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Abstract

Despite the success of large language mod-
els (LLMs) in various natural language pro-
cessing (NLP) tasks, the stored knowledge
in these models may inevitably be incom-
plete, out-of-date, or incorrect. This mo-
tivates the need to utilize external knowl-
edge to assist LLMs. Unfortunately, current
methods for incorporating external knowl-
edge often require additional training or
fine-tuning, which can be costly and may
not be feasible for LLMs. To address this
issue, we propose a novel post-processing
approach, rethinking with retrieval (RR),
which retrieves relevant external knowledge
based on the decomposed reasoning steps
obtained from the chain-of-thought (CoT)
prompting. This lightweight approach does
not require additional training or fine-tuning
and is not limited by the input length of
LLMs. We evaluate the effectiveness of RR
through extensive experiments with GPT-3
on three complex reasoning tasks: common-
sense reasoning, temporal reasoning, and
tabular reasoning. Our results show that RR
can produce more faithful explanations and
improve the performance of LLMs.!

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have shown
exceptional performance across various tasks
through in-context learning without task-specific
training or fine-tuning (Brown et al.,, 2020;
Chowdhery et al., 2022; Zhang et al.,, 2022;
Ouyang et al., 2022). Recent progress in prompt-
ing (Wei et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2022; Kojima
et al., 2022) and decoding (Wang et al., 2022) has
made it feasible for LLMs to tackle tasks that de-

mand complex reasoning.

*Part of this work was done while the author was at the
University of Pennsylvania.
'Our code is publicly available at https://github.
com/HornHehhf /RR.
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Figure 1: An overview of three approaches for using
LLMs: (a) Standard prompting for generating a pre-
diction in response to a query. (b) Chain-of-thought
prompting for generating both an explanation and a
prediction in response to a query. (c) Rethinking with
retrieval, our proposed approach for using the decom-
posed reasoning steps obtained from chain-of-thought
prompting to retrieve relevant external knowledge for
LLMs, leading to more faithful explanations and im-
proved predictions in response to a query.
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However, the knowledge stored in LLLMs might
inevitably be incomplete, out-of-date, or incorrect.
As a result, external sources of knowledge, such
as Wikipedia, may be essential for the success-
ful deployment of LLMs for real-world applica-
tions. Previously, people tried to utilize knowl-
edge for smaller language models (LMs), such
as T5 (Raffel et al., 2020), BERT (Devlin et al.,
2019), and RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019). However,
these methods often require additional training or
fine-tuning, which can be costly and thus imprac-
tical for LLMs.

In this paper, we present a post-processing
approach called rethinking with retrieval (RR)
for utilizing external knowledge in LLMs. Our
method begins by using the chain-of-thought
(CoT) prompting method (Wei et al., 2022) to gen-
erate a diverse set of reasoning paths, as described
in Wang et al. (2022). We then use each rea-
soning step in those paths to retrieve relevant ex-
ternal knowledge, which enables RR to provide
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more faithful explanations and more accurate pre-
dictions, as illustrated in Figure 1.

We evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed
method, RR, on three complex reasoning tasks:
commonsense reasoning, temporal reasoning, and
tabular reasoning, using GPT-3 175B (Brown
et al., 2020) and different external knowledge
sources: Wikipedia, Wikidata (VrandecCi¢ and
Krotzsch, 2014), WordNet (Miller, 1995), and
Conceptnet (Speer et al., 2017). The results
demonstrate that RR consistently outperforms all
baselines on all three tasks without requiring ad-
ditional training or fine-tuning, indicating the su-
periority of our approach in leveraging external
knowledge to enhance the performance of LLMs.

2 Related Work

Enhancing LMs through retrieval. Retrieval-
enhanced LMs have received significant attention
as a means of improving performance through the
incorporation of external knowledge. For exam-
ple, the k-most similar training contexts can be re-
trieved to improve the estimation of the next word
distribution in both the training stage (Borgeaud
et al., 2021) and the inference stage (Khandelwal
et al., 2020). Furthermore, search query genera-
tors have been adopted to generate search queries
for search engines to retrieve relevant documents
(Komeili et al., 2022; Shuster et al., 2022; Thop-
pilan et al., 2022). Other approaches have uti-
lized retrieved documents as the additional con-
text in generation tasks (Joshi et al., 2020; Guu
et al., 2020; Lewis et al., 2020). Nakano et al.
(2021) instead use human feedback in a text-based
web-browsing environment. Among these pre-
vious works, Khandelwal et al. (2020) is most
closely related to our approach. However, they
focus on improving local inference by using the
nearest neighbor datastore constructed from train-
ing data, whereas we focus on conducting faith-
ful inference using external knowledge. In con-
trast to other aforementioned approaches, which
require training or fine-tuning to incorporate re-
trieved knowledge, we propose a post-processing
method for leveraging retrieved knowledge with-
out additional training or fine-tuning.

