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Abstract

Conversational information seeking (CIS)
is a prominent area in information retrieval
(IR) which focuses on developing inter-
active knowledge assistants. These sys-
tems must adeptly comprehend the user’s
information requirements within the con-
versational context and retrieve the rele-
vant information. To this aim, the ex-
isting approaches model the user’s infor-
mation needs by generating a single query
rewrite or a single representation of the
query in the query space embedding. How-
ever, to answer complex questions, a sin-
gle query rewrite or representation is of-
ten ineffective. To address this, a sys-
tem needs to do reasoning over multiple
passages. In this work, we propose using
a generate-then-retrieve approach to im-
prove the passage retrieval performance for
complex user queries. In this approach, we
utilize large language models (LLMs) to (i)
generate an initial answer to the user’s in-
formation need by doing reasoning over the
context of the conversation, and (ii) ground
this answer to the collection. Based on the
experiments, our proposed approach signif-
icantly improves the retrieval performance
on TREC iKAT 23, TREC CAsT 20 and
22 datasets, under various setups. Also,
we show that grounding the LLM’s answer
requires more than one searchable query,
where an average of 3 queries outperforms
human rewrites.

1 Introduction

Conversational information seeking (CIS) is
a well-established topic in information re-
trieval (IR) (Zamani et al., 2022), where a
knowledge assistant interacts with the user
to fulfill their information needs. While con-
versations can be complex (Radlinski and
Craswell, 2017), involving various types of
interactions such as revealment and clarifi-

Conversation

You have the following options: NYU,
Columbia University, and Rutgers University.

User

Which one is the closest to me?

Answer

Generation Retrieval

System

Travel distance between NYU and Trento
Travel distance between Columbia University and Trento
Travel distance between Rutgers University and Trento

Rutgers University is the closet because the travel distance
between Trento and Rutgers University is 39 miles while
for NYU and Columbia University the distance is 66 and
77 miles respectively.

User lives in Trento Context || User Persona

Figure 1: An example conversation with a complex
user request. The system in this case generates
three distinct queries from the initial answer and
searches for every query in the passage collection.
Then it reads and reasons over the top passages to
generate the final grounded answer.

cation, one of the main goals of the sys-
tem is to provide accurate responses to users’
queries during the conversation. The TExt
Retrieval Conference (TREC) Conversational
Assistance Track (CAsT) 2019-2022 (Dalton
et al., 2020) focuses on the development of
conversational knowledge assistants, while the
main focus of this track is on evaluating
passage retrieval and dialogue context mod-
eling. TREC Interactive Knowledge Assis-
tance Track (iKAT) (Aliannejadi et al., 2024)
evolves CAsT into emphasizing the develop-
ment of personalized conversational knowledge
assistants, where each dialogue is coupled with
a knowledge base describing the user. This
knowledge base contains various types of in-
formation, ranging from personal details to
past experiences and exchanges with the sys-
tem (Aliannejadi et al., 2024).

To ensure the groundedness and accuracy



of responses (Semnani et al., 2023), existing
methods follow a retrieve-then-generate
(RG) pipeline, breaking the task into sev-
eral subtasks: dialogue context modeling,
retrieval, and answer generation (Voskarides
et al., 2019; Yu et al., 2021). The user’s
information need is often represented either
by a single rewritten query (Voskarides et al.,
2019; Yu et al., 2020) or by a single repre-
sentation in the query embedding space (Yu
et al., 2021; Hai et al., 2023).

Representing complex information needs us-
ing only one query leads to several limitations,
especially in cases where the information can-
not be answered using a single passage and re-
quires complex reasoning over multiple facts in
a chain-of-thought scenario (Aliannejadi et al.,
2024; Lyu et al., 2023). Take the user query of
Figure 1 as an example. Clearly, it is unlikely
to find a passage that has distance information
about all these universities compared to the
user’s address. Therefore, the system would
need to gather relevant information from dif-
ferent sources (i.e., issue multiple queries) and
reason over the gathered evidence to generate
the final response. Existing RG methods of-
ten fail to answer such complex queries (Alian-
nejadi et al., 2024). This is because existing
ranking methods rely solely on semantic simi-
larity between a query and a passage, without
high-level reasoning or control over the set of
retrieved passages. For example, they do not
ensure that the top results contain address in-
formation about all three universities the user
is interested in.

