by majority vote; when
no majority emerged, disagreements were resolved

through discussion.

3.4 Evaluation Metrics

We adopt both Exact Match (EM) and instance-
wise macro F1 score as the evaluation metrics.
Planning questions contain two sub-categories:
converging and diverging. Noise Robustness also
contains two sub-categories: abstain and reliability.
The EM and F1 scores are first averaged within
the group. The overall score is the average of four
scores from each question type.

4 Evaluations

4.1 Setups

We evaluate a range of fast-thinking LLLMs, includ-
ing Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct (Team, 2024), Qwen-
Plus w/o think (Yang et al., 2025), DeepSeek-
V3 (Liu et al., 2024), GPT-40 (Hurst et al., 2024)
and Gemini-1.5-Pro (Team et al., 2024), and slow-
thinking LLMs, including Qwen3-8B (Yang et al.,
2025), Qwen3-32B w/ think (Yang et al., 2025),
QwQ-32B (Yang et al., 2025), Qwen3-235B-A22B
w/ think (Yang et al., 2025), DeepSeek-R1 (Guo
et al., 2025), Ol-mini (Jaech et al., 2024) and
Gemini-2.5-Flash (Comanici et al., 2025).

4.2 Benchmark Results

We evaluate the performance of fast-thinking and
slow-thinking models across the different task
types using both bare and informative prompts. All
prompts are shown in Appendix H. Bare prompts
refer to those with no error examples included. The
LLMs are given the query, MCQs, and simple in-
structions about the output format. Informative
prompts additionally include the few-shot exam-
ples about the common mistakes listed in Table 2.
The latter shows improved and more robust perfor-
mance. Table 3 shows the results for using informa-
tive prompts. The results are averaged over three
runs. The comparison with bare prompts is shown
in Section 4.3.

Planning: We report convergent and divergent
planning scores separately in Table 3. EM_. and
F1. correspond to convergent planning, while di-
vergent planning is evaluated using EMy only. A
high EM score indicates that the model consistently
selects the optimal solution path over non-optimal
alternatives. In agentic RAG systems, strong EM
performance translates to more efficient workflows,
avoiding redundant searches and unnecessary ev-
idence collection. In contrast, a high F1 score



Model Planning Evidence Extraction Grounded Reasoning  Noise Robustness Overall
EM. Fl. EMyg; EM EM F1 EM. EM, Fl, EM F1
fast-thinking models
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct 27.45 54.88 76.00 31.88 7947 35.85 77.98 64.86 10.00 77.18 39.22 7237
Qwen-Plus w/o think 49.02 74.10 84.00 27.54 74.44 35.85 80.82 64.86 25.00 74.45 43.71 7595
Deepseek-v3 49.02 7497 80.00 15.94 75.07 41.51 81.19 78.38 25.00 81.01 43.41 78.06
GPT-40 3529 59.48 72.00 34.78 78.27 50.94 81.89 97.30 10.00 65.96 4826 71.40
GPT-5.5 62.75 80.20 96.00 40.58 73.47 49.06 71.54 70.27 35.00 83.88 5541 77.27
Gemini-1.5-Pro 49.02 75.82 76.00 18.84 75.37 37.74 80.49 54.05 10.00 73.36 37.78 76.26
Gemini-3.1-Pro 43.14 57.24 96.00 42.02 76.53 52.83 79.18 94.60 35.00 82.54 57.31 73.80
slow-thinking models
Qwen3-8B 47.12 69.13 62.67 37.68 75.09 37.74 80.50 55.86 31.67 81.32 43.59 76.51
Qwen3-32B w/ think 45.10 70.63 78.67 25.60 56.49 54.09 86.97 57.66 40.00 80.61 47.60 73.68
QwQ-32B 3529 70.43 80.00 36.23 77.73 53.46 85.08 63.96 35.00 81.67 49.21 78.73
Qwen3-235B-A22B w/ think 49.67 71.17 84.00 40.10 75.89 57.23 89.29 56.76 38.33 82.27 52.93 79.66
DeepSeek-R1 5294 7545 86.67 34.78 87.75 55.35 87.52 73.86 35.00 81.65 53.59 81.05
O1-mini 36.60 67.60 64.00 30.34 74.43 39.62 71.99 60.36  20.00 73.81 40.13 71.96
Gemini-2.5-Flash 58.82 78.41 82.67 34.78 76.74 38.36 80.28 7747 25.00 75.60 48.78 77.75

Table 3: Performance of different LLMs using informative prompts. EM, and F1. denote the scores for converging
ability. EM, denotes the EM score for diverging ability. EM, denotes the EM score for noise-abstain. EM,. and F1,.
denote the scores for noise-reliability. The scores are presented as percentages for clarity.

suggests that the model sometimes selects non-
optimal paths but can still reach the correct an-
swer—reflecting the iterative nature of agentic rea-
soning, where redundant steps may still lead to suc-
cessful outcomes. Within the fast-thinking group,
GPT-5.5 achives the strongest overall performance,
substantially outperforming other models. Among
slow-thinking models, Gemini-2.5-Flash lead with
an EM.. of 58.82% and a F1,. of 78.41%.
Evidence Extraction: A high EM score in evidence
extraction reflects an LLM’s ability to precisely
identify relevant evidence while filtering out irrel-
evant information—crucial for enabling faithful
and accurate reasoning in agentic RAG systems.
As shown in Table 3, most fast- and slow-thinking
models perform poorly on this task, with EM scores
below 40%, indicating that current LLMs struggle
to process information from dynamic, open-web
environments. The strongest results are 42.02%
for Gemini-3.1-Pro (fast-thinking) and 40.10% for
Qwen3-235B-A22B w/ think (slow-thinking). This
weakness likely stems from the mismatch between
pretraining data and noisy, unstructured web con-
tent, as well as challenges in aggregating evidence
across heterogeneous sources.

However, in agentic RAG settings, multiple
sources often provide overlapping information,
meaning that omitting some redundant evidence
has little impact on downstream reasoning. Our
analysis reveals three common failure types in ev-
idence extraction: (a) omission of repetitive evi-
dence, (b) omission of key information, and (c)

inclusion of irrelevant information. While (a) is
largely harmless, the impact of (b) and (c) depends
on the system’s planning and noise-robustness capa-
bilities. We elaborate these interdependencies later
in this section. In this context, F1, which rewards
partial correctness, captures whether a system can
extract at least some of the relevant information
needed to continue reasoning. As shown in Ta-
ble 3, most models achieve F1 scores above 70%.
DeepSeek-R1 performs best overall, reaching an
F1 score of 8§7.75%.