Incorporating external knowledge into LMs.
Significant effort has been devoted to leveraging
external knowledge to improve the reasoning abil-
ity of LMs. Previous work has incorporated exter-
nal knowledge sources such as WordNet (Miller,

1995) and ConceptNet (Speer et al., 2017) to en-
hance LMs for tabular reasoning tasks (Neeraja
et al., 2021; Varun et al., 2022). Explicit rules
have also been added to inputs to improve rea-
soning ability over implicit knowledge (Talmor
et al., 2020). In addition, explicit knowledge from
Wikidata (Vrandeci¢ and Krotzsch, 2014) and im-
plicit knowledge in LLMs have been integrated
into a transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) for vi-
sual question answering (Gui et al., 2021). Nye
etal. (2021) instead introduces a symbolic reason-
ing module to improve coherence and consistency
in LLMs. Among these previous works, Nye et al.
(2021) is the most relevant to our approach. Still,
they focus on incorporating logical constraints to
improve coherence and consistency, whereas we
aim to improve the faithfulness of explanations
through the use of external knowledge. In con-
trast to other aforementioned approaches that in-
corporate external knowledge before generation
and require additional training or fine-tuning, our
proposal leverages external knowledge in a post-
processing manner to enhance LMs without addi-
tional training or fine-tuning.

Uncovering latent Knowledge in LLMs. There
has been a line of work exploring the knowledge
hidden within LLMs for reasoning. This has in-
cluded the use of careful prompting to encourage
LLMs to generate explanations in the reasoning
process, such as through chain of thought prompt-
ing in few-shot (Wei et al., 2022) or zero-shot
(Kojima et al., 2022) learning, or through the use
of scratchpads for intermediate computation (Nye
et al., 2022). In addition, various methods based
on sampling a diverse set of reasoning paths in
LLMs have been proposed, including training ver-
ifiers to judge the correctness of model comple-
tions (Cobbe et al., 2021), calibrating model pre-
dictions based on the reliability of the explana-
tions (Ye and Durrett, 2022), and promoting self-
consistency over diverse reasoning paths (Wang
et al., 2022). Zelikman et al. (2022) instead it-
eratively bootstrap the ability of LLMs to gener-
ate high-quality rationales from a few initial ex-
amples. Liu et al. (2022) further propose generat-
ing knowledge from LLMs, which is then used as
additional input to improve commonsense reason-
ing. In contrast to this line of work, our proposal
focuses on leveraging external knowledge to en-
hance LLMs, while they aim to explore the knowl-
edge hidden within LLMs.



3 Rethinking with Retrieval

LLMs have been shown to generate incorrect sup-
porting facts from time to time, even when they ac-
curately capture the perspective needed to answer
a question. This phenomenon highlights intrinsic
issues in the way LLMs store and retrieve knowl-
edge, including (1) the presence of out-of-date,
incorrect, or missing relevant knowledge in the
pre-training corpus; (2) incorrect memorization of
relevant knowledge during pre-training; and (3)
incorrect retrieval of relevant knowledge during
the inference stage. To address these issues, we
propose the use of RR, which leverages external
knowledge through the retrieval of relevant infor-
mation based on decomposed reasoning steps.

Overview. Given a query (), we utilize chain-of-
thought prompting to generate a diverse set of rea-
soning paths Rj, R, - Ry, where each reason-
ing path R; consists of an explanation F; followed
by a prediction P;. After that, we retrieve relevant
knowledge K1, - - - K s from a suitable knowledge
base [CI5 to support the explanation in each reason-
ing path, and select the prediction P that is most
faithful to this knowledge. To better illustrate our
proposal, we use “Did Aristotle use a laptop?” as
a running example in this work.

Chain-of-thought prompting. In contrast to
standard prompting, CoT prompting (Wei et al.,
2022) includes demonstrations of step-by-step rea-
soning examples in the prompt to produce a series
of short sentences that capture the reasoning pro-
cess. For instance, given the question “Did Aris-
totle use a laptop?”, CoT prompting aims to gen-
erate the complete reasoning path “Aristotle died
in 322 BC. The first laptop was invented in 1980.
Thus, Aristotle did not use a laptop. So the answer
is no.” rather than simply outputs “No.” Empirical
results show that CoT prompting significantly im-
proves the performance of LLMs on many multi-
step reasoning tasks. Therefore, we adopt CoT
prompting to obtain both explanation £/ and pre-
diction P for the query Q.

Sampling diverse reasoning paths. Similar to
Wang et al. (2022), we sample a diverse set of rea-
soning paths Ry, Ro, - - - R rather than only con-
sidering the greedy path as in Wei et al. (2022).
For the question “Did Aristotle use a laptop?”, the
potential reasoning paths can be as follows:

(Ry) Aristotle died in 2000. The first laptop was

invented in 1980. Thus, Aristotle used a lap-
top. So the answer is yes.

(R2) Aristotle died in 322BC. The first laptop was
invented in 2000. Thus, Aristotle did not use
a laptop. So the answer is no.

(R3) Aristotle died in 322BC. The first laptop was
invented in 1980. Thus, Aristotle did not use
a laptop. So the answer is no.

