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Abstract. Retrieval-augmented large language models (LLMs)
leverage relevant content retrieved by information retrieval systems
to generate correct responses, aiming to alleviate the hallucina-
tion problem. However, existing retriever-responder methods typi-
cally append relevant documents to the prompt of LLMs to per-
form text generation tasks without considering the interaction of
fine-grained structural semantics between the retrieved documents
and the LLMs. This issue is particularly important for accurate re-
sponse generation as LLMs tend to “lose in the middle” when deal-
ing with input prompts augmented with lengthy documents. In this
work, we propose a new pipeline named “Reinforced Retriever-
Reorder-Responder” (R4) to learn document orderings for retrieval-
augmented LLMs, thereby further enhancing their generation abili-
ties while the large numbers of parameters of LLMs remain frozen.
The reordering learning process is divided into two steps according
to the quality of the generated responses: document order adjust-
ment and document representation enhancement. Specifically, doc-
ument order adjustment aims to organize retrieved document order-
ings into beginning, middle, and end positions based on graph atten-
tion learning, which maximizes the reinforced reward of response
quality. Document representation enhancement further refines the
representations of retrieved documents for responses of poor quality
via document-level gradient adversarial learning. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate that our proposed pipeline achieves better factual
question-answering performance on knowledge-intensive tasks com-
pared to strong baselines across various public datasets. The source
codes and trained models will be released upon paper acceptance.

1 Introduction

Recently, large language models (LLMs) have attracted extensive
attention, which are typically pre-trained on large datasets and
implicitly store substantial amounts of world or domain knowl-
edge [33, 45]. However, LLMs are also prone to the hallucination
problem, and thus, they may generate erroneous responses [49]. In
contrast, retrieval-augmented LLMs [17, 10, 47, 35] retrieve knowl-
edge from an external datastore when needed, thereby reducing hal-
lucinations and increasing the knowledge coverage in responses.
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In the literature, there are two major research aspects in this field:
(1) Datastore Indexing [17, 10, 44, 48] and (2) Document
Retrieval [35, 27]. For Datastore Indexing, these ap-
proaches utilize pre-trained models to generate static embeddings
for documents, which are viewed as mounted external memory, and
they leverage various semantic similarities to enhance indexing. For
Document Retrieval, the system initially retrieves a collection
of relevant documents based on the semantic relevance between the
user query and the documents. Then, the LLMs concatenate these
highly related documents in an unordered manner to the prompt in-
put [4], which makes LLMs better at answering factual questions.
These methods essentially organize the information related to the
user query from the perspective of coarse-grained memory , ignoring
the fine-grained relationships between retrieved documents and the
knowledge mastery characteristics of LLMs [14, 22]. For instance,
the ordering of the top-K retrieved documents can be further ad-
justed to enhance the performance of retrieval-augmented LLMs in
answering questions more accurately, as illustrated in Figure 1.

In this paper, we propose the Reinforced Retriever-Reorder-
Responder framework (R4) to formalize a new retrieval-augmented
generation (RAG) pipeline. To reorder the retrieved top-K docu-
ments and enhance the response effectiveness of the LLMs, we di-
vide the reorder learning process into the following two steps:
Document Order Adjustment: Prior research indicates that LLMs
have a better recall of information at the beginning and the ending po-
sitions of retrieved documents in prompts [14, 22]. Hence, we have
developed a graph-based reinforcement module that dynamically ad-
justs the ordering of retrieved documents in the prompt, according
to the reward scores of graph document nodes. This module assigns
important documents related to the query to positions as close as pos-
sible to the beginning or the end of the prompt while moving less rel-
evant documents towards the middle. Thus, the documents are con-
tinuously adjusted to better orderings through the iterative feedback.
Document Representation Enhancement: In cases of poorly gen-
erated responses, we enhance the representations of retrieved docu-
ments obtained from document graph learning, thereby avoiding the
online computational burden of retrieving new documents for the
prompt. Here, we employ gradient adversarial learning to capture
the gradient of each token position, which is considered as enhanced
semantics concatenated with the learned document representations.
Subsequently, we apply a similar document order adjustment learn-
ing step with the aim of generating improved responses.

