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ABSTRACT
Auditing financial documents is a very tedious and time-consuming
process. As of today, it can already be simplified by employing
AI-based solutions to recommend relevant text passages from a
report for each legal requirement of rigorous accounting standards.
However, these methods need to be fine-tuned regularly, and they
require abundant annotated data, which is often lacking in indus-
trial environments. Hence, we present ZeroShotALI, a novel rec-
ommender system that leverages a state-of-the-art large language
model (LLM) in conjunction with a domain-specifically optimized
transformer-based text-matching solution. We find that a two-step
approach of first retrieving a number of best matching document
sections per legal requirement with a custom BERT-based model
and second filtering these selections using an LLM yields significant
performance improvements over existing approaches.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems→ Recommender systems; Informa-
tion extraction; Language models.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The annual disclosure of corporate financial statements plays a vital
role in informing the public about a company’s financial situation
and future prospects. The published documents contain detailed
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information about its financial stability, productivity, and profitabil-
ity and thus influence external investor’s decisions. Due to their
economic significance, these documents are highly regulated. On an
annual basis, trained auditors thoroughly introspect and proofread
the mandatory disclosures and ensure their compliance according
to the legal requirements of the applicable accounting standard, e.g.
IFRS (International Financial Reporting Standards). This manual
examination process requires high-grade expert knowledge and
experience and proves to be inherently time-consuming and prone
to human error. The regulatory requirements of IFRS and other
accounting standards are generally presented as a large collection
of individual checklist items. For each item, the assigned auditor
has to identify the relevant text segments in the financial report be-
fore answering the completeness and correctness questions raised
by the requirement. The first retrieval task is particularly tedious,
considering the report size and the number of items in the standard.

To alleviate this tedious process, we have previously introduced
a tool called Automated List Inspection (ALI) [15], a recommender
system linking paragraphs in a financial document to their corre-
sponding requirements. In light of the recent advances of LLMs , we
aim to examine whether domain-specific solutions are still required
or can be augmented by LLMs in such a recommender context.
Therefore, we compare different architectures that leverage GPT-4
[12], a state-of-the-art LLM, for the task of auditing financial docu-
ments. Considering the heterogeneous performance gains of GPT-4
reported in OpenAI’s technical report, we investigate the potential
and limitations of LLMs in the domain of financial auditing. In this
work, we focus on the task of matching relevant text segments
from financial statements to concrete legal requirements from an
accounting standard.

Therefore, our contributions are introducing a novel method,
called ZeroShotALI, which enables zero-shot textmatching between
new financial reports and unseen legal requirements based on a
pretrained SentenceBERT [14] model from [3] and GPT-4 [12], and
we evaluate multiple strong baselines, e.g. combining a vector store-
based architecture utilizing OpenAI’s Ada embeddings with GPT-4.

2 RELATEDWORK
To capture the field of related work, we briefly look at two areas
of research: The use of natural language processing (NLP) in the
financial domain and the use of OpenAI’s GPT models in particular.

The large field of financial NLP and the subfield of automated
auditing have been of interest to researchers for several years. In
2019 we introduced the Automated List Inspection (ALI) tool [15], a
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supervised recommender system that ranks textual components of
financial documents according to the requirements of established
regulatory frameworks, such as IFRS. Subsequently, in [13], we
enhanced ALI by utilizing a pre-trained BERT language model de-
veloped by [7] to encode text segments. With [3], we introduced a
more general framework for this task. Regarding a more detailed
method for extracting information pertaining to automatic consis-
tency checks of financial disclosures, in [9], we introduced KPI-
Check. This BERT-based system utilizes a customized model for
named entity and relation extraction, as presented in our previous
work, [8], to automatically identify and validate semantically equiv-
alent key performance indicators in financial reports. Similarly, in
[5], we studied the KPI extraction task on an English dataset which
was released together with the results. Within [1] we investigated
how a plethora of pre-trained tabular models can check the table
and text consistency in financial reports. Another important aspect
of financial auditing is the detection of contradictions in annual
reports. In [6] we studied how such a task can be automated with a
transformer-based model. As for the implementation of entire LLMs
specialized in financial language, [17] introduced BloombergGPT,
employing Bloomberg’s extensive data sources and evaluating the
model’s performance on financial tasks and general LLM bench-
marks.