Knowledge retrieval. Different knowledge
bases can be used to address different tasks. For
example, to address the question “Did Aristotle
use a laptop?”, we can use Wikipedia as the ex-
ternal knowledge base /CB. Information retrieval
techniques can be applied to retrieve the relevant
knowledge Ki,--- Kjs from Wikipedia based
on the decomposed reasoning steps. Ideally, we
would obtain the following two paragraphs from
Wikipedia for this question:

(K1) Aristotle (384-322 BC) was a Greek philoso-
pher and polymath during the Classical pe-
riod in Ancient Greece. ...

(K32) The Epson HX-20, the first laptop computer,
was invented in 1980. ...

Faithful inference. The faithfulness of each rea-
soning path R; can be estimated using a function
fx(R;), which is based on relevant knowledge
Ki,---, Kjs retrieved from the knowledge base
KCB. The final prediction is obtained through the
application of the following inference procedure?:

N

P = argmax Z 1(P; = P) fxs(R;), (1)
Pie{Py, ,Pn} i=1

where P; denotes the corresponding prediction in
the reasoning path R;. This inference procedure
is designed to identify the most faithful prediction
P to the knowledge base among all predictions in
the N reasoning paths. For instance, in the run-
ning example, given reasoning paths R, Ra, R3
and the retrieved knowledge K, K5, the above in-
ference procedure would output the prediction “So
the answer is no.”, as it is supported by both Ra
and Rj3 and has a higher faithfulness score com-
pared to the prediction “So the answer is yes.”,
which is only supported by R;.

Note that this is the basic version of faithful inference,
and further variations can be found in Section 5.3.



4 Experiments

In this section, we present the evaluation of our
proposed method, RR, on three complex reason-
ing tasks: commonsense reasoning, temporal rea-
soning, and tabular reasoning.

4.1 Baselines

We compare with the following baselines.

Zero-shot/few-shot prompting. In our experi-
ments, we consider GPT-3 with standard zero-
shot/few-shot prompting as baselines, following
the approach described in Brown et al. (2020), in
which zero or few in-context exemplars of input-
output pairs are provided in the prompt.

Chain-of-thought prompting. In addition to
the standard zero-shot/few-shot prompting, we
also consider GPT-3 with the CoT prompting pro-
posed in (Wei et al., 2022) as a baseline in our ex-
periments. This approach involves feeding LLMs
step-by-step reasoning examples instead of stan-
dard input-output examples.

Self-consistency. In addition, we also consider
self-consistency (Wang et al., 2022) as a baseline
in our experiments. This approach, proposed as an
alternative to the naive greedy decoding used in
CoT prompting (Wei et al., 2022), involves sam-
pling a diverse set of reasoning paths and select-
ing the most consistent answer by marginalizing
the sampled paths.

4.2 Commonsense Reasoning

Dataset description. For commonsense reason-
ing, we consider the StrategyQA dataset (Geva
etal., 2021), which includes questions that require
implicit reasoning strategies. For example, the
question “Did Aristotle use a laptop?” requires
implicit decomposition into reasoning steps, while
the question “Was Aristotle alive when the laptop
was invented?” explicitly specifies the reasoning
process. The StrategyQA dataset includes 2, 290
training examples, each consisting of a question
(Q), a yes/no answer (A), a decomposition (D),
evidence paragraphs (E), and supporting facts (F).
On average, each question requires about 2.93 rea-
soning steps and 2.33 evidence paragraphs. In ad-
dition, a development set is constructed by ran-
domly sampling 10% of the training examples
(i.e., 229 examples). The answer distribution is
roughly balanced, with approximately 47% "yes"
questions in both the training and development

sets. Unless otherwise specified, the models are
evaluated on the development set? for StrategyQA.

Implementation details. In this part, we uti-
lize Wikipedia as the external knowledge base
KCB. For each sentence in the explanation of ev-
ery reasoning path, we first apply BM25 (Robert-
son et al., 2009) to retrieve the top 10 most rele-
vant paragraphs from Wikipedia. In particular, we
use the re-implementation of the sparse retrieval
BM25* in Karpukhin et al. (2020) from Pyserini
(Lin et al., 2021). Subsequently, we use the pre-
trained MPNet model (Song et al., 2020) to se-
lect the most similar paragraph based on the cosine
similarity between the sentence embeddings of the
retrieved paragraph and the sentence. We then
employ a pre-trained natural language inference
(NLI) model (Nie et al., 2020) to obtain the en-
tailment and contradiction scores for the sentence,
treating the most similar paragraph as the premise.
The faithfulness of each reasoning path is then
calculated using fxp(-) based on the entailment
scores, contradiction scores, and MPNet similari-
ties of all sentences in the explanation of the rea-
soning path. The final prediction for each ques-
tion is obtained through faithful inference (Equa-
tion 1). More details about fx5(-) can be found in
Appendix A.2.

4.3 Temporal Reasoning

Dataset description. In this experiment, we use
the TempQuestions dataset (Jia et al., 2018) to
investigate temporal reasoning. This dataset in-
cludes 1,271 temporal questions that are divided
into four classes: explicit temporal, implicit tem-
poral, temporal answer, and ordinal constraints.
The questions are paired with their answers from
Freebase (Bollacker et al., 2008). To examine the
most challenging aspect of temporal reasoning, we
focus on the set of implicit temporal questions,
which contain implicit temporal expressions, in-
cluding free-text temporal expressions. For ex-
ample, the question “who was governor of oregon
when shanghai noon was released?” is an implicit
temporal question. To facilitate our analysis, we
only consider questions with a single answer, re-
sulting in a total of 175 examples. Of these ex-

3 As the annotations for the test set are not publicly avail-
able, we use the development set for evaluation. This allows
us to perform a more comprehensive analysis.