In the experiments, we compare our R4 framework against various
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Figure 1: Different paradigms of retrieval-augmented approaches, including the traditional retriever-responder approach and our reinforced
retriever-reorder-responder framework. Our pipeline emphasizes the importance of learning the key retrieved documents’ ordering structure
to assist LLMs in better addressing user queries related to factual knowledge (Best viewed in color).

baselines w.r.t. retrieval-augmented LLMs. The tasks include gen-
erative question-answering (QA), multi-choice QA, and dialogue-
related tasks. Results show that R4 significantly outperforms all base-
lines, thereby demonstrating the effectiveness of our approach.

2 Related Work
Large Language Models. The rapid advancement of LLMs is pre-
cipitating a revolutionary transformation in NLP. In recent years, sig-
nificant advancements in LLMs such as GPT-3 [3], ChatGPT [30]
and GPT-4 [1] have yielded groundbreaking performance in various
NLP tasks. Concurrently, there has been a surge in the development
of open-source LLMs based on LLAMA [40] and other foundational
models such as Alpaca [39], which can be fine-tuned for specific ap-
plications. These models have achieved breakthroughs across a spec-
trum of tasks and some have been integrated as commercial products
in everyday workflows [50, 42].
Retrieval-augmented Models. Augmenting language models with
relevant information retrieved from various knowledge sources has
proven to be effective in improving performance on diverse NLP
tasks, including language modeling [17, 24] and open-domain ques-
tion answering [12]. Specifically, (1) a retriever first obtains a set
of documents (i.e., sequences of tokens) from a corpus, based on
the input query, and then (2) a language model integrates the re-
trieved documents as additional context to produce a final predic-
tion. This retrieval approach can be incorporated into both encoder-
decoder [12] and decoder-only models [17, 34, 31]. For instance, At-
las [12] fine-tunes an encoder-decoder model along with a retriever
by treating documents as latent variables, while REALM [8] adapts
a decoder-only architecture to include retrieved texts and pre-trains
the model anew. These methods necessitate updating the parameters
of the model through gradient descent, an approach unsuitable for
black-box LLMs. Another strand of research on retrieval-augmented
LLMs, such as kNN-LM [17] and TRIME [52], introduces a sys-
tem that retrieves a set of tokens and interpolates between the LLM’s
next-token distribution and kNN distributions computed from the re-
trieved tokens during inference. Concurrent studies [23, 36] indicate
that using a static retriever can enhance GPT-3’s [3] performance in
open-domain question answering.

However, existing retrieval-augmented LLMs tend to only utilize
the external sources by directly appending them to the query, while
overlooking the nuanced structural and semantic interplay between

the order of the retrieved documents and the LLMs.

3 Methodology

3.1 Model Overview and Important Notations

We introduce three main modules of our R4 framework for
retrieval-augmented LLMs, namely Retriever, Reorder, and
Responder. An overview of our framework is shown in Figure 3.
The Retriever module retrieves the query related documents to
enhance the semantic understanding abilities of LLMs for answering
factual questions. To further utilize the characteristics of positions in
prompts [22], we propose the Reorder module to adjust the posi-
tions of retrieved documents. Finally, we concatenate the query and
the adjusted documents as the input for the following inference and
training in the Responder module.

We state some basic notations as follows. The hidden representa-
tions of a collection of retrieved documents (d1, d2, . . . , dn) are de-
noted as (hd1 , dd2 , . . . , hdn) and hdi ∈ Rd1 , where n is the number
of the retrieved documents related to a user query and d1 is dimen-
sion of the output representation of the dense encoder (i.e., BERT
[6]). During the graph learning process, the hidden representations
of pseudo document nodes hps ∈ Rd1 (which include three position
types) are aggregated from the corresponding documents assigned to
certain positions.

3.2 Retriever

In our implementation, we utilize the Dense Passage Retriever (DPR)
[16] to retrieve relevant Wikipedia documents3 in response to a
user query. The DPR employs a dense encoder (e.g., BERT [6])
to encode texts into context-aware representations, retrieving the
top-K documents whose embeddings are nearest to that of the
query. The similarity between a document and the query is computed
as: sim(que, doc) = EQ(que)

T ·ED(doc) where que and doc rep-
resent the query and the document, respectively, and EQ and ED

denote the corresponding encoders.