As the GPT line of OpenAI is still relatively novel, research ex-
ploring its capabilities and limitations is still conducted. However
some results have already been found in various domains. When it
comes to finance, [4] demonstrated GPT-4’s effectiveness in senti-
ment analysis, ESG analysis, corporate culture analysis, and Federal
Reserve opinion analysis qualitatively using practical examples.
Quantitative analysis was carried out by [11] who used ChatGPT to
create financial recommendations for the Australian financial sec-
tor, finding, that ChatGPT failed to operate effectively with complex
financial advise, requiring additional professional guidance.

3 METHODOLOGY
Formally, the task of assigning relevant text segments from a finan-
cial report to concrete requirements from an accounting standard
can be defined as a text matching problem: For each legal require-
ment 𝑟 𝑗 ∈ R, a list of relevant text segments from the report 𝑠𝑖 ∈ S
(where S is the set of all paragraphs and R is the set of all require-
ments) has to be predicted. The recommendation system has to
assign relevance scores 𝑛𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ (0, 1) to every segment-requirement
pair (𝑠𝑖 , 𝑟 𝑗 ). To obtain a classification from those scores, the top 𝐾
text segments for each requirement are being selected as relevant.

Previous work has mostly approached this task as a multi-label
classification problem, where a sigmoidal output layer predicts indi-
vidual relevance scores for each pre-defined legal requirement. This
problem formulation is inflexible with respect to unseen require-
ments, i.e. a full model re-training is required. Also, the semantic
information contained in the actual requirement texts is neglected,
since the requirements have been translated to numeric class ids.

To overcome these architectural shortcomings, we introduce
ZeroShotALI. Following [3], we employ a text similarity based
matching model that individually encodes text segments from the
financial report as well as legal requirements from the accounting
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Figure 1: Schematic visualization of the ZeroShotALI rec-
ommender system. A domain-adapted SentenceBERT model
matches relevant financial report segments 𝒔 to concrete le-
gal requirements 𝒓 based on cosine similarity before GPT-4
further enhances the final matching outcome.

standard before predicting matches based on semantic text simi-
larity. Specifically, we leverage a domain-adapted SentenceBERT
model as our initial text retrieval solution. It is a modification of
the BERT language model [7] that encodes both the requirement
text and the financial report text segment, using two BERT models
with shared weights, and applies mean-pooling to obtain paragraph
level embeddings 𝒔𝑖 for text segment 𝑖 and 𝒓 𝑗 for requirement 𝑗 ,
respectively. Subsequently, the cosine similarity between these em-
beddings is computed to measure how well the report segment and
legal requirement semantically match, resulting in a normalized
similarity score between 0 and 1. For full architectural details and
training procedures, we refer to [3]. To further improve the final
matching performance, we augment the described SentenceBERT
model with the state-of-the-art generative language model, GPT-4.
In a first pre-filtering step, SentenceBERT retrieves the top 15 most
relevant financial report segments for each requirement query 𝑗 .
Then, we prompt GPT-4 with these 15 segments and the require-
ment text as input to further narrow down the recommendations to
the five best matching segments. The complete architecture is illus-
trated in Figure 1. We evaluate and compare the two-stage approach
of ZeroShotALI with multiple baselines in the next section.

4 EXPERIMENTS
In the following, we introduce our custom data set, describe compet-
ing baseline methods and different LLM prompt designs, as well as
evaluation metrics. Finally, we also discuss the results we obtained
from our approaches.
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4.1 Data
We obtained 10 IFRS-compliant reports from PwC as the data source
for this paper, containing a total of 7097 text segments. The reports
are labeled by auditors, who map the text segments in each report
to one of the corresponding 1214 IFRS requirements. This process
was done in multiple iterations by different domain experts, in
order to assure a high annotation quality. Since, except for the
SentenceBERT model, none of the four architectures require addi-
tional training, we only employ a test set to compare the different
architectures. The fine-tuned SentenceBERT model has not been
trained or evaluated on the employed test set to prevent data leak-
age. For more information on the domain data utilized to fine-tune
the SentenceBERT model, we direct the reader to [3].

4.2 Baselines
We compare ZeroShotALI with (1) a plain SentenceBERT model
as described in Section 3 without the GPT-4 filtering, (2) a vector
database retrieval model employing OpenAI’s Ada V1 or V2 embed-
dings, and (3) the same vector database approach combined with
GPT-3.5 Turbo or GPT-4 as filtering models.