4We also experimented with DPR and BM25+DPR, and
found that BM25 outperformed these methods in our experi-
ments. More details can be found in Appendix A.3.



Methods Commonsense | Temporal | Tabular
Zero-shot prompting 58.08 28.40 82.00
Few-shot prompting 63.32 29.59 83.08
GPT-3 | Chain-of-thought prompting 65.94 33.14 83.33
Self-consistency 73.36 37.28 84.00
Rethinking with retrieval 77.73 39.05 84.83

Table 1: Performance of different methods using GPT-3 on three reasoning tasks.

amples, the first 6 are used for prompting, and the
remaining 169 are used for evaluation.

Implementation details. In this part, we utilize
Wikidata (Vrandeci¢ and Krotzsch, 2014) as the
external knowledge base KB, as it is the largest
publicly available knowledge graph, and the data
from Freebase has been migrated to Wikidata. To
incorporate this knowledge into our system, we
apply an entity linking system® to each sentence
in the explanation of each reasoning path to iden-
tify the corresponding Wikidata pages for all enti-
ties in the sentence. Next, we extract all temporal
relations from these relevant Wikidata pages and
use templates to convert these temporal relations
into sentences. This step generates a set of rele-
vant knowledge sentences for each sentence in the
explanation of each reasoning path. The final pre-
diction is then obtained by applying the procedure
described in Section 4.2, in which the retrieved
paragraphs are replaced with the relevant knowl-
edge sentences from the current part.

4.4 Tabular Reasoning

Dataset description. We consider the IN-
FOTABS dataset (Gupta et al., 2020) for tabu-
lar reasoning, which consists of 23, 738 human-
written textual hypotheses based on premises in
the form of tables extracted from 2,540 unique
Wikipedia info-boxes. We focus on the develop-
ment set, which includes 1, 800 hypotheses based
on 200 tables, and only consider entailed and con-
tradictory hypotheses as it is tricky to write CoT
demonstrations for neutral hypotheses. This re-
sults in a total of 1,200 hypotheses based on 200
tables for evaluation, with an equal number of en-
tailed and contradictory hypotheses.

Implementation details. In this part, we utilize
WordNet (Miller, 1995) and ConceptNet (Speer

SWe use the spacy entity linker: https://pypi.org/
project/spacy-entity—-linker/.

et al., 2017) as external knowledge bases. To con-
vert tables into textual premises, we follow the
same technique as in Varun et al. (2022). For each
premise-hypothesis pair, we follow the procedure
outlined in Varun et al. (2022) to retrieve rele-

vant word relation triples that connect the premise

. . , RelatedTo
and hypothesis words, such as “married”+———

“spouse”. These triples are then converted into
sentences using some simple templates. The re-
sulting sentences, along with the textual premises
from the tables, serve as relevant knowledge for
each sentence in the explanation of each reasoning
path. To obtain the final prediction, the procedure
described in Section 4.2 is applied, whereby the
retrieved paragraphs in Section 4.2 are replaced
with the relevant knowledge from the current part.

4.5 Evaluation

Experimental settings. In all experiments, we
utilize GPT-3 text-davinci-002 unless oth-
erwise stated. The maximum number of tokens for
generation during completion is set to 256. For
zero-shot, few-shot, and chain-of-thought prompt-
ing, the temperature is fixed at 0. For self-
consistency and rethinking with retrieval, we ran-
domly sample 10 outputs® with temperature 0.7.
Detailed prompts can be found in Appendix A.1.
We evaluate the performance of different methods
on commonsense and tabular reasoning using ac-
curacy, and on temporal reasoning using the exact
match metric as defined in Rajpurkar et al. (2016).

Results. As shown in Table 1, our proposed
method, rethinking with retrieval, consistently
outperforms all baselines on all three reasoning
tasks without requiring additional training or fine-
tuning. The results highlight the effectiveness of
our approach in leveraging external knowledge to
improve the performance of LLMs.

SFor commonsense reasoning, we sample 9 outputs, as we
have found that odd numbers of outputs tend to yield better
voting performance for self-consistency on StrategyQA.
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Wrong supporting facts Wrong inference
Question Was Lil Jon’s top ranked Billboard song a | Would the top of Mount Fuji stick out of
collaboration with a member of The Lox? | the Sea of Japan?
Answer No Yes
Lil Jon’s highest ranked billboard song | The average depth of the Sea of Japan is
was Yeah; Yeah was a collaboration be- | 5,748 feet (1,752 metres) and its maxi-
Facts tween Lil Jon, Usher, and Ludacris; The | mum depth is 12,276 feet (3,742 metres);
Lox is a rap trio consisting of: Styles P, | Mount Fuji is 3,776.24 metres (12,389.2
Sheek Louch, and Jadakiss. ft) tall.
Lil Jon’s top ranked Billboard song was
"Get Low" with the East Side Boyz. The | Mount Fuji is 3,776 meters tall. The
Lox is not a member of the East Side | Sea of Japan is about 3,741 meters deep.
GPT-3 | Boyz. Thus, Lil Jon’s top ranked Bill- | Thus, the top of Mount Fuji would not
board song was not a collaboration with | stick out of the Sea of Japan. So the an-
a member of The Lox. So the answer is | swer is no.
no.