3 https://www.wikipedia.org/

https://www.wikipedia.org/


3.3 Reorder

In this section, we present our document reordering technique, which
adjusts the ordering of documents in the input prompt. Ideally, piv-
otal information (i.e., Query-related Documents) should be fore-
grounded and placed at the beginning and end to augment the LLM’s
capacity to respond accurately to user queries [14, 22].

3.3.1 Document Order Adjustment

According to [22], retrieved documents can be organized into three
positional segments: beginning, middle, and end, as the prompt’s ini-
tial and final parts significantly influence the response’s effective-
ness. In this component, we employ document graph learning to
derive representations for each document in the graph and catego-
rize document nodes into positions of {beginning,mid, end}. Sub-
sequently, a reinforcement-based mechanism is employed to refine
the graph’s structure. This enhances the coherence among document
nodes in proximal positions with analogous relevance, and distances
contrasting nodes with discrepant meanings.

(1) Heterogeneous Query-Document Graph Construction: The
process for constructing a heterogeneous graph comprising queries
and documents is depicted in Figure 2 and involves the two parts:

i) Homogeneous Document Graph: We start by fully connecting all
retrieved documents, regardless of their positions. Next, we intro-
duce positional pseudo document nodes for each position type.
The representation of the node is the mean pooled representations
of document nodes assigned to the position, which serves as a uni-
fied semantic hub.

ii) Heterogeneous Query-Document Graph: The query node is at the
core of the heterogeneous graph. Each positional pseudo docu-
ment node is connected to the query node to form the overall
structure. Furthermore, to integrate the retrieved documents with
the query, we establish additional connections from all document
nodes to the query. These connections facilitate the learning of
graph representations during the feedback training phase.

As training progresses, the edges among the nodes dynamically
evolve, guided by the graph rewards.

(2) Node Initialization: We utilize BERT [6] to initialize the
representations of document nodes. Given that each document is
composed of multiple tokens, we adopt self-attentive pooling [21]
over these tokens to aggregate their information into a single doc-
ument representation, denoted as hdi . Subsequently, we arbitrar-
ily cluster all document nodes into three categories (i.e., position
types), corresponding to their assigned positions. To promote the
graph learning propagation process between nodes stably [19], we
construct a pseudo node in each positions. The representation for
each positional pseudo node, hpsτ , is computed as the average of
the hidden states of document nodes within the category. Specif-
ically, hpsτ = Avg(hdi , . . . , hdj ), where the document nodes
(di, . . . , dj) are uniformly associated with one of the position types
τ ∈ {beginning,mid, end}.

(3) Node Representation Learning: To facilitate the learning of
these types, we adapt the R-GCN model [32]. Consider the hidden
representation of the graph layer at layer (l + 1) as:

H(l+1) = σ
(
Ã ·H(l) ·W (l)

A +H(l) ·W (l)
d

)
(1)

where Ã ∈ R|Nd|×|Nd| represents the fully connected adjacency ma-
trix including nodes and self-connections, with Nd being the set of

Beginning Middle End
STEP-1: Homogeneous Retrieved Doc. Graph

STEP-2: Heterogeneous Query-Doc. Graph

Query

Edge Type Node Type

Query

Beginning Doc.

Middle Doc.

End Doc.

Begin. Pseudo Doc.

Middle Pseudo Doc.

End Pseudo Doc.

Query Query

Figure 2: Illustration of the heterogeneous graph construction process
between a query and retrieved documents within the R4 framework.

all document nodes in the graph. W (l)
A and W

(l)
d are the layer-specific

trainable parameters, and σ denotes the activation function. The in-
dex l refers to the layer number. Given that query nodes connected to
different neighboring documents can exhibit varying degrees of rel-
evance, our model dynamically learns the adjacency matrix Ã. This
learning process incorporates two types of attention mechanisms:

• Position-level Attention: For a given query node nq , this atten-
tion mechanism is designed to evaluate the significance of various
document positions that neighbor nq . We aggregate the hidden
states of all neighboring document nodes n′

d assigned a specific
positional document type τ into their composite representation
hτ =