To address these challenges, in this work,
we propose to rely on the knowledge and rea-
soning capabilities of large language models
(LLMs) to respond to complex user queries
in a dialogue. Specifically, inspired by the
relevant literature (Shuster et al., 2022b),
we study several methods based on the
generate-then-retrive (GR) pipeline. We
first prompt the LLM to generate an answer
for a given dialogue, followed by various re-
trieval strategies to ground the generated an-
swer in the passage collection. These strate-
gies include: (i) using the generated answer as
a query to rank passages (Gao et al., 2023);
and (ii) a novel approach of breaking the an-
swer into several searchable queries. We hy-

pothesize that leveraging an LLM’s knowledge
and reasoning capacity leads to a more accu-
rate response, enabling the model to gener-
ate more effective queries based on the gen-
erated answer. For example, in Figure 1, the
LLM’s answer that compares the distance of
the three universities helps it generate more
effective queries, as shown in the figure.

This leads us to our first research ques-
tion: (RQ1) Can we leverage LLMs’ inter-
nal knowledge and reasoning capacity to en-
hance conversational passage retrieval in a GR
pipeline? To answer this question, we propose
various GR retrieval pipelines based on GPT-4
and LLaMA. Regarding the GR-based meth-
ods, we address our next research question:
(RQ2) Can we leverage LLMs’s reasoning ca-
pabilities to generate related searchable queries
to enhance retrieval? We answer this ques-
tion by comparing our proposed query gen-
eration method with two alternatives: (i) us-
ing the generated answer as a query and (ii)
prompting the LLM to generate the query
rewrite. We conduct extensive experiments
on three conversational search datasets, where
we find that GR pipelines significantly outper-
form their RG counterparts by a large mar-
gin, and generating multiple queries leads to
more effective queries and retrieval. We find
that more than a single query is required for
retrieving the answer to complex user utter-
ances. For example, we show that we need an
average number of 3 queries on the conversa-
tional search datasets. In addition, we see that
predicting the number of required queries for
each user utterance is a crucial and challenging
task. Using such a model, our proposed mod-
els can outperform the retrieval performance
compared to using human-resolved utterance
for retrieval (see Section 5).

We summarize our contributions as follows:

e We propose three GR-based conversa-
tional passage retrieval models, leveraging
the LLM’s internal knowledge to (i) gen-
erate an answer and break it down into
multiple queries and (ii) generate multi-
ple search queries.

e We implement our method using commer-
cial and open-source LLMs, demonstrat-
ing its effectiveness in both settings.

o We conduct extensive experiments, show-



casing the effectiveness of our proposed
approach under various datasets.

2 Related Work

Conversational information seeking. Re-
cently, CIS has gained significant popular-
ity in both IR and natural language process-
ing (NLP) communities (Anand et al., 2020).
Similar to knowledge-intensive dialogues (Di-
nan et al., 2019; Feng et al., 2021; Li et al.,
2022), a key challenge in CIS is to model
the dialogue context to better understand
the user information need and perform effec-
tive retrieval (Zamani et al., 2022). TREC
CAsT 2019-2022 (Dalton et al., 2020) and
iKAT 2023 (Aliannejadi et al., 2024) aim at
addressing these challenges through a com-
mon evaluation framework where complex and
knowledge-intensive dialogues were provided
to the participants, as well as several passage
collections. The goal was to retrieve relevant
passages for each turn in a dialogue and gen-
erate a response synthesizing several passages.