Table 2: Examples of incorrect outputs from GPT-3 with CoT prompting.

5 Analysis

In this section, we perform a thorough analysis to
gain a deeper understanding of RR.

5.1 Limitations of LLMs in Reasoning

In this subsection, we present an analysis of GPT-
3 with CoT prompting on the StrategyQA dataset.
Upon closer examination of the outputs of GPT-
3, we observed that it can provide reasonable ex-
planations and correct predictions for a number
of questions. For example, when given the ques-
tion “Will the Albany in Georgia reach a hundred
thousand occupants before the one in New York?”,
GPT-3 produced the following output:

The Albany in New York has a pop-
ulation of about 98,000. The Albany
in Georgia has a population of about
77,000.

The above output consists of three components:
(1) supporting facts (in cyan) that are based on a
particular perspective, (2) chaining arguments (in
orange), and (3) a prediction (in green). Com-
ponents (1) and (2) contribute to the explanation.
Overall, the output exhibits a high level of quality.
However, we also observed that GPT-3 may occa-
sionally produce incorrect supporting facts for its
explanations or make incorrect inferences for its

Retrieval Commonsense | Tabular
Query-based 73.36 36.69
Decomposition-based 77.73 39.05
Table 3: Comparison of query-based and

decomposition-based retrieval on commonsense

and tabular reasoning.

predictions, despite generally being able to iden-
tify suitable perspectives.

Wrong supporting facts. As shown in Table 2,
GPT-3 provides the incorrect supporting fact for
Lil Jon’s top-ranked Billboard song, stating that
it was “Get Low” instead of the correct answer,
“Yeah”. However, it does have the correct per-
spective on how to answer the question, “Was Lil
Jon’s top ranked Billboard song a collaboration
with a member of The Lox?”.

Wrong inference. As shown in Table 2, GPT-3
makes an incorrect inference, stating that the top
of Mount Fuji “would not stick out” of the Sea of
Japan, rather than the correct answer, “would stick
out”. However, it does provide correct supporting
facts based on the appropriate perspective for the
question, “Would the top of Mount Fuji stick out of
the Sea of Japan?”.

5.2 Ablation Study

Importance of decomposition-based retrieval.
In our proposed method, we retrieve relevant ex-



Knowledge Tabular
External 79.92
Background 84.75
Background + External | 84.83

Table 4: Performance of RR with different types of
knowledge on tabular reasoning: external only, back-
ground only, and a combination of both. External
knowledge refers to WordNet and ConceptNet, while
background knowledge refers to the tables.

ternal knowledge based on the decomposed rea-
soning steps rather than the original query. To fur-
ther investigate the impact of this choice, we con-
ducted additional experiments in which we used
the original query for knowledge retrieval while
keeping other aspects of our method unchanged.
As shown in Table 3, the results for these experi-
ments are poor for both commonsense and tempo-
ral reasoning, indicating the importance of using
decomposition-based retrieval in our approach.

The impact of different types of knowledge.
For tabular reasoning, we use both external knowl-
edge (WordNet and ConceptNet) and background
knowledge (tables) in our experiments. In this
section, we further examine the effect of differ-
ent types of knowledge on the performance of our
proposed method. As shown in Table 4, the addi-
tional improvement gained by incorporating Wiki-
data and ConceptNet in addition to tables is lim-
ited, indicating that GPT-3 already captures many
word-level relations in these external knowledge
sources. In addition, the observed significant im-
provement in tabular reasoning from using tables
alone suggests that our proposed method can also
effectively leverage background knowledge.

5.3 Variations of the Proposed Approach

Basic approach: Weighting outputs. In Sec-
tion 3, we present a basic version of our proposal
for taking advantage of external knowledge. Our
basic approach involves weighting outputs as indi-
vidual units and using a voting mechanism to se-
lect the best-supported prediction. We can also di-
rectly choose the best-supported output, which in-
cludes both an explanation and a prediction, with-
out using voting. For example, in the running
example of “Did Aristotle use a laptop?” (see
more in Section 3), the third reasoning path Rj is
the output most supported by the knowledge para-

graphs K; and K.

Variant I: Fact selection. The first variant of
our approach involves selecting facts from the out-
puts of LLMs based on external knowledge. For
example, consider the running example of “Did
Aristotle use a laptop?”, where we only have ac-
cess to the first two reasoning paths, R; and Rs.
In this case, the first sentence in Ry and the sec-
ond sentence in R; are supported by knowledge
K7 and K>, respectively. Therefore, the first vari-
ant would output the first sentence in Ry and the
second sentence in R; as the supporting facts.