The vector database we use is Chroma DB. This open-source
vector database combines a k-means clustering algorithm with the
ClickHouse database management system to retrieve semantically
similar text passages given an input query. For more details on the
concept and an overview of similar applications, we refer to [2].
We embedded each of the 10 IFRS reports using either the lower
dimensional Ada V1 or Ada V2 embeddings and stored them in the
database separately so that each report could be accessed by its
name, and we could query the system based on a specific report.
For each query, we retrieved the top five most semantically similar
text segments using their cosine similarity score.

The third set of systems consists of a vector database, Chroma
DB, using V2 Embeddings and frozen LLMs, GPT-3.5 Turbo or GPT-
4. These systems follow the idea of retrieval-augmented generation,
which aims to provide LLMs with relevant information for a specific
task instead of relying solely on the language model’s parametric
knowledge. As before, we retrieved the top 15 most relevant text
segments for each query using Chroma DB. Then, we used these 15
segments as prompt input for the LLM, which was then tasked to
return the five most relevant text segments for each requirement.

4.3 Effects of prompt design
For all architectures leveraging GPT-4 we evaluate the impact of
prompt design on model performance. Prompt design refers to the
format and phrasing of the task presented to the GPT-style LLMs.
Building upon the findings of [10] regarding the effects of prompt
phrasing on LLM performance, we conduct our evaluations by
primarily investigating two factors: (1) the phrasing of the task and
(2) the structure of the output allowed for the model’s responses.

Our evaluation is as follows: We formulate a specific task for
GPT-4, which involves the retrieval of the five most relevant text
segments from a provided set of 15 segments, based on a given
requirement. We then randomly sample 20 requirements from one
of the 10 IFRS-compliant reports. Regarding the phrasing of the
task, we find no significant impact on the quality of the model’s

Table 1: Quantitative comparison of 4 different prompt setups
for the text segment to requirement matching task. Reported
metrics are defined in Section 4.4. The (bracketed blue) text
shows the respective differences between prompts B and A
as well as D and C.

Prompt \ in % Sensitivity MAP F1
A 36.92 26.38 23.75
B 35.54 26.00 23.75
C & D 23.57 22.62 17.05

A & (B): “(System: You are an expert auditor with perfect knowledge of the IFRS accounting
standard.) Out of all document segments provided below which ones are the 5 most relevant for
fulfilling the IFRS requirement? (Think step by step. ) IFRS requirement: {requirement} document
segments: {document} Your answer should only contain the ids of the relevant document seg-
ments. Example: [’1129’, ’1139’,’1159’, ’1161’, ’829’]. Your answer needs to be machine readable.
Do not add any additional text.”

C & (D): “System: You are an expert auditor with perfect knowledge of the IFRS accounting
standard. Out of all document segments provided below which ones are the 5 most relevant
for fulfilling the IFRS requirement? Explain for each requirement why you selected the 5
most relevant requirements. (Each should only be a sentence long.) Think step by step: IFRS
requirement: {requirement} document segments: {document} Format your output complying to
the following json schema: {’explanation’: ’The most relevant document segments ...’, ’answer’:
[’1129’, ’1139’,’1159’, ’1161’, ’829’]}. Ensure that ’answer’ is its own key in the json schema. Your
answer needs to be machine readable.”

responses, implying that variations in the way the task was pre-
sented did not substantially influence the model’s performance.
However, when examining the structure of the output allowed for
the model’s responses, we observe a notable effect. We categorize
the types of outputs into two broad formats: “open-ended” and
“closed.” In the “open-ended” format, the model is permitted to pro-
vide explanations for its answers, while in the “closed” format, the
model is restricted to returning the IDs of the five most relevant
text segments. Interestingly, we find that the “closed” format yields
improved performance compared to the “open-ended” format. Ta-
ble 1 shows the four best performing prompts and their respective
performance.1 For all GPT-based experiments we leverage the best
performing prompt design A.