Modeling dialogue context. Most exist-
ing methods tackle this problem by query
rewriting where the goal is to address the am-
biguity and dependence of a user utterance
by resolving its dependencies and making it
self-contained (Voskarides et al., 2019, 2020;
Lin et al., 2021c). The rewritten query is
supposed to be a self-contained and context-
independent query that represents the user’s
information needs per turn. CRDR (Qian
and Dou, 2022) forms the rewritten query
by modifying the query by disambiguation
of the anaphora and ellipsis. The existing
work trains GPT-2 (Yu et al., 2020; Vaku-
lenko et al., 2021) and T5 (Dalton et al., 2020)
models on CANARD (Elgohary et al., 2019) to
generate the rewritten query. The CANARD
dataset (Elgohary et al., 2019) is widely used
for training such models, including the man-
ually rewritten queries of QUAC (Choi et al.,
2018), which is a conversational machine read-
ing comprehension dataset that is collected
manually by pairing a teacher and a student
annotator. ConvGQR (Mo et al., 2023) model
expands the query rewrite with potential an-
swers. They train two separate models for the
query rewrite and answer generation. CON-

QRR (Wu et al., 2022) trains the T5 model us-
ing reinforcement learning techniques to gen-
erate query rewrite based on the retrieval per-
formance and achieves a better performance
compared to the TSQR (Raffel et al., 2020)
model.Ye et al. (2023) propose using LLMs
as zero- and few-shot learners in two steps in-
cluding query rewriting and rewrite editing to
form the query rewrite. LLM4CS (Mao et al.,
2023a) employs different prompting strategies
and creates multiple query rewrites and an-
swers. The embedding of query rewrites and
answers are combined using various methods
and the aggregated representation is used for
retrieval. Although our proposed method is
also based on generating queries, we lever-
age the intrinsic knowledge of LLMs to do
reasoning and respond to the user utterance,
and generate multiple searchable queries to re-
trieve this response from the collection.

Another line of research aims at learning
to represent the dialogue context directly for
passage retrieval (Yu et al., 2021; Hai et al.,
2023), where a distillation loss learns to map
the representation of the whole dialogue con-
text to the one of the gold resolved query,
hence improving the dense retrieval perfor-
mance. The INSTRUCTOR (Jin et al., 2023)
model trains the document encoder model by
using the relevance score predicted by LLMs.
LeCoRE (Mao et al., 2023b) is an extension of
the SPLADE model (Formal et al., 2021) ob-
tained by denoising the representation of the
context. The denoising model works by distill-
ing knowledge from query rewrite.

Grounding LLM-generated responses.
Document retrieval is a common approach to
ground LLM-generated responses and build
grounded chatbots. BlenderBot 2-3 (Shuster
et al., 2022b) utilizes the results of web search
for this purpose, while SeeKer (Shuster et al.,
2022a) employs a three-step approach in
which it generates search queries, extracts
useful knowledge from the top passages, and
generates the final answer. Semnani et al.
(2023) learns to avoid hallucination and im-
prove the factuality of the generated responses
by searching and grounding the responses on
Wikipedia articles. The retrieval-augmented
generation (RAG) (Lewis et al., 2020) model
combines retrieval with response generation



to enhance the accuracy and relevance of the
generated response. It uses the retrieved pas-
sages to guide the response generation model
to ground its response to the collection. Other
approaches such as GenRead (Yu et al., 2023)
study the effectiveness of LLMs in generating
multiple passages for a given question and use
the generated passages to generate the final
response. Differently, in this work, we focus
on modeling the dialogue context through
LLMs’ response and query generation and use
that to enhance passage retrieval performance.
Our goal is to leverage the LLM’s response
as a means to model and expand the user
utterance, enhancing retrieval performance.
Our work can be classified as a generation-
augmented retrieval (GAR) approach,
leveraging the power of LLMs to model
dialogue context and generate the answer and
then using this answer in our retrieval pipeline
to ground it on the collection. We propose
using multiple queries rather than relying
on one single query rewrite to improve the
passage retrieval for complex user utterances.