Variant II: Fact generation. The second vari-
ant of our approach involves generating facts
based on both the outputs of LLMs and external
knowledge. For example, consider the running ex-
ample of “Did Aristotle use a laptop?”, where we
only have access to the first reasoning path R;.
The second sentence in R; is supported by the sec-
ond knowledge paragraph K. However, the first
sentence is not supported by any evidence para-
graphs. We can generate questions about the first
sentence, such as “When did Aristotle die?” and
use the first knowledge paragraph K to generate
anew fact: “Aristotle died in 322BC.”. As aresult,
the second variant would output the generated fact
“Aristotle died in 322 BC.” and the second sen-
tence in R; as the supporting facts.

Inference with supporting facts. For the two
variants of our approach, we only have the sup-
porting facts and need to perform a final inference
step to obtain the corresponding prediction. One
option for this inference is to use LLMs, but they
can be costly (Brown et al., 2020) or difficult to
use (Zhang et al., 2022). An alternative is to use an
off-the-shelf model for inference with supporting
facts, such as UnifiedQA (Khashabi et al., 2020,
2022). As discussed in Appendix A.5, UnifiedQA
is more robust to noisy supporting facts than GPT-
3. We thus use the second version of UnifiedQA,
UnifiedQA-v2 (Khashabi et al., 2022), for the final
step of inference.

Experimental settings. In this part, we focus
on commonsense reasoning and use the evidence
paragraphs provided in StrategyQA as the rele-
vant knowledge, rather than the retrieved para-
graphs discussed in Section 4.2. To evaluate the
quality of the explanations, we adopt the best met-
ric for factual consistency evaluation in Honovich
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Figure 2: The effect of LM size on the performance of our proposed method (Variant II) and CoT prompting. We
use various sizes of OPT models, with the exception of the 175B model, which is GPT-3.

Methods Accuracy (%) | Faithfulness (%)
CoT prompting 65.94 38.73
Basic (w/o voting) 76.86 50.02
Variant [ 78.60 54.11
Variant II 78.60 54.54

Table 5: Comparison of various variations of RR and
the CoT prompting baseline on StrategyQA using evi-
dence paragraphs.

etal. (2022). For simplicity, we use the pre-trained
NLI model released by Nie et al. (2020) to com-
pute the NLI-based metric, rather than fine-tuning
T5-11B (Raffel et al., 2020) ourselves. The imple-
mentation details of the two variants can be found
in Appendix A.4.

Results. Table 5 illustrates that the fact selec-
tion and fact generation variants of our proposal
improve the faithfulness of the supporting facts in
explanations, leading to increased prediction ac-
curacy compared to the basic approach without
voting. Across all variations of our proposal, we
observe significant improvements in both predic-
tion accuracy and the faithfulness of explanations
when compared to the CoT prompting baseline.

The incorporation of a voting mechanism leads
to an increased prediction accuracy of 79.91% for
the basic approach. Comparison with the perfor-
mance (i.e., 77.73%) of the same approach us-
ing retrieved paragraphs rather than evidence para-
graphs in Table 1 demonstrates that retrieved para-
graphs are also effective for our proposal, as both
significantly outperform the voting baseline, self-
consistency (i.e., 73.36%), as shown in Table 1.

It is noteworthy that UnifiedQA performs
poorly on StrategyQA, achieving an accuracy of
only 58.95%. However, when provided with
gold supporting facts in StrategyQA, UnifiedQA
demonstrates excellent performance with an accu-
racy of 90.83%. This suggests that UnifiedQA is
suitable for last-step inference, but not effective
for answering questions in StrategyQA.

5.4 Impact of the Size of LMs

In this subsection, we examine the effect of the
size of LMs on the performance of our proposed
method, specifically in the context of the fact gen-
eration variant. We compare the performance of
our method using various sizes of OPT models
(Zhang et al., 2022) in addition to GPT-3 (175B)
using the same experimental setup as in Sec-
tion 5.3. As shown in Figure 2, our proposed
method (Variant II) consistently outperforms CoT
prompting in terms of both prediction accuracy
and the faithfulness of explanations, even when
using smaller LMs.

6 Conclusion

In conclusion, the proposed approach is a promis-
ing solution for utilizing external knowledge to as-
sist LLMs. Unlike traditional methods, RR does
not require additional training or fine-tuning, mak-
ing it a lightweight and feasible option for LLMs.
Through extensive experiments on three reason-
ing tasks using GPT-3, we have shown that RR is
able to produce more faithful explanations and im-
prove the performance of LLMs. In the future, we
plan to investigate various variations of RR to en-
hance its effectiveness and efficiency in augment-
ing LLMs with external knowledge.
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A Appendix

In this section, we provide additional details on
our experimental setup. Further information can
be found in our code.

A.1 Detailed Prompts

We adopt the same CoT prompt for commonsense
reasoning (i.e., StrategyQA) as those presented in
Wei et al. (2022). The CoT prompt for tempo-
ral reasoning is provided in Table 6. For tabular
reasoning, we adopt the method of Brown et al.
(2020) for converting NLI into QA for RTE (Da-
gan et al., 2005), and randomly sample 6 examples
from the training data to construct the prompt, as
shown in Table 8. The few-shot prompt utilizes
the same exemplars as the CoT prompt and does
not involve CoT reasoning processes.