Grounded Reasoning: While an F1 score reflects
partial correctness in reasoning statements, it does
not reflect deeper reasoning failures. A mistake
made by LLMs in any intermediate reasoning stage
can be propagated through subsequent stages of
the agentic RAG systems. Conversely, even per-
fect extraction can be undermined if the model’s
reasoning process is flawed. Therefore, the EM
score serves as a stronger indicator for flawless
reasoning grounded in given evidence. Despite
high F1 scores (generally more than 80%) achieved
by many LLMs, the EM scores are much lower.
Among fast-thinking models, the best EM score
of 52.83% is obtained by Gemini-3.1-Pro. Among
slow-thinking models, the best EM score is 57.23%,
achieved by Qwen3-235B-A22B.

Noise Robustness: For noise-abstain, only the EM
score, denoted as EM,, is computed. Our results
show that most models are noise robust. When
provided with irrelevant information, most LLMs
admit that the question is not answerable. For noise



reliability, most LLMs struggle to assess the credi-
bility of information sources. As shown in Table 3,
many models achieve high F1, scores yet have
EM,. values below 50%. Some models, such as
Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct, GPT-40, and Gemini-1.5-
Pro—perform particularly poorly, with EM,. scores
as low as 10%. This pattern indicates a concerning
tendency to trust retrieved content indiscriminately,
regardless of source reliability. A closer look at
model reasoning reveals that LLMs often prioritize
the content of a webpage over its credibility. They
frequently accept sources that appear informative
even when the origin is questionable. While this
behavior may be relatively harmless when differ-
ent sources agree, it becomes risky in the presence
of conflicting information. In such cases, human
decision-making typically involves checking the au-
thority and trustworthiness of sources before draw-
ing conclusions, a capability current models still
lack.

Although we define four distinct capabilities, they
do not operate independently, but interact syner-
gistically, collectively shaping the system’s over-
all effectiveness. For instance, in evidence extrac-
tion and noise robustness, the negative effects of
missing key information or selecting irrelevant evi-
dence can be mitigated if the model is sufficiently
noise-robust. When sources conflict, a noise-robust
model can prioritize more reliable information and
guide evidence selection accordingly. Similarly,
planning and noise robustness are interdependent:
a concise and well-structured plan reduces unnec-
essary searches, thereby limiting exposure to noisy
or irrelevant information and easing the burden on
the system’s noise-handling capability.

4.3 With vs. Without Error-Guided Prompts

The detailed results for bare prompts (without error-
guided exemplars) are provided in Appendix F.
Here, we compare only the overall EM scores under
the two prompting settings. As shown in Figure 3,
informative prompts, constructed using our error
taxonomy in Table 2, consistently improve perfor-
mance for both fast- and slow-thinking LL.Ms. This
highlights a key challenge in building agentic RAG
systems: even slow-thinking models struggle to
engage effectively with dynamic, noisy web infor-
mation without structured guidance. Consequently,
developing robust agentic RAG systems often re-
quires substantial prompt engineering or additional
post-training techniques (Asai et al., 2024; Zhang

(a) Non-reasoning Models
Qwen-2.5-72B-Instruct

(b) Reasoning Models
Qwen3-8B

Figure 3: RAGCap-Bench overall EM scores for different
fast-thinking (left) and slow-thinking models (right), with
informative (orange) and bare (blue) prompts.

et al., 2025).

4.4 Correlation with Downstream

A strong benchmark for intermediate tasks should
reliably predict end-to-end performance. To eval-
uate this, we compare model results on RAGCap-
Bench with their downstream QA accuracy. We
test three LLMs of different scales (Qwen3-8B,
Qwen3-32B, and Qwen3-235B-A22B) using the
WebThinker workflow. Downstream performance
is measured as pass@1 accuracy on BrowseComp,
BrowseComp-Zh, XBench-DeepSearch, and In-
foDeepSeek, with each inference limited to 10
Google Search API calls. Figure 4 shows a
clear positive correlation between RAGCap-Bench
scores and the models’ respective performance on
each of the downstream QA benchmark when mod-
els act as agents in the WebThinker pipeline. This
demonstrates that RAGCap-Bench provides a re-
liable and efficient proxy for more expensive and
time-consuming end-to-end QA evaluations.

As shown in Figure 4, larger models gener-
ally perform better. This naturally raises ques-
tions of whether both RAGCap-Bench and the
downstream tasks are correlated with model scale
only. To inbestigate this, we select four compara-
bly sized models from Qwen family, and evaluate
them on 200 sampled questions from the four test
sets shown in Figure 4. The results, summarised
in Table 4 show that neither RAGCap-Bench nor
downstream task performance is solely determined
by model scale. Moreoever, the strong alignment
between RAGCap-Bench scores and downstream
task results suggests that RAGCap-Bench remains
a reliable indicator of downstream performance.

4.5 Relationship With Direct Scoring

In this section, we examine the relationship be-
tween RAGCap-Bench and direct evaluation of in-
termediate reasoning steps. We randomly sample
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Figure 4: Correlation of model performance on RAGCap-
Bench and their respective downstream QA performance.

Models Downstream Tasks RAGCap-Bench
Accuracy (%) EM F1
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Base 1.33 1034 3427
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 14.00 3538 4551
Qwen3-30B-A3B 18.33 41.00  70.24
QwQ-32B 20.0 49.21 78.73

Table 4: The second column reports the point-biserial
correlation coefficient between the evaluator scores and
the downstream performance. All correlation scores are
statistically significant (<0.05). The third and fourth
columns show corresponding EM and F1 scores on
RAGCap-Bench.

500 inference trajectories from the WebThinker ex-
periments described in Section 4.4 and apply an
LLM-as-a-judge setup, prompting various LLMs
to score grounded reasoning (thought—action) and
evidence extraction (observation—extraction) on
a 1-10 scale at each step. Scores are then av-
eraged across the full reasoning trajectory. The
evaluation prompts are provided in Appendix G.
Because ground-truth human scores are unavail-
able, we approximate evaluation quality using the
point-biserial correlation coefficient (Tate, 1954)
between the LLM-assigned overall scores and bi-
nary downstream outcomes (correct vs. incorrect
final answers). We assess three LLMs of different
sizes: Qwen3-8B, Qwen3-32B, and Qwen3-235B.
Results are shown in Table 5. The observed cor-
relations align closely with each model’s perfor-
mance on the evidence-extraction and grounded-
reasoning categories of RAGCap-Bench. Qwen3-
235B achieves the strongest correlation and also
the highest EM scores on RAGCap-Bench. Qwen3-
8B and Qwen3-32B exhibit weaker correlations,
consistent with their lower EM scores on these
tasks. Notably, Qwen3-8B shows a higher cor-
relation than Qwen3-32B on evidence extraction,
which is also supported by its higher EM and F1

Evidence Extraction Direct Scoring RAGCap-Bench

Correlation EM Fl
Qwen3-8B 0.210 37.68  75.09
Qwen3-32B 0.113 25.60  56.49
Qwen3-235B 0.528 40.10  75.89
Grounded Reasoning Direct Scoring RAGCap-Bench
Correlation EM F1
Qwen3-8B 0.291 37.74  80.50
Qwen3-32B 0.316 54.09 8697
Qwen3-235B 0.338 57.23 89.29

Table 5: The second column reports the point-biserial
correlation coefficient between the evaluator scores and
the downstream performance. All correlation scores are
statistically significant (<0.05). The third and fourth
columns show corresponding EM and F1 scores on
RAGCap-Bench.
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Figure 5: Pearson correlation between sub-capability scores
of model performance on RAGCap-Bench and their respective
downstream QA performance.

scores in RAGCap-Bench.