3 Methodology

Task definition. Each conversation revolves
around a topic ¢t and starts with a user utter-
ance. A conversation includes several turns,
where a turn starts with a user utterance u;,
followed by a system response called r;. A
conversation, which comprises a set of turns,
is represented as (ui,71),..., (Un, 7). Un-
like TREC CAsT 19-22 datasets, the TREC
iKAT dataset also contains the user’s per-
sona. The user’s persona is a knowledge
base, consisting of a set of statements shown
as PTKB = {sj,...,8}, where each state-
ment s; is a natural language sentence. The
task of conversational assistants is defined as
follows: (i) retrieving relevant passages to
the current user utterance from the collec-
tion D = {di,...,d|p}, and (ii) generating
the response 7; given the user utterance u;
and context of the conversation at this turn
¢i = {(ui,r1),..y (wj—1,7-1)}, grounded on
the retrieved passages. Our focus in this task
is on passage retrieval.

Retrieval pipeline. Most existing meth-
ods follow a two-step pipeline for retrieval

which includes first-stage retrieval and re-
ranking (Lin et al., 2021b). First-stage re-
trieval aims to extract as many relevant pas-
sages from the collection. In this step, the re-
call is more important. The goal of re-ranking
is to improve the precision by bringing the
most relevant passages to the top of the list of
passages returned by retrieval. We follow the
same retrieval pipeline in this work by using
BM25 for first-stage retrieval and the Cross-
encoder model for re-ranking.

Proposed models. Inspired by existing
work (Gao et al., 2023), we propose a set of
approaches that rely on the answer generated
by the LLM. Our goal is to leverage the LLM’s
internal knowledge and reasoning capability to
improve passage retrieval, by generating mul-
tiple queries given the current user utterance
u; and the context of the conversation:

e Generate Answer as Query (AQ): The
LLM is prompted to generate the initial
answer r, to the user utterance given the
context of the conversation and PTKB (if
any). In Equation 1, AG function repre-
sents the LLM used for generating the ini-
tial answer. We treat the LLM’s answer
ri as a single long query and pass it to
both the first-stage retrieval and re-ranker
models (Figure 2b). First-stage retrieval
and re-ranking models are represented as
Ret and ReRank functions respectively,
in Equation 2. The sorted list of the pas-
sages returned by re-ranker for user utter-
ance u; is shown as D) which is a subset
of the collection D.

ri = AG(u;,c;, PTKB) (1)

D} = ReRank(Ret(D,7}),r})  (2)

e Multiple Query generation (MQ): We
prompt the LLM to directly generate a
maximum of ¢ queries to find the answer
to the user’s utterance. The query gen-
eration function is represented as QG in
Equation 3. The input to the LLM is
user utterance, the context of the conver-
sation, and PTKB (if any). Each gener-
ated query for turn ¢, denoted as q}C where
k < ¢, is then passed to both the first-
stage retrieval model and the re-ranker
model (Figure 2d). The output of the
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Figure 2: Architecture of the proposed models.

re-ranker for query k is demonstrated as
D;“ Subsequently, we interleave the re-
sults of all the queries to obtain the final
ranking D/.

4, ..., qj- = QG(u;,¢;, PTKB, ¢) 3)
J<9

D;c,i = ReRank(Ret(D, qZ)a QIlc)
for each ¢.,1 <k < ¢

D}y, = {dr, .y dn}

D; = Interleave(D\ ;, ..., D} ;)

(4)

e Multiple Query generation from Answer
(MQA): Here, we combine two other
approaches: (i) prompting the LLM to
generate an initial response 7, and (ii)
prompting the LLM to generate up to ¢
queries to refine its own generated answer
ri. The QG A function in Equation 5, rep-
resents the LLM used for generating mul-
tiple queries given the initial answer. Sim-
ilar to the MQ model, we then pass these
generated queries ¢! to the first-stage re-
trieval and re-ranking model and inter-
leave the ranked list of all queries (Fig-
ure 2a).