∑
n′
d
hn′

d
. The attention scores for the three distinct po-

sitional node types are then computed based on their relation to
the query node, calculated as follows:

ατ = σ
(
µT
τ [hndWnd ⊕ hτWτ ]

)
Wα + bα (2)

where µT
τ represents the attention vector specific to positional type

τ , and ⊕ denotes concatenation. The matrices Wnd , Wτ , Wα, and
the bias term bα are trainable parameters. The normalized atten-
tion scores ατ for each position type are given by:

ατ =
exp (ατ )∑

τ ′∈Γ exp (ατ ′)
,

with Γ = {beginning,mid, end}.
• Node-level Attention: Given a specific query node nq , the impor-

tance of neighboring document nodes n′
d varies across the differ-

ent position types τ . To address this, we compute the attention at
the node level:

βnqn
′
d
= σ

(
νT
nq

· ατ

[
Wnqhnq ⊕Wn′

d
hn′

d

])
(3)

where νT
nq

denotes the node-level attention vector, and ατ is the
weight assigned to document positions by the previous attention
mechanism. νT

nq
, Wnq , and Wn′

d
are learnable parameters. The

normalized weights for the document nodes are computed as:

βnqn
′
d
=

exp
(
βnqn

′
d

)
∑

n′
d
∈Nd

exp
(
β′
nqn

′
d

) (4)
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Figure 3: Model Overview. Document Order Adjustment: document positions are dynamically adjusted in the clusters according to the
feedback. Document Representation Enhancement: document representations are updated by the weight gradient of the training
loss (Best viewed in color).

Finally, we incorporate the aforementioned attention mechanisms
to refine the adjacency matrix Ã in Equation 1. Specifically, the el-
ement located at the intersection of the nq-th row and n′

d-th col-
umn within Ã is substituted with βnqn

′
d

. Through this process, graph
node representations, denoted by hdi , are obtained via the Node
Representation Learning. The representations encapsulate
the contextual information distilled through both position-level and
node-level attention, thereby enabling a more nuanced understanding
of the document-query relationships within our model.

(4) Reinforced Order Adjustment: We employ a reinforcement
learning (RL) strategy aimed at dynamically adjusting the node posi-
tions within the graph according to the generative quality of answers.
Specifically, our RL method involves manipulating the node distribu-
tion, essentially pushing and pulling nodes across different positional
categories, guided by the interaction with the pseudo node of each
set. This approach allows for an adaptive reorganization of nodes,
optimizing the arrangement based on the latent learning preferences
of the LLM, and reinforcing the model’s ability to prioritize critical
information effectively.
State: We extract the hidden representation for each document in the
graph, denoted as hdi . Due to the possibility of adjusting each node
in the graph to other positions, these representations couple with the
aggregated representations of pseudo nodes, constitute the state Si:

Si = [hdi ⊕ hpsbe ⊕ hpsmid ⊕ hpsend ] (5)

Policy: The RL policy, πθ , delineates a probabilistic approach to-
wards predicting the most strategic document position. It utilizes the
current state Si to propose an action ai, expressed as:

πθ(ai | Si) = P (ai | Si) (6)

where θ indicates trainable parameters.
Action: The RL action entails selecting a suitable document position,
informed by the corresponding pseudo node. The choice for the i-th
document node is represented by a one-hot vector:

ai = {1, · · · , 0} ∈ R3, ai ∼ πθ(ai | Si) (7)

with 1 signifying the document’s affiliation to a selected positional
set, and 0 indicating non-affiliation.

Reward: Our objective is to enhance the model’s proficiency in ac-
curately allocating documents to positions. The reward is quanti-
fied by the semantic similarity between the document node and the
pseudo node selected by the action: ri = sim(hdi , h

a
psτ ) where ha

psτ

is the action-selected pseudo node’s representation. The cumulative
reward is determined as Rcum =

∑N
i=1 ri, leading to the objective:

Jθ = Esi,ai,ri

[
N∑
i=1

ri

]
(8)

We employ the policy gradient method [37] through the implemen-
tation of the REINFORCE algorithm [46], augmented with a baseline
mechanism [43] to optimize our RL objective efficiently.