4.6 Ablations

First, we provide a finer-grained analysis on which
sub-capabilities best explain the downstream tasks.
We compute the Pearson correlations between sub-
capability scores and downstream performance,
shown in Figure 5. Overall, we observe that
grounded reasoning and planning capabilities show
the strongest correlation with downstream perfor-
mance, while evidence extraction exhibits weaker
correlation. However, note that the capabilities do
not operate independently, as we mentioned in Sec-
tion 4.2. They interact synergistically, collectively
shaping the system’s overall effectiveness.

Next, we analyse the effects of the positions of
the correct answers in the MCQ options as LLMs
are known to exhibit positional bias when answer-
ing multiple-choice questions. Hence, reporting
results under shuffled option orders would help en-



Model Setting EM F1

Qwen3.5-27B Not Shuffled 46.14 81.07
Qwen3.5-27B Shuffled 45.10 78.15
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Base Not Shuffled 10.34 34.27
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Base Shuffled 10.01  40.60
Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507 Not Shuffled 35.38 45.51

Qwen3-30B-A3B-Thinking-2507  Shuffled 31.50 49.21

Table 6: Performance comparison under shuffled and
non-shuffled settings.

sure the conclusions are not an artifact of option
placement. To verify this, we shuffle the MCQ
options and compare results before and after shuf-
fling. The results in Table 6 show that shuffling has
a limited impact on overall performance.

5 Related Work

Agentic RAG Systems: While RAG equips the
LLMs with access to external knowledge bases,
mitigating issues such as factual errors and hal-
lucinations, it still struggles to solve complex
tasks (Singh et al., 2025). Agentic RAG has en-
hanced the capabilities of the traditional RAG sys-
tems. It no longer treats the LLM merely as a
passive text generator, but as an active agent ca-
pable of adaptive planning, dynamic information
seeking, and iterative reasoning (Asai et al., 2024;
Yao et al., 2023; Li et al., 2025b; Feng et al.,
2025; Zheng et al., 2025; Pan et al., 2025). No-
tably, this emerging paradigm has seen increas-
ing adoption in practical applications, including
OpenAl Deep Research (OpenAl, 2025), Gemini
Deep Research (Gemini, 2025), Perplexity Deep
Research (Perplexity Team, 2025) etc., all of which
leverage LLLMs as autonomous agents.

Agentic RAG Benchmark: With the rise of agen-
tic RAG systems, comprehensive and systematic
benchmarking becomes increasingly important for
uncovering potential weaknesses and steering the
development of more effective and capable sys-
tems. Some benchmarks are proposed for this
purpose (Xi et al., 2025; Zhou et al., 2025; Wei
et al., 2025). However, most of these efforts focus
on question-answering (QA) tasks that evaluate a
system’s ability to answer challenging, multi-hop
questions. Although they are useful indicators of
end-task performance, they offer limited insight
into the intermediate planning, retrieving and rea-
soning tasks executed by the systems.

6 Conclusion

This work introduces RAGCap-Bench, a capability-
oriented benchmark designed for fine-grained,
component-wise evaluation for the agentic RAG
systems. RAGCap-Bench addresses the critical
gap in existing benchmarks, which lack evaluation
on the intermediate processes of the systems. Ex-
perimental results demonstrate that the RAGCap-
Bench scores are correlated with the downstream
task performance, highlighting its practical rele-
vance. In addition, we conduct exploratory exper-
iments to show the potential of using LLMs to
assess intermediate outputs of the agentic RAG sys-
tems. This paves the way for future research into
the integration of LLLMs as a means of improving
the agentic RAG systems.

Limitation

RAGCap-Bench is limited in size, with approxi-
mately 60 questions per category. This relatively
small scale may reduce statistical power and makes
it difficult to draw strong conclusions from small
performance differences across models. Expanding
the benchmark is challenging because constructing
each MCQ requires running computationally ex-
pensive agentic RAG systems, manually inspecting
multi-step reasoning trajectories, and carefully an-
notating each option, often involving full review
of source webpages to assess evidence quality and
credibility. In future work, we plan to explore auto-
mated pipelines to enable the construction of larger-
scale MCQ datasets.

References

Akari Asai, Zeqiu Wu, Yizhong Wang, Avirup Sil, and
Hannaneh Hajishirzi. 2024. Self-RAG: Learning to
retrieve, generate, and critique through self-reflection.
In The Twelfth International Conference on Learning
Representations.

Kaiyuan Chen, Yixin Ren, Yang Liu, Xiaobo Hu, Hao-
tong Tian, Tianbao Xie, Fangfu Liu, Haoye Zhang,
Hongzhang Liu, Yuan Gong, Chen Sun, Han Hou,
Hui Yang, James Pan, Jianan Lou, Jiayi Mao, Jizheng
Liu, Jinpeng Li, Kangyi Liu, and 14 others. 2025.
xbench: Tracking agents productivity scaling with
profession-aligned real-world evaluations. Preprint,
arXiv:2506.13651.

Gheorghe Comanici, Eric Bieber, Mike Schaekermann,
Ice Pasupat, Noveen Sachdeva, Inderjit Dhillon, Mar-
cel Blistein, Ori Ram, Dan Zhang, Evan Rosen, and
1 others. 2025. Gemini 2.5: Pushing the frontier with
advanced reasoning, multimodality, long context, and


https://openreview.net/forum?id=hSyW5go0v8
https://openreview.net/forum?id=hSyW5go0v8
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.13651
https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.13651

next generation agentic capabilities. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2507.06261.

Mingxuan Du, Benfeng Xu, Chiwei Zhu, Xiaorui Wang,
and Zhendong Mao. 2025. Deepresearch bench: A
comprehensive benchmark for deep research agents.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2506.11763.