4.4 Evaluation Metrics
To more accurately evaluate the performance of the four archi-
tectures, we employ the “mean-average-precision” (MAP) to com-
prehensively assess the performance of the recommender system
across multiple queries. The average precision (AP) is calculated as

AP =
1

min({𝐾,A(𝑟 )})

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

(Precision(𝑖) · relevance(𝑖)) (1)

where relevance(𝑖) is 1 if requirement 𝑖 is relevant and 0 if it is not,
𝑟 is a given requirement, and A(𝑟 ) are the annotated text segments
for requirement 𝑟 . In addition, we deploy the custom performance
metric sensitivity, which is a slightly modified version of recall and
considers whether the relevant segments are contained in the set of
recommendations (see [15]). Precision and sensitivity are defined
as

Precision(𝑟 ) = |P(𝑟, 𝐾) ∩ A(𝑟 ) |
𝐾

, Sensitivity(𝑟 ) = |P(𝑟, 𝐾) ∩ A(𝑟 ) |
min({𝐾,A(𝑟 )})

1Due to the stochastic nature of GPT-4 it is impossible to exactly reproduce results. We
set the temperature parameter to 0, which reduces but does not remove stochasticity
in the generation process.
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Table 2: Test set results for the top 5 recommendation of
relevant financial report segments for legal requirements
of the IFRS accounting standard. ZeroShotALI outperforms
all competing methods in mean sensitivity, mean average
precision (MAP) and F1 score.

Model \ in % Sensitivity MAP F1
Chroma (Ada V1) 14.00 7.12 9.12
Chroma (Ada V2) 25.73 17.33 13.15
Chroma (Ada V2) + GPT-3.5 Turbo 29.95 21.32 15.74
Chroma (Ada V2) + GPT-4 35.30 24.72 18.53
SentenceBERT (from [3]) 52.12 39.00 27.69
ZeroShotALI (this work) 57.62 44.65 30.57

with P(𝑟, 𝐾) being the top 𝐾 recommended text segments for 𝑟 . For
our experiments, we choose 𝐾 = 5, as this proves to deliver optimal
results with respect to user experience. Finally, the conventional
F1-score (with respect to the top-𝐾 predictions) is defined as the
harmonic mean over precision and recall for a given requirement.
All scores are averaged across the dataset to determine the overall
performance.

4.5 Evaluation and Results
As depicted in Table 2, the performance analysis reveals that the
two architectures based on SentenceBERT surpass the vector store-
based architectures. Notably, ZeroSHotALI, combining Sentence-
BERT with GPT-4, demonstrates the highest performance which
can be attributed to several factors.

Firstly, the vector store-based architectures rely on embeddings
from generically pre-trained language models that exhibit no do-
main specific fine-tuning and leverage approximate nearest-neighbor
calculations to return text matches. In contrast, the SentenceBERT
model was fine-tuned specifically for the task of retrieving semanti-
cally similar text passages within an auditing context. This custom
training process enables SentenceBERT to capture the intricacies
and nuances of the auditing domain, leading to more accurate and
contextually relevant retrievals. The observed subpar performance
of vector store-based architectures in our use cases raises an im-
portant question regarding the suitability of such systems in vari-
ous applications. Currently, many applications leverage retrieval-
augmented generation using vector databases, assuming that these
systems can provide reliable results. However, our findings suggest
that incorporating domain-specific, fine-tuned retrieval systems
like SentenceBERT could significantly enhance the performance of
such applications.

5 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
In this study, we conducted an extensive evaluation to explore
the viability of employing a "frozen" LLM for auditing financial
documents. Our assessment focused on implementing various ar-
chitectures tailored to match the text of IFRS-compliant annual
reports with legal requirements. The results of our analysis re-
vealed that our proposed system, ZeroShotAli, which combines
a domain-tuned SentenceBERT model with OpenAI’s GPT4, out-
performs other systems significantly. This finding underscores

the advantage of deploying domain-specific solutions when in-
domain data is available, surpassing generic systems such as vector
databases with general purpose embeddings. Our study accentu-
ates the potential for substantial performance gains through the
utilization of domain-specific approaches in the context of retrieval-
augmented generation. This study identifies three key areas for
future research: (1) deploying domain-specific fine-tuned LLMs
for auditing purposes using open-source models like LLaMA, (2)
exploring advanced prompt tuning methodologies such as Chain-of-
Thought [16] or Tree-of-Thoughts [18] approaches, and (3) expand-
ing the ZeroShotAli system to assess requirement completeness
based on relevant text passages.
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