3.3.2 Document Representation Enhancement

Occasionally, the R4 pipeline may not align well with ground-truth
responses, prompting a need for further optimization of document
representations. To achieve this without incurring significant compu-
tational overhead, we leverage already retrieved documents for se-
mantic enhancement rather than fetching new documents from the
datastore. We begin by computing the document-level gradient g of
our total loss function Ltotal with respect to each document’s hidden
representation hdi , and the model parameters θ:

gi = ∇hdi
Ltotal(hdi ; θ) (9)

This gradient is then used to generate a corresponding gradient per-
turbation, ptadvi , through differentiation: ptadvi = ϵ · gi

∥gi∥
where

∥gi∥ denotes the norm of gradient gi, and ϵ is a hyper-parameter
configuring the scale of this norm. Consequently, the enhanced doc-
ument representation is formulated as:

h̃di = hdi ⊕ ptadvi (10)

which employs element-wise addition between vectors. These re-
fined document vectors are then reintegrated into the Document
Order Adjustment module for improved fine-tuning, ordered
based on their rewarded positions ri.



Table 1: General results of our R4 model over the public datasets. T-tests demonstrate the improvements of our work are statistically significant
with p<0.05.

Rogue-1 Bleu-4Dataset Model 10 15 20 Avg. 10 15 20 Avg.

REALM 32.3 35.6 36.7 34.9(±0.4) 7.08 7.22 7.23 7.18(±0.24)

ICR 40.4 41.7 42.0 41.4(±0.3) 7.59 7.61 7.68 7.63(±0.21)

REPLUG 41.9 43.8 44.6 43.4(±0.2) 7.46 7.48 7.65 7.53(±0.20)

Selfmem 42.6 43.5 45.9 44.0(±0.3) 7.51 7.63 7.79 7.64(±0.16)

SELF-RAG 42.7 45.4 46.2 44.8(±0.4) 7.25 7.72 7.87 7.61(±0.27)

FILCO 39.2 41.1 45.3 41.9(±0.1) 7.36 7.44 7.89 7.56(±0.13)

LongLLMLingua 38.1 42.2 44.5 41.6(±0.3) 7.15 7.29 7.26 7.23(±0.14)

NQ

Ours 44.7 46.5 47.5 46.2(±0.1) 7.93 8.14 8.63 8.2(±0.08)

REALM 22.6 23.9 24.2 23.6(±0.3) 6.41 6.55 6.82 6.59(±0.19)

ICR 25.2 26.5 26.8 26.2(±0.2) 7.59 7.60 7.78 7.66(±0.09)

REPLUG 27.0 27.3 28.1 27.5(±0.2) 7.47 7.66 7.83 7.65(±0.15)

Selfmem 26.1 26.4 27.9 26.8(±0.4) 7.65 7.72 7.89 7.75(±0.24)

SELF-RAG 26.8 27.1 27.6 27.2(±0.1) 7.73 7.87 7.95 7.85(±0.07)

FILCO 27.5 27.7 28.0 27.7(±0.3) 7.80 7.83 8.01 7.88(±0.14)

LongLLMLingua 26.9 27.5 27.9 27.4(±0.1) 7.92 7.84 8.13 7.96(±0.11)

TriviaQA

Ours 28.8 28.9 29.3 29.0(±0.2) 8.29 8.52 8.74 8.51(±0.11)

REALM 20.2 21.6 22.4 21.4(±0.5) 7.60 7.96 8.01 7.86(±0.36)

ICR 20.8 22.7 24.3 22.6(±0.4) 8.29 8.42 8.74 8.48(±0.25)

REPLUG 21.5 23.2 23.8 22.8(±0.2) 8.37 8.53 8.69 8.53(±0.13)

Selfmem 22.7 23.6 24.1 23.5(±0.4) 8.43 8.66 8.85 8.65(±0.21)

KnowledGPT 21.6 23.9 24.4 23.3(±0.2) 8.64 8.81 8.90 8.78(±0.15)

SELF-RAG 22.1 24.3 24.6 23.7(±0.3) 8.57 8.76 9.03 8.79(±0.19)