Wenfeng Feng, Chuzhan Hao, Yuewei Zhang, Jingyi
Song, and Hao Wang. 2025. Airrag: Activat-
ing intrinsic reasoning for retrieval augmented gen-
eration using tree-based search. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2501.10053.

Yunfan Gao, Yun Xiong, Xinyu Gao, Kangxiang Jia,
Jinliu Pan, Yuxi Bi, Yixin Dai, Jiawei Sun, Haofen
Wang, and Haofen Wang. 2023. Retrieval-augmented
generation for large language models: A survey.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.10997, 2(1).

Gemini. 2025. Gemini deep research.
https://gemini.google/overview/
deep-research/. Accessed: 2025-08-02.

Aaron Grattafiori, Abhimanyu Dubey, Abhinav Jauhri,
Abhinav Pandey, Abhishek Kadian, Ahmad Al-
Dahle, Aiesha Letman, Akhil Mathur, Alan Schelten,
Alex Vaughan, and 1 others. 2024. The llama 3 herd
of models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.21783.

Daya Guo, Dejian Yang, Haowei Zhang, Junxiao
Song, Ruoyu Zhang, Runxin Xu, Qihao Zhu, Shi-
rong Ma, Peiyi Wang, Xiao Bi, and 1 others. 2025.
Deepseek-rl: Incentivizing reasoning capability in
Ilms via reinforcement learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2501.12948.

Muhammad Usman Hadi, Rizwan Qureshi, Abbas Shah,
Muhammad Irfan, Anas Zafar, Muhammad Bilal
Shaikh, Naveed Akhtar, Jia Wu, Seyedali Mirjalili,
and 1 others. 2023. A survey on large language mod-
els: Applications, challenges, limitations, and practi-
cal usage. Authorea Preprints.

Dan Hendrycks, Collin Burns, Steven Basart, Andy
Zou, Mantas Mazeika, Dawn Xiaodong Song, and
Jacob Steinhardt. 2020. Measuring massive multitask
language understanding. ArXiv, abs/2009.03300.

Xanh Ho, Anh-Khoa Duong Nguyen, Saku Sugawara,
and Akiko Aizawa. 2020. Constructing a multi-
hop QA dataset for comprehensive evaluation of
reasoning steps. In Proceedings of the 28th Inter-
national Conference on Computational Linguistics,
pages 6609-6625, Barcelona, Spain (Online). Inter-
national Committee on Computational Linguistics.

Lei Huang, Weijiang Yu, Weitao Ma, Weihong Zhong,
Zhangyin Feng, Haotian Wang, Qianglong Chen,
Weihua Peng, Xiaocheng Feng, Bing Qin, and 1 oth-
ers. 2025. A survey on hallucination in large lan-
guage models: Principles, taxonomy, challenges, and
open questions. ACM Transactions on Information
Systems, 43(2):1-55.

Aaron Hurst, Adam Lerer, Adam P Goucher, Adam
Perelman, Aditya Ramesh, Aidan Clark, AJ Ostrow,
Akila Welihinda, Alan Hayes, Alec Radford, and 1
others. 2024. Gpt-4o system card. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2410.21276.

Gautier Izacard, Patrick Lewis, Maria Lomeli, Lucas
Hosseini, Fabio Petroni, Timo Schick, Jane Dwivedi-
Yu, Armand Joulin, Sebastian Riedel, and Edouard
Grave. 2023. Atlas: Few-shot learning with retrieval
augmented language models. Journal of Machine
Learning Research, 24(251):1-43.

Aaron Jaech, Adam Kalai, Adam Lerer, Adam Richard-
son, Ahmed El-Kishky, Aiden Low, Alec Helyar,
Aleksander Madry, Alex Beutel, Alex Carney, and 1
others. 2024. Openai ol system card. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2412.16720.

Ziwei Ji, Nayeon Lee, Rita Frieske, Tiezheng Yu, Dan
Su, Yan Xu, Etsuko Ishii, Ye Jin Bang, Andrea
Madotto, and Pascale Fung. 2023. Survey of hal-
lucination in natural language generation. ACM com-
puting surveys, 55(12):1-38.

Zhengbao Jiang, Frank Xu, Luyu Gao, Zhiqing Sun,
Qian Liu, Jane Dwivedi-Yu, Yiming Yang, Jamie
Callan, and Graham Neubig. 2023. Active retrieval
augmented generation. In Proceedings of the 2023
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing, pages 7969-7992, Singapore. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Jiajie Jin, Xiaoxi Li, Guanting Dong, Yuyao Zhang,
Yutao Zhu, Yang Zhao, Hongjin Qian, and Zhicheng
Dou. 2025. Decoupled planning and execution: A
hierarchical reasoning framework for deep search.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.02652.

Satyapriya Krishna, Kalpesh Krishna, Anhad Mo-
hananey, Steven Schwarcz, Adam Stambler, Shyam
Upadhyay, and Manaal Faruqui. 2025. Fact, fetch,
and reason: A unified evaluation of retrieval-
augmented generation. In Proceedings of the 2025
Conference of the Nations of the Americas Chap-
ter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Human Language Technologies (Volume 1: Long Pa-
pers), pages 4745-4759, Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Patrick Lewis, Ethan Perez, Aleksandra Piktus, Fabio
Petroni, Vladimir Karpukhin, Naman Goyal, Hein-
rich Kiittler, Mike Lewis, Wen-tau Yih, Tim Rock-
taschel, Sebastian Riedel, and Douwe Kiela. 2020.
Retrieval-augmented generation for knowledge-
intensive nlp tasks. In Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 9459—
9474. Curran Associates, Inc.

Kuan Li, Zhongwang Zhang, Huifeng Yin, Liwen
Zhang, Litu Ou, Jialong Wu, Wenbiao Yin, Baixuan
Li, Zhengwei Tao, Xinyu Wang, and 1 others. 2025a.
Websailor: Navigating super-human reasoning for
web agent. arXiv preprint arXiv:2507.02592.


https://gemini.google/overview/deep-research/
https://gemini.google/overview/deep-research/
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:221516475
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:221516475
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2020.coling-main.580
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2020.coling-main.580
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2020.coling-main.580
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.495
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.emnlp-main.495
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2025.naacl-long.243
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2025.naacl-long.243
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2025.naacl-long.243
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/6b493230205f780e1bc26945df7481e5-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper_files/paper/2020/file/6b493230205f780e1bc26945df7481e5-Paper.pdf

Xiaoxi Li, Guanting Dong, Jiajie Jin, Yuyao Zhang,
Yujia Zhou, Yutao Zhu, Peitian Zhang, and Zhicheng
Dou. 2025b. Search-ol: Agentic search-enhanced
large reasoning models. Preprint, arXiv:2501.05366.