A.2 Description of Faithfulness Functions

For a sentence s, we denote its MPNet similarity,
entailment score, and contradiction score as M (s),
E(s), and C(s), respectively. In our experiments,
the corresponding thresholds for these scores are
Ty = 0.5,T, = 0.6, and T, = 0.99. Given the
entailment scores, contradiction scores, and MP-
Net similarities of all supporting facts (denoted as
S) in the explanation of a reasoning path R, differ-
ent faithfulness functions fiz(+) can be adopted in
different settings as follows:

() fks(R) = Zses[ (8) x (M(s) >=Tp)+
E(s) x (M(s) <Tm) — C(s)]

(

(

2) fxs(R) = X sesM(s) + E(s)]

() fis(R) = X geslE(s) x (B(s) >= Te) —
C(s) x (C(s) >=T.)]

In Section 4, we employ function (1) for com-
monsense and tabular reasoning. For temporal rea-
soning, we use function (2) as the distinct nature of
sentences converted from temporal relations leads
to unreliable contradiction scores. In Sections 5.3-
5.4, we use function (3) for commonsense reason-
ing with evidence paragraphs, as the high quality
of the relevant knowledge negates the need for the
complementary use of the MPNet similarity to im-
prove the entailment score.

A.3 Comparison of Retrieval Systems

For commonsense reasoning, we utilized different
retrieval systems in Karpukhin et al. (2020) to re-
trieve relevant paragraphs from Wikipedia. The

performance of BM25, DPR, and BM25+DPR
were 77.73%, 58.52%, and 77.29%, respectively,
indicating that BM2S5 is the best choice in our case.

A.4 Implementation Details for the Two
Variants of RR

Fact selection implementation details. In this
work, we utilize the information present in the top-
ranked output produced by our basic approach as
a guide. To this end, we apply a greedy clustering
algorithm to group the sentences from all outputs
into distinct topic categories based on the cosine
similarity of their MPNet sentence embeddings.
For each fact in the top-ranked output of our ba-
sic approach, we identify the fact with the highest
faithfulness within the same topic group and re-
place it in the output. The faithfulness of a fact is
calculated using the fig function by replacing the
supporting facts with a single fact.

Fact generation implementation details. In
this part, we generate questions for the named en-
tities present in each fact of the top-ranked output
produced by our basic approach, and retrieve the
corresponding answers from the evidence para-
graphs using UnifiedQA. We employ the ques-
tion generation model described in Deutsch et al.
(2021), which has been shown to be more ex-
tractive compared to other models as demon-
strated in Fabbri et al. (2021). We adopt the
question filtering approach proposed in Honovich
et al. (2021) using an off-the-shelf extractive
QA model (ktrapeznikov/albert-xlarge-v2-squad-
v2 from Hugging Face (Wolf et al., 2020)). We
then use an off-the-shelf model (MarkS/bart-base-
ga2d from Hugging Face) to convert the generated
QA pairs into declarative sentences. We apply
simple rules based on the entailment and contra-
diction scores of the selected facts from the fact se-
lection variant and the generated declarative sen-
tences to obtain the final generated facts.

A.5 Comparison of Different Inference
Methods with Supporting Facts

In our experiments, we utilize UnifiedQA for the
final step of inference in both variants. However,
it is worth noting that GPT-3 could also be used
for this purpose. As shown in Table 7, we observe
that UnifiedQA performs better at inference with
generated facts, while GPT-3 with CoT prompt-
ing performs better with empty or gold facts. This
suggests that UnifiedQA is more robust to noisy



Q: who was governor of minnesota when maathaad maathaadu mallige was released?

A: Maathaad Maathaadu Mallige was released on 24 August 2007. Tim Pawlenty served as the 39th gov-
ernor of Minnesota from 2003 to 2011. Thus, Tim Pawlenty was governor of minnesota when maathaad
maathaadu mallige was released. So the answer is Tim Pawlenty.

Q: who was us president during the costa rican civil war?

A: The Costa Rican civil war was a civil war in Costa Rica from 12 March to 24 April 1948. Harry S.
Truman was the 33rd president of the United States, serving from 1945 to 1953. Thus, Harry S. Truman
was us president during the costa rican civil war. So the answer is Harry S. Truman.

Q: who was governor of oregon when the collector was released?

A: The Collector premiered at the Cannes Film Festival on May 20, 1965. Mark Hatfield served as the
29th governor of Oregon from 1959 to 1967. Thus, Mark Hatfield was governor of oregon when the
collector was released. So the answer is Mark Hatfield.

Q: who was governor of oregon when shanghai noon was released?

A: Shanghai Noon was released on May 26, 2000. John Kitzhaber served as the 35th governor of Oregon
from 1995 to 2003. Thus, John Kitzhaber was governor of oregon when shanghai noon was released. So
the answer is John Kitzhaber.

Q: who was us president when john andrew shulze was a teenager?