FILCO 23.4 24.5 24.9 24.3(±0.2) 8.91 9.05 9.22 9.06(±0.17)

LongLLMLingua 23.1 24.9 25.2 24.4(±0.1) 8.84 9.23 9.16 9.08(±0.23)

MultiDoc2Dial

Ours 25.2 26.1 25.9 25.7(±0.1) 9.38 9.67 9.97 9.67(±0.04)

REALM 9.6 10.3 10.7 10.2(±0.5) 6.22 6.37 6.40 6.33(±0.29)

ICR 12.0 12.4 12.8 12.4(±0.3) 7.14 7.62 7.75 7.50(±0.25)

REPLUG 12.5 12.9 13.1 12.8(±0.4) 7.46 7.79 7.84 7.70(±0.21)

Selfmem 12.7 13.1 13.4 13.1(±0.3) 7.75 7.90 7.92 7.86(±0.17)

KnowledGPT 13.9 14.5 14.6 14.3(±0.2) 8.01 8.05 8.23 8.10(±0.15)

SELF-RAG 13.3 13.6 14.2 13.7(±0.3) 7.89 8.04 8.19 8.04(±0.11)

FILCO 13.8 14.0 14.4 14.1(±0.2) 8.03 8.18 8.25 8.15(±0.09)

LongLLMLingua 13.2 13.5 14.1 13.6(±0.1) 7.84 8.25 7.95 8.01(±0.06)

CMU DoG

Ours 14.8 14.9 15.6 15.1(±0.3) 8.87 9.10 8.96 8.98(±0.22)

Accuracy
10 15 20 Avg.

REALM 84.7 85.3 85.3 85.1(±0.5)

ICR 86.2 86.9 87.1 86.7(±0.3)

REPLUG 85.3 86.8 87.6 86.6(±0.3)

Selfmem 87.5 87.9 88.4 87.9(±0.4)

SELF-RAG 87.3 88.5 88.7 88.2(±0.2)

FILCO 88.1 88.4 89.2 88.6(±0.4)

LongLLMLingua 88.0 86.5 88.7 87.7(±0.2)

MMLU

Ours 90.5 90.4 90.3 90.4(±0.1)

3.4 Responder

Document positions are dynamically adjusted leveraging the current
state of the graph network. Thus, the prompt construction process
involves concatenating the query with retrieved documents, taking
into account their dynamically adjusted positions. Given a query que
and documents positioned as (dbegin1, · · · , dend1, dend2), the inputs
are formulated and presented to the LLM M as:

Ans = M(que, dbegin1, · · · , dend1, dend2) (11)

where Ans represents the LLM’s output prediction.

3.5 Feedback Training

To quantify the semantic disparities between predicted outcomes and
ground truth, we employ the BLEU [25] and ROUGE [20] metrics.

This comparison informs the optimization of future prompts, with the
objective of enhancing model performance. Specifically, the BLEU
score sBLEU serves as a loss coefficient, guiding the adjustment of the
reward optimization direction. This mechanism is encapsulated in the
total loss function, defined as:

Ltotal = sBLEU · Jθ − fdis(Ans,Gt) (12)

where Jθ signifies the RL loss, and fdis is the Lipschitz distance
[38], a measure designed for comparing string data 4.Gt denotes the
ground-truth answer string.

4 This similarity calculation method can also be used as an alternative to other
string type distance algorithms



Table 2: The comparison of different retriever types in terms of Rouge-1 (%) and Accuracy (%).

Retriever Type Model NQ TriviaQA MMLU MultiDoc2Dial CMU DoG Avg.Rouge-1 Rouge-1 Accuracy Rouge-1 Rouge-1

Sparse TF-IDF [28] 21.9 11.4 70.9 18.8 9.4 26.5(±0.4)

BM25 [29] 32.3 12.6 75.4 20.5 10.2 30.2(±0.2)

Dense
Spider [26] 41.8 27.9 80.3 24.7 13.7 37.7(±0.4)

Contriever [11] 40.7 28.2 87.1 25.1 14.5 39.1(±0.3)

DPR [16] 46.5 28.3 89.7 25.0 14.8 40.9(±0.1)

Table 3: Ablation study in terms of Rouge-1 (%) and Accuracy (%).