Xiaoxi Li, Jiajie Jin, Guanting Dong, Hongjin Qian, Yu-
tao Zhu, Yongkang Wu, Ji-Rong Wen, and Zhicheng
Dou. 2025¢c. Webthinker: Empowering large rea-
soning models with deep research capability. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2504.21776.

Aixin Liu, Bei Feng, Bing Xue, Bingxuan Wang,
Bochao Wu, Chengda Lu, Chenggang Zhao, Chengqi
Deng, Chenyu Zhang, Chong Ruan, and 1 others.
2024. Deepseek-v3 technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2412.19437.

Nick McKenna, Tianyi Li, Liang Cheng, Mohammad
Hosseini, Mark Johnson, and Mark Steedman. 2023.
Sources of hallucination by large language models
on inference tasks. In Findings of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2023, pages
2758-2774, Singapore. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

OpenAl.  2025. Introducing deep re-
search. https://openai.com/index/
introducing—-deep-research/. Accessed:
2025-08-02.

Melissa Z Pan, Mert Cemri, Lakshya A Agrawal, Shuyi
Yang, Bhavya Chopra, Rishabh Tiwari, Kurt Keutzer,
Aditya Parameswaran, Kannan Ramchandran, Dan
Klein, and 1 others. 2025. Why do multiagent sys-
tems fail? In ICLR 2025 Workshop on Building Trust
in Language Models and Applications.

Perplexity Team. 2025.
plexity deep  research.
www.perplexity.ai/hub/blog/

Introducing per-
https://

introducing-perplexity-deep-research.

Accessed: 2025-08-02.

David Rein, Betty Li Hou, Asa Cooper Stickland,
Jackson Petty, Richard Yuanzhe Pang, Julien Di-
rani, Julian Michael, and Samuel R. Bowman. 2023.
Gpqa: A graduate-level google-proof q&a bench-
mark. Preprint, arXiv:2311.12022.

Hayley Ross, Ameya Sunil Mahabaleshwarkar, and
Yoshi Suhara. 2025. When2call: When (not) to call
tools. arXiv preprint arXiv:2504.18851.

Aditi Singh, Abul Ehtesham, Saket Kumar, and Tala Ta-
laei Khoei. 2025. Agentic retrieval-augmented gen-

eration: A survey on agentic rag. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2501.09136.

Robert F Tate. 1954. Correlation between a discrete and
a continuous variable. point-biserial correlation. The
Annals of mathematical statistics, 25(3):603-607.

Gemini Team, Petko Georgiev, Ving Ian Lei, Ryan
Burnell, Libin Bai, Anmol Gulati, Garrett Tanzer,
Damien Vincent, Zhufeng Pan, Shibo Wang, and 1
others. 2024. Gemini 1.5: Unlocking multimodal

understanding across millions of tokens of context.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.05530.

Qwen Team. 2024. Qwen2.5: A party of foundation
models.

Harsh Trivedi, Niranjan Balasubramanian, Tushar Khot,
and Ashish Sabharwal. 2022. MuSiQue: Multi-
hop questions via single-hop question composition.
Transactions of the Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Jason Wei, Zhiqing Sun, Spencer Papay, Scott McK-
inney, Jeffrey Han, Isa Fulford, Hyung Won Chung,
Alex Tachard Passos, William Fedus, and Amelia
Glaese. 2025. Browsecomp: A simple yet challeng-
ing benchmark for browsing agents. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2504.12516.

Jialong Wu, Baixuan Li, Runnan Fang, Wenbiao Yin,
Liwen Zhang, Zhengwei Tao, Dingchu Zhang, Zekun
Xi, Gang Fu, Yong Jiang, and 1 others. 2025. Web-
dancer: Towards autonomous information seeking
agency. arXiv preprint arXiv:2505.22648.

Yunjia Xi, Jianghao Lin, Menghui Zhu, Yongzhao
Xiao, Zhuoying Ou, Jiaqi Liu, Tong Wan, Bo Chen,
Weiwen Liu, Yasheng Wang, and 1 others. 2025.
Infodeepseek: Benchmarking agentic information
seeking for retrieval-augmented generation. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2505.15872.

Yunjia Xi, Weiwen Liu, Jianghao Lin, Xiaoling Cai,
Hong Zhu, Jieming Zhu, Bo Chen, Ruiming Tang,
Weinan Zhang, and Yong Yu. 2024. Towards open-
world recommendation with knowledge augmenta-
tion from large language models. In Proceedings of
the 18th ACM Conference on Recommender Systems,
pages 12-22.

An Yang, Anfeng Li, Baosong Yang, Beichen Zhang,
Binyuan Hui, Bo Zheng, Bowen Yu, Chang
Gao, Chengen Huang, Chenxu Lv, and 1 others.
2025. Qwen3 technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2505.09388.

Shunyu Yao, Jeffrey Zhao, Dian Yu, Nan Du, Izhak
Shafran, Karthik Narasimhan, and Yuan Cao. 2023.
React: Synergizing reasoning and acting in language
models. In International Conference on Learning
Representations (ICLR).

Rowan Zellers, Ari Holtzman, Yonatan Bisk, Ali
Farhadi, and Yejin Choi. 2019. Hellaswag: Can a
machine really finish your sentence? In Proceedings
of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics, pages 4791-4800.

Wenlin Zhang, Xiangyang Li, Kuicai Dong, Yichao
Wang, Pengyue Jia, Xiaopeng Li, Yingyi Zhang,
Derong Xu, Zhaocheng Du, Huifeng Guo, and 1 oth-
ers. 2025. Process vs. outcome reward: Which is
better for agentic rag reinforcement learning. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2505.14069.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.05366
https://arxiv.org/abs/2501.05366
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.182
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.findings-emnlp.182
https://openai.com/index/introducing-deep-research/
https://openai.com/index/introducing-deep-research/
https://www.perplexity.ai/hub/blog/introducing-perplexity-deep-research
https://www.perplexity.ai/hub/blog/introducing-perplexity-deep-research
https://www.perplexity.ai/hub/blog/introducing-perplexity-deep-research
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.12022
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.12022
https://qwenlm.github.io/blog/qwen2.5/
https://qwenlm.github.io/blog/qwen2.5/

Yuxiang Zheng, Dayuan Fu, Xiangkun Hu, Xiaojie Cai,
Lyumanshan Ye, Pengrui Lu, and Pengfei Liu. 2025.
Deepresearcher: Scaling deep research via reinforce-
ment learning in real-world environments. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2504.03160.

Peilin Zhou, Bruce Leon, Xiang Ying, Can Zhang,
Yifan Shao, Qichen Ye, Dading Chong, Zhiling
Jin, Chenxuan Xie, Meng Cao, and 1 others. 2025.
Browsecomp-zh: Benchmarking web browsing abil-
ity of large language models in chinese. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2504.19314.