A: John Andrew Shulze was born on July 19, 1775. A teenager is someone who is between 13 and 19
years old. George Washington served as the first president of the United States from 1789 to 1797. Thus,
George Washington was us president when john andrew shulze was a teenager. So the answer is George
Washington.

Q: who was us president during the seventh coalition?

A: The War of the Seventh Coalition was from 20 March to 8 July 1815. James Madison served as the
fourth president of the United States from 1809 to 1817. Thus, James Madison was us president during
the seventh coalition. So the answer is James Madison.

Table 6: The CoT prompt for temporal reasoning.

Methods Accuracy (%)
GPT-3 (zero-shot) 58.08
Empty facts GPT-3 (CoT) 65.94
UnifiedQA 58.95
GPT-3 (zero-shot) 81.66
Gold facts GPT-3 (CoT) 91.70
UnifiedQA 90.83
GPT-3 (zero-shot) 69.87
Generated facts GPT-3 (CoT) 76.42
UnifiedQA 78.60

Table 7: Comparison of different inference methods on
empty, gold, and generated facts.

inputs compared to GPT-3. Additionally, both
UnifiedQA and GPT-3 with CoT prompting signif-
icantly outperform GPT-3 with zero-shot prompt-
ing, indicating that the CoT prompting is also ben-
eficial for the final step of inference.



Charles Sumner Tainter was Born on April 25, 1854 ( 1854-04-25 ) Watertown, Massachusetts, U.S..
Charles Sumner Tainter was Died on April 20, 1940 ( 1940-04-21 ) (aged 85) San Diego, California,
U.S.. The Nationality of Charles Sumner Tainter are American. The Known for of Charles Sumner
Tainter are Photophone, phonograph Father Of The Speaking Machine.

Question: Charles Sumner Tainter never left the state of Massachusetts. True or False?

Answer: Charles Sumner Tainter was died in San Diego, California, U.S.. California is a state. Thus,
Charles Sumner Tainter has left the state of Massachusetts. So the answer is false.

The Region of Curitiba are South. The Elevation of Curitiba are 934.6 m (3,066.3 ft). The Density of
Curitiba are 4,062/km 2 (10,523/sq mi). The Metro density of Curitiba are 210.9/km 2 (546.2/sq mi).
Question: Curitiba is above sea level. True or False?

Answer: The elevation of Curitiba are 934.6 m (3,066.3 ft). Elevation is a hypernym of level. Thus,
Curitiba is above sea level. So the answer is true.

Charles (Prince of Wales) was Born on 14 November 1948 ( 1948-11-14 ) (age 70) Buckingham Palace,
London, England. The Spouse of Charles (Prince of Wales) are Lady Diana Spencer ( m. 1981 ; div.
1996 ) , and Camilla Parker Bowles ( m. 2005 ). The Issue of Charles (Prince of Wales) are Prince
William, Duke of Cambridge , and Prince Harry, Duke of Sussex.

Question: Charles was born in 1948 and has been married twice. True or False?

Answer: Charles (Prince of Wales) was Born on 14 November 1948. The Spouse of Charles (Prince of
Wales) are Lady Diana Spencer ( m. 1981 ; div. 1996 ), and Camilla Parker Bowles ( m. 2005 ). Married
is related to spouse. Thus, Charles was born in 1948 and has been married twice. So the answer is true.
The Born of Idris Elba are 6 September 1972 (age 46) Hackney, London, England. The Residence of
Idris Elba are London. The Other names of Idris Elba are DJ Big Driis, Big Driis the Londoner, Big
Driis, and 7 Dub. The Occupation of Idris Elba are Actor, producer, director, musician, and DJ.
Question: Idris Elba is an English entertainer. True or False?

Answer: The residence of Idris Elba is London. English is related to London. The occupation of Idris
Elba are actor, producer, director, musician, and DJ. Actor is a hyponym of entertainer. Musician is a
hyponym of entertainer. DJ is an entertainer. Thus, Idris Elba is an English entertainer. So the answer
is true.

The Breed of Jean, the Vitagraph Dog are Scotch Collie. The Sex of Jean, the Vitagraph Dog are Female.
The Born of Jean, the Vitagraph Dog are 1902 Eastport, Maine. The Years active of Jean, the Vitagraph
Dog are 1909 - 1916.

Question: Jean, the Vitagraph Dog was a Golden Retriever which perform in circus. True or False?
Answer: The Breed of Jean, the Vitagraph Dog are Scotch Collie. Collie is a hyponym of dog. Retriever
is a hyponym of dog. Thus, Jean, the Vitagraph Dog was not a Golden Retriever which perform in circus.
So the answer is false.

The Studio of Hydrograd are Sphere Studios, North Hollywood, Los Angeles. The Genre of Hydrograd
are Hard rock. The Label of Hydrograd are Roadrunner. The Producer of Hydrograd are Jay Ruston.
Question: Hydrograd is in the rap genre. True or False?

Answer: The Genre of Hydrograd are Hard rock. Rap is distinct from rock. Thus, Hydrograd is not in
the rap genre. So the answer is false.

Table 8: The CoT prompt for tabular reasoning.