NQ MMLU MultiDoc2Dial
Rouge-1 Accuracy Rouge-1

Ours 46.2 90.4 25.7
- Graph Doc. Learning 44.7 87.2 23.3
- Doc. Enhancement 43.4 87.6 23.1
- Rein. Order Adjustment 42.9 86.2 22.1

4 Experiments
4.1 Datasets

We evaluate our model using several datasets, classified into three
types: Generative QA, Multi-choice QA, and Dialogue.
Generative QA: Natural Questions (NQ) [18] focuses on real user
questions and includes short answer types, which are used in our
experiments. TriviaQA [15] is known for its complexity due to syn-
tactic and lexical variability between questions and answers.
Multi-choice QA: Massive Multitask Language Understanding
(MMLU) [9] is a comprehensive benchmark with samples from var-
ious domains and a wide range of difficulty levels.
Dialogue: MultiDoc2Dial [7] is a document-grounded dialogue
dataset sourced from realistic scenarios across four distinct domains.
CMU DoG [53] centers on textual conversations with topics derived
from popular movies outlined in Wikipedia articles.

4.2 Baselines and Experimental Settings

We compare the efficacy of our model against a set of baseline
models. REALM [8] is BERT-style Transformer model augmented
with a knowledge retriever that sources relevant text from Wikipedia.
In-Context RALM (ICR) [27] improves model performance using
an existing retrieval tool, without additional language model train-
ing. REPLUG [35] enhances a language model treated as a black
box by appending it with externally retrieved documents. Selfmem
[5] implements a dynamic, unbounded memory selection mecha-
nism to empower generative models. KnowledGPT [51] introduces
knowledge-grounded dialogue generation that integrates knowledge
selection and response generation phases. SELF-RAG [2] utilizes re-
flection tokens to evaluate retrieval requirements and assess the qual-
ity of retrieved content. FILCO [41] utilizes a trained filter to refine
the retrieval context based on criteria such as string inclusion, lex-
ical overlap, and conditional cross-mutual information. LongLLM-
Lingua [14] proposes a question-aware coarse-to-fine compression
technique to concentrate key information within prompts and imple-
ments document reordering to mitigate information loss.

We utilize Llama2 (7B) [40] as the foundation for our model. The
results reported are the average across multiple runs, each initial-
ized with a different random seed. In our experiments, the hyper-
parameter N varies within the set {10, 15, 20}. We impose a maxi-
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Figure 4: Results w.r.t key retrieved document positions.

mum token length constraint of 512 for any individual document. The
gradient perturbation hyper-parameter ϵ is fixed at 2. Our model’s
graph architecture is composed of three layers, with the graph doc-
ument node set Nd comprising N document nodes alongside three
pseudo nodes corresponding to distinct positional types. During in-
ference, we configure the temperature hyper-parameter to 0.6 and set
the top-p sampling parameter to 0.9, facilitating controlled text gen-
eration that balances creativity and coherence.

4.3 General Results

This section presents a comparative evaluation of the R4 framework.
We employ ROUGE-1 and BLEU-4 as evaluation metrics to report
the model performance for generative QA. Accuracy as the primary
metric for multi-choice QA. In evaluating our framework, we investi-
gate varying numbers of retrieved documents—including 10, 15, and
20—to assess their influence on the outcomes. We ensure an equi-
table comparison by employing the same LLAMA2 backbone [40]
across different baselines. Table 1 illustrates that: (1) An increased
count of retrieved documents correspondingly enhances the perfor-
mance of both our model and the baselines, suggesting that provid-
ing LLMs with more query-related documents is an effective tactic
to better fulfill user queries. (2) Our model exhibits notable advance-
ments in performance compared to other retrieval-augmented LLMs.
The performance gains can be attributed primarily to our method-
ological enhancements, specifically, the strategic ordering of docu-
ment learning and enhanced document representations.