Dataset Language Number of Samples

glaveai/RAG-v1 En 100
InfoDeepSeek (Xi et al., 2025) Zh 245
BrowseComp-Zh (Zhou et al., 2025) Zh 289
Frames (Krishna et al., 2025) En 230
XBench (Chen et al., 2025) Zh 100

Deep Research Bench (Du et al., 2025) En&Zh 100

Table 7: Datasets used for the construction of RAGCap-
Bench. Note that the original Frames contain 824 sam-
ples, we subsample 230 to run the agentic RAG systems
on these 230 samples only. In addition, the original
Glaveai/RAG-v1 contains 51.4k rows, we select the first
100 rows with longest list of retrieved documents.

A Datasets

All open-source datasets used for constructing
RAGCap-Bench are listed in Table 7. The agen-
tic RAG systems used include WebThinker (Li
et al., 2025¢), WebSailor (Li et al., 2025a), Web-
Dancer (Wu et al., 2025) and HiRA (Jin et al.,
2025). We run these systems on InfoDeepSeek,
BrowseComp-Zh and Frames to obtain the interme-
diate outputs. Glaveai/RAG-v1' dataset includes
retrieved documents as part of its content. The
remaining datasets provide human-annotated step-
wise problem-solving strategies, which are used to
construct planning questions.

B Convergent and Divergent Capabilities

Figure 6 illustrates the roles of convergent and di-
vergent planning capabilities for different types of
queries. Convergent planning capability is required
to gradually narrow down the search space in order
to reach a final deterministic answer. Divergent
planning capability is required to expand a user
query to explore multiple perspectives, interpreta-
tions and possibilities, so that the final answer is
well-rounded and considers diverse viewpoints.

C Examples of Errors

Figure 7 shows examples of the actual errors col-
lected from agentic RAG pipelines. The errors are
highlighted in red.

D Generation of MCQs

Since different datasets and pipelines generate in-
termediate outputs with varying structures and for-
mats, the prompts must be customised accordingly.
Here, we provide some examples of our generation
prompts to illustrate the core idea. These prompts

"https://huggingface.co/datasets/glaiveai/RAG-v1
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Example 1 (Translated from Chinese):

Please identify the name of this artist based on the following clues: He studied at the Central
Academy of Fine Arts in China and the Diisseldorf Art Academy in Germany, and pursued further
studies in Germany. During his time in Germany, he studied under three well-known artists, one
of whom set the record in 2012 for the highest auction price ever achicved by a living artist
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Example 2:

‘Which Obsidian plugins can effectively replicate Notion's multi-view database functionality (including Table,
Kanban, Calendar, and List views)? Please provide a detailed comparison of the strengths and weaknesses
of these plugins

Figure 6: Convergent (top) and divergent (bottom) plan-
ning capabilities required for different user queries.

can be adapted as needed for each specific pipeline
and dataset.

Figure 8 and Figure 9 show the prompts for gen-
erating MCQs using Error-Guided Generation. For
most questions using Vanilla Generation, except
for grounded reasoning, LL.M-based generation is
not needed. Figure 10 show the prompt for gener-
ating grounded reasoning questions using Vanilla
Generation with LLM. Other questions generated
with Vanilla Generation follow the formats in Fig-
ure 1. Here we only show an example of evidence
extraction in Figure 11.

E Examples of MCQs

Figure 12 and Figure 13 are MCQ examples from
RAGCap-Bench. The full dataset can be assessed
athttps://anonymous.4open.science/
r/RAGCap-Bench-5C02/README . md.

F Results with Bare Prompt

Table 8 shows the evaluation results on RAGCap-
Bench using bare prompts.

G Direct Evaluation Prompts

Figure 14 provides the prompts used for evaluating
the intermediate outputs from WebThinker.

H Bare and Informative Prompts

Figure 15 and Figure 17 are bare and infor-
mative prompts for grounded reasoning. Fig-
ure 16 and Figure 18 are bare and informative
prompts for noise-reliability. All prompts for
evaluation are available in the prompts folder
athttps://anonymous.4open.science/
r/RAGCap-Bench-5C02/README . md.


https://anonymous.4open.science/r/RAGCap-Bench-5C02/README.md
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/RAGCap-Bench-5C02/README.md
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/RAGCap-Bench-5C02/README.md
https://anonymous.4open.science/r/RAGCap-Bench-5C02/README.md
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Figure 7: Error examples from agentic RAG pipelines.



You are an advanced agentic Al. You are given:
a.aquestion
b. planning traces (multiple steps, each step has a Plan and Found)

Your task is to create a multiple-choice question (MCQ) to assess how good a student is at problem-solving.
Please follow the following instruction for generating the MCQs:

1. Randomly select a step and use the steps up to this selected step as past thinking traces.
2. Create an MCQ to ask for appropriate next step.
3. Each MCQ has **at least four** options, each option is an advice for the next search step.

4. **At least one** options should contain a good next step. You can use the suggested next step or come up
with a better one.

5. **At least two** options should contain a bad next step. Some examples of bad next step include but not
limited to:

a. non-converging logic: advise a next search query that does not narrow down the search scope

b. misunderstands the question: advise a next search query that shows misunderstanding of the question
c. redundant search: advise an unnecessary next search step that appear to be relevant to the question

6. One option should suggest that current information is enough and no further search is necessary.

7. Your MCQ should begin with "4 7 [EZ 8]/, {R#EFTT IATHE: [Previous Steps], \n\n T—HHEEEN
HEEBWLE? " You **must** replace [Previous Steps] with a concise Chinese summary of previous steps,
**no** advice or next-step reasoning should be included.

**Example Question:**

[example]

**Question Content:**
Query:

[query]

Planning Traces:
[planning_traces]

Output:

Ensure that your output strictly follows the output format above. Do not add any extra explanations or
comments—simply generate the multiple-choice question.

Figure 8: Example prompt for generating planning questions using Error-Guided Generation.




You are an expert in retrieving information and question answering. Your task now is to design a multiple-choice
question (MCQ) to evaluate the student's ability to write answer statements that are well-supported by the
information retrieved. You are provided with:

a.aquery
b. webpages

c. reasoning

**Requirements: **

1. Extract **at least six** statements from the reasoning. Try to maximise the diversity of the statements.
2. Each statement should attempt to answer the question.

3. Format each statement as an MCQ option, label them as A, B, C, D, E (or more if needed).

4. Modified **at least two** statements so that each of them demonstrates an error. Some of the errors include
but not limited to:

- hallucinated support from the webpages

- irrelevant to the question

- contradict with retrieved information

- contains an incorrect number or statistic

- lacks necessary context or conditions from the original question
- misunderstands the question

5. Begin your MCQ with "{RIBIE REIMIMTL, I TR 2 HIRAT? "
**Question Content:**
[query]

[webpages]

Reasoning:

[reasoning]

Output:

You do not add any extra explanations or comments - simply generate the MCQ.

Figure 9: Example prompt for generating grounded reasoning questions using Error-Guided Generation.



You are an expert in extracting statements. Your task now is to extract statements from the given reasoning.
a.aquery

b. reasoning

**Requirements: **

1. Extract **at least six** statements from the reasoning. Try to maximise the diversity of the statements.
2. Each statement should attempt to answer the question.

3. Format each statements as an MCQ option, label them as A, B, C, D, E (or more if needed).

4. Begin your MCQ with "IRIE# REIMIMITT, X THRIRRA 2 FRIRAT? "

**Question Content:**

[query]

Answer Report:

[reasoning]

You do not add any extra explanations or comments - simply generate the MCQ.

Figure 10: Example prompt for generating grounded reasoning questions using Vanilla Generation.

[query]
AT EEMEE#E, RFUTRBEETTEE:

[search_queries]

UTEMEMR—MERBIAIMTT, WL DI [ 2 B 80 # 87

[webpages_as_mcq_options]

Figure 11: Vanilla Generation for evidence extraction.




Model Planning Evidence Extraction Grounded Reasoning Noise Robustness Overall
EM. Fl. EM; EM F1 EM F1 EM, EM, Fl, EM Fl1

fast-thinking models

Qwen?2.5-72B-Instruct 31.37 6431 72.00 28.99 79.56 39.62 79.98 62.16 10.00 68.05 39.09 72.98
Qwen-Plus w/o think 2745 6726 84.00 24.64 77.40 30.19 76.55 54.05 15.00 65.67 3627 71.72

Deepseek-v3 43.14 69.93 80.00 20.29 71.93 24.53 69.56 34.14 15.00 6193 3286 68.34
GPT-40 3529 56.99 64.00 30.43 79.65 50.94 81.29 54.05 10.00 54.69 40.76 68.16
Gemini-1.5-Pro 52.94 74.58 80.00 14.49 75.51 4151 80.63 37.84 5.00 73.19 3597 75.98

slow-thinking models

Qwen3-8B 37.25 6320 72.00 23.19 74.85 39.62 83.01 37.84 15.00 75.51 3596 74.14
Qwen3-32B w/ think 39.22 67.84 84.00 28.99 57.29 37.74 84.06 35.14 10.00 74.92 37.72 71.02
QwQ-32B 19.61 5821 80.00 28.99 76.70 49.06 83.24 51.35 20.00 7243 4088 72.64
Qwen3-235B-A22B w/ think  49.02 72.29 80.00 42.03 75.15 52.83 86.27 56.76  5.00 5537 4656 72.27
DeepSeek-R1 45.10 70.33 84.00 31.88 79.11 56.60 88.73 56.76 35.00 80.03 49.73 79.55
O1-mini 21.57 60.20 64.00 23.19 72.27 41.51 76.72 54.05 15.00 64.59 3550 68.45
Gemini-2.5-Flash 50.98 74.79 80.00 31.88 77.68 39.62 79.83 78.38 15.00 7220 45.02 76.17

Table 8: Performance of different fast- and slow-thinking LLMs using bare prompts. EM,. and F1. denote the scores
for converging ability. EM, denotes the EM score for diverging ability. EM, denotes the EM score for noise-abstain.
EM,. and F1,. denote the scores for noise-reliability. The scores are presented as percentages for clarity.
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Figure 12: An example from RAGCap-Bench.



Question: BT EEMMREA T —E, T R EXTTHKESE? "ATEEMN ER®E, RYNTESE
WWHTTHER:

1.5 3R FRE 1973 T 2. BT FeNE At 3. 5 BB HE TiEVIFK: 4. EEMNER TR HBIRFE
1973;

UTEMEMR—MERBIAIMTT, LM I @& RS

A MTURRR: LEKIMEMREM AR EZLA? - #5500 M TIAE: 2010 £ 01 B 27 BIINTAS:
Z:EBF % EfNZE (Pablo Picasso) £%:1881 £ 10 H 25 H—1973 £ 4 A 8 B #id:ER F R YL AL
BR., BBR, ZEHTERR. fRZAREZER BN AFARRZENETE/RRT. MERIFA,
BHFEANZERT B MALFEENERRD, X EEERZREZT LR IS E %, AF BLANER
Beh., 197344 58 H

B. MTIFRAL: ERARAF-FEANZ 1970 £ 7 B 5 HIIIMTIR[E]: 2022 F 01 7 28 H|INTTAR: EMRERE
(784): 784, EZRFAES; FEINER FIPEZF 1970 FF M)¥E 80x100cm EE XMW FZAEYIE XiE (ERE
#5) (Woman with bird),81#£F- 1970 ££ 7 A 5 B, 2 MR HERH(1946-1973) 891k . X—HHEMRNZ
AREFRRIAMAMIEE X AXEXMBULEXFERE SR E AT, FEZAENR BN E
EIET 20, g G —. EREFSK EFFTEISRMINTR, Ltz AOAXNBEEER .

C. MTURE: L ABIMT-EeANZ 1963 IR [E]): 2022 £ 01 B 28 HIIIMIAR: Z ABME BN A
7F 1963 & T EHE A BE X ( K ABUF) (Grand profil), BI1ET 1963 4,72 B2 HA [l i HA(1946-
197391k, X—NHEMRNZAFRRILANDARMUZEEX . ALEXFBAL T NFEBE S
REA T, FREAEMREWRABEETHESE—. ERRESKEHFTERRAINER, EMtiz B
WAENEEEE .