4.4 Detailed Analysis

4.4.1 The Influence of Answer Positions

Our analysis targets the reordering efficacy by examining pivotal po-
sitions of key retrieved documents. Utilizing MMLU [9], we assess
our fully equipped R4 model against a baseline retriever-responder
(Original) 5, with both methods employing the top-20 documents. In

5 The baseline retriever-responder method retrieves the top-K documents
and concatenates them with the query, enabling LLMs to generate a re-
sponse without order adjustment.
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Figure 5: Comparison between different LLM backbones of our R4 pipeline with various retrieved document counts.

our variant, we focus on analyzing document placements in positions
1, 5, 10, 15, and 20, contrasting with the dynamic determination of
document positioning by the complete R4 model. For various base-
lines, we randomly shuffle the order of retrieved documents and then
place the key documents in their corresponding positions.

Observation from Figure 4 reveal that: (1) Our variant’s perfor-
mance aligns with that of the baseline, emphasizing the significance
of beginning and ending document positions for LLMs’ comprehen-
sion. Nonetheless, the R4 model still outperforms the baseline due
to representation enhancement. (2) The baselines also exhibit a posi-
tion sensitive phenomenon that the position at the beginning and end
is more effective than the middle position. (3) The R4 model demon-
strates a steady and robust output irrespective of the initial positions
of key documents. This substantiates the notion that the ordering and
optimization of documents inherently bolster the capacity of LLMs
in addressing user queries in RAG systems.

4.4.2 The Influence of Different Retrievers

To evaluate the impact of retrieval mechanisms, we implemented
benchmarks using both dense and sparse retrievers. Sparse retriev-
ers, such as TF-IDF [28] and BM25 [29], are grounded in token
frequency-centric metrics, contrasting with dense retrievers repre-
sented by Spider [26], Contriever [11], and DPR [16]. Findings
presented in Table 2 support the following conclusions: (1) Dense
retrievers surpass sparse alternatives, showcasing superior perfor-
mance and consistency across tasks. (2) Among dense retrieval mod-
els, those employing direct negative sampling techniques, such as
DPR [16], notably improve query document discrimination, which is
achieved through contrastive learning [13].

4.4.3 The Influence of Different Backbones

The advent of ChatGPT [30] has ushered in an era of advanced
LLMs. In our study, we probe the adaptability of the R4 framework
using a range of LLMs as underlying backbones while standardiz-
ing all other facets. Furthermore, we examine how the quantity of
retrieved documents—specifically sets of 10, 15, and 20—affects
model performance. Insights derived from Figure 5 indicate that: (1)
The performance of our approach improves in tandem with the quan-
tity of retrieved documents across all LLM backbones. This pattern
underlines the resilience of the R4 framework to changes in docu-
ment volume. (2) While it is evident that performance gains diminish
as the number of retrieved documents increases, ChatGPT exhibits
remarkable stability across different document counts.

4.4.4 Ablation Study

An ablation study in Table 3 dissects our model’s performance en-
hancers by individually retracting key components: graph document
learning, document enhancement, and reinforced order adjustment.
This investigation pivots on QA and dialogue tasks, focusing on
datasets which extensively feature background knowledge. In the
experiments, removing the graph document learning component re-
verts document representation to BERT’s original embeddings. The
absence of document enhancement halts the enhancement feedback
loop. Without reinforced order adjustment, the training loss is solely
predicated on minimizing the Lipschitz distance [38]. Our observa-
tions establish that: (1) Excluding the reinforced order adjustment
incurs a substantial performance degradation, accentuating its piv-
otal role in refining document ordering. (2) Withdrawing any com-
ponent impairs the model’s effectiveness, validating each element’s
contribution to the synergistic pipeline that bolsters semantic under-
standing of user queries in RAG.

5 Conclusion
In this study, we introduced the R4 pipeline, a novel framework de-
signed to refine the RAG framework. Central to the R4 pipeline are
two innovative mechanisms: the document order adjustment and doc-
ument representation enhancement learning modules. Our empirical
evaluation across a variety of knowledge-intensive scenarios illus-
trates the R4 pipeline’s superior performance, facilitating a more nu-
anced understanding and organization of retrieved documents. This
study’s implications suggest that through targeted adjustments in
document ordering and representation, we can further harness the
potential of RAG in responding to complex queries, paving the way
for advancements in automated QA systems.
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