D. MTIFRaL: 58 * #HEFELEIER R CD eBay|||[MTIAT[E: 2022 206 B 06 H||IMTTAR: E~NA 2
BEHZAN TR BEREERATREM LB TEENATRERMG 2BERZA T BEFEECKA
TR EEEBEE TERENATREH EELH LN ATR A BT TEL N RABLEEETES
B KA 1SR g R R 2346 BN R IRE M4 £Ed IR & 4 £ IR LP Sleeve {X3& AT (2001) PINK
FLOYD Dark Side of the Moon tocp - 65740 HZs (3) 3 /NE 14 - Mini-LP Sleeve ONLY for (2001) Pink Floyd
Dark Side Of The Moon TOCP-65740 Japan 83.38 7t 107.14 7T iz %% 333.70 T 115.75 7T i= 2% PINK FLOYD THE
LATER YEARS 1987-2019 (CD DIGI PAK) NEW SEALED (S) (12) 12 N fa1¥4> - PINK FLOYD THE LATER YEARS
1987-2019 (CD DIGI PAK) NEW SEALED (S) 58.09 7T 313.96 7T iz 2% (X 1 4! (18) 18 N Sh1¥E4> - Pink Floyd -
A Momentary Lapse of Reason CD 1987 CK 40599 DADC EARLY PRESS 73.70 7T J&{/}: 86.71 7T 53.40 T iz &
1X 3 1 14! Pink Floyd: The Dark Side Of The Moon (SACD) (Analogue Productions) (1) 1 & 14 - Pink Floyd:
The Dark Side Of The Moon (SACD) (Anal

E. MTIFRAR: F oo HBERERZELTHE(1970-2015) - TE - M5 =F KIIMTTASE: 2016 F£ 01 B 29 BIIIN
TIRAE: N RERRARAERHEFRE 1970 F££ 2015 FREMNFMEXRSTELRE. (Atom Heart
Mother) 1970.10.2 {Meddle) 1971.10.30 {Obscured by Clouds) 1972.6.2 {The Dark Side of the Moon}
1973.3.1 {WishY...

FRMTURE: [BRKR] Fx B EHRE (B ZHEE) 1994 [FLAC+CUE/EH]|||M TR [8]: 2023 4£ 07 A 03 H
NIMTIAZR: EiEZFR:Dark Side of the Moon

Figure 13: An example from RAGCap-Bench.




You are an excellent evaluator, good at assessing deep search systems. You will be given a **User Query**, a
**Search Query**, some **Retrieved Evidence** and **Evidence Analysis**. Your task is to evaluate the quality
of the **Evidence Analysis**.

### Quality Evaluation Criteria

Scores are assigned using a 1-10 Likert scale, where higher scores indicate the systems have selected all
useful evidence to answer the user query, and lower scores indicate that the evidence selection is incomplete,
off-topic, inaccurate, or redundant.

1. **Relevance** — Does the retrieved evidence address the user query? Is it clearly related to the main topic or
query?

2. **Completeness** — Does the system misses key evidence pieces that would help to answer the query?

3. **Specificity** — Is the evidence precise and focused, rather than vague or overly broad?

### Key Failure Patterns to Watch

(a) **Shallow Keyword Matching** — The evidence appears related only because it shares similar keywords with
the search query or user query, but it fails to address the actual intent.

Example:

[example 1]

(b) **Fail to Recognise Implicit Connections** — The system missed the deeper semantic or logical relationship
needed to connect the user query to relevant evidence.

Example:

[example 2]

(c) **Missing Potential Evidence** - The evidence might have relevant information, but it would require
browsing the page to obtain the information

Example:

[example 3]

### Evidence to evaluate
**User Query**

[user_query]

**Search Query**

[search_query]

### Output Format

[output_format]

Figure 14: Prompt for evaluation on the intermediate outputs from WebThinker.




You are an advanced agentic Al. You are good at analysing the documents retrieved and write well-supported
statements to answer the question. Please read the following webpages and answer the question.

[query]

[mcqg_question]

Ensure that you output option alphabets (A,B,C,D etc.) only without any explanation. You should select all
possible answers. However, if you think none of the answer should be selected, output 'none’.

Figure 15: Bare prompt for grounded reasoning.

You are an advanced agentic Al. You are good at detecting low-quality, potentially misleading or less credible
sources of information.

Let's say you are writing a report on [topic].

Please select low-quality, potentially misleading or less credible web page from the options.

[mcq_question]

Ensure that you output option alphabets (A,B,C,D etc.) only without any explanation. You should select all
possible answers. However, if you think none of the answer should be selected, output 'none’.

Figure 16: Bare prompt for noise robustness (reliability).




"""You are an advanced agentic Al. You are good at analysing the documents retrieved and ensuring your
reasoning and written statements are grounded in evidence.

The following are some cases of the common mistakes when reasoning based on retrieved evidence:

Evidence Set:[webpage 1 beginj% % 3F - &, 1865 fF 12 B 12 HAAMNHABFEAI KX E— B EEFHNAI]
JREL AR ARITIRT 1960 4, BIBE K RE L 95 F /5, A THEREIEAN T ZMEEEEN. WEBIIE
REERESNESNENBEERENSIIMEREE. [webpage 1end]

[webpage 2 begin]ZR TR EF, B E IR T 1000 £ F57],— X UiF&E £ R BEBBIIP LI TSR
BT XESRHITHEDEEZREA. AENEAENSFEREA_SEEE HNEERTSHRE. #
B, R BRBRAEEHEX REFAMIERE FHSHEAESERIERFREEE SREEES
SISFEENB . [webpage 2 end]

[webpage 3 begin i XEFZHR R A LA . ASHENFR OEAFEBXATOHEENAEEEZNE. TIHE
T 7L AREAREHRER. HER—fCaRHUBHENERET —EAN 5.5 EXSHNEWNT/ K. 1E
BTYXERT. RuxEFER KE[webpage 3end]

Statement 1: "R EFHMATT 20 LV BDLRLYNNRR TR EBAREE HEERTEZBHBET
T&5H, " (wrong)

Explanation: it shows hallucinated support. There is no mention of any early 20th-century repair with
government involvement.

Statement 2: A EWNFFE R D HTBRBRETIRRNHEERZ—" (wrong)

Explanation: it shows contradiction with retrieved information. Webpage 2 mentions "Il 7E 5% BN & F B Ef

A HREERE"

Statement 3: "R EIFEERERLEERNINEER" (correct)

Explanation: it is not explicitly stated but logically inferable from webpage 2 ("2 BR BB BN FE LM
")and 3 (A EFREFHEIEX . ASHEHF).

You should be careful with the mistakes above as well as other possible mistakes. Please analyse the following
webpages and answer the question.

[query]

[mcq_question]

Ensure that you output options alphabets (A,B,C,D etc.) only without any explanation. You should select all
possible answers. However, if you think none of the answer should be selected, output 'none’.

Figure 17: Informative prompt for grounded reasoning.




You are an advanced agentic Al. You are good at detecting low-quality, potentially misleading or less
credible sources of information.

Examples of such webpages include but not limited to:
a. company's websites that primarily promotional or focused on revenue generation
b. websites where any users can upload content

c. unofficial or unverified websites

Now, let's say you are writing a report on "[topic]".

Please select low-quality, potentially misleading or less credible web page from the options.

[mcq_qguestion]

Answer: \n

Ensure that you output option alphabets (A,B,C,D etc.) only without any explanation. You should
select all possible answers. However, if you think none of the answer should be selected, output
‘none’.

Figure 18: Informative prompt for noise robustness (reliability).
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