¢, gt = QGA(r!, u;, c;, PTKB, ¢)
J<¢

e MQA re-ranked with Answer (MIQA 4 ):
Interleaving the results of the generated

queries in MQA is sub-optimal, as some of
the generated queries may be of low qual-
ity. To tackle this problem, we propose
a variant to the MQA approach, where
we re-rank the final ranking list for each
query, based on the predicted relevance to
the generated response 7 (Figure 2c).

D} = ReRank((D};, ..., D};), 1) (6)

e Oracle: The Oracle model is defined as
the model that picks the optimal value of
¢ for each user utterance u; based on the
model’s performance on the test set. Each
user utterance needs a different number
of queries depending on the complexity of
the information need. The performance
of the Oracle model is considered as the
upper bound because in this setting, for
each user utterance, different values for ¢
parameter are tested and the best perfor-
mance is chosen. Each of the MQ, MQA,
and MQA s methods can have an Oracle
version.

Prompts: The GPT-4 model is used as
a zero-shot learner for MQA and MQ ap-
proaches. The prompts used for these ap-
proaches are shown in Tables 12 and 12, re-
spectively. The LLaMA model is given a few-
shot prompt for query generation in MQA
and MQ approaches as is shown in Tables 13
and 14, respectively. As our preliminary ex-
periments on using the zero-shot prompts for
LLaMA model showed low performance, we
progressed into using the few-shot prompts



Table 1: Passage retrieval results on TREC CAsT 2020 and 2022 datasets. The best results that are sig-
nificantly (t-test p_value < 0.05) better are indicated by * (Our comparison doesn’t include the LLM4CS
model). The best results are shown in bold and the second best results are shown with underline. The
best result outperforming all models is indicated by *. The results for theLLM4CS model are reported
from the original paper. In these experiments, we use the ¢ = 5.

Method CAsT 2020 CAsT 2022

nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR
GPT4QR 46.8* 53.3 19.8 55.7 76.2 34.8 34.6 7.6 28.4 65.0
T5QR 38.7 43.9 16.5 45.6 65.1 30.2 27.8 6.4 23.2 56.4
ConvGQR 35.7 45.4 15.6 46.7 59.6 25.0 25.9 5.3 20.4 51.8
LLaMAQR 33.3 41.2 13.7 42.4 59.1 24.2 25.3 6.0 21.3 49.1
LLM4CS
(Mao et al., 2023a) 455 ) ) 8.9 615 ) ) ) )
HumanQR 50.5 58.0 21.8 61.4 79.0 42.3 40.6 10.5 35.0 73.0
GPT-4-AQ 45.2 52.5 17.8 49.5 71.5 31.3 37.0 7.2 26.8 58.8
GPT-4-MQA 44.8 59.6 19.5 60.9 774 33.2 42.3 7.0 31.1 68.7
GPT-4-MQA 45.0 57.6 18.2 54.5 73.3 32.5 41.8 7.4 31.1 60.5
GPT-4-MQ 44.8 60.5* 20.6* 62.5" 77T 35.0* 45.1* 8.0* 32.5% 71.8*
LLaMA-AQ 37.2 43.9 15.2 40.4 61.0 26.1 32.3 6.8 24.1 51.7
LLaMA-MQA 14.2 33.8 7.8 33.8 34.9 13.3 27.9 3.8 20.1 39.1
LLaMA-MQA 5 36.3 43.2 14.7 40.8 61.0 29.1 33.6 7.2 27.1 55.1
LLaMA-MQ 20.1 40.0 8.9 38.9 50.0 22.1 25.6 5.4 20.2 48.4

Oracle

GPT-4-MQA 63.6 66.3 26.0 69.0 88.8 55.6 49.6 10.7 38.6 86.6
GPT-4-MQAA 66.0 65.3 25.3 63.5 91.7 56.0 49.0 10.7 37.4 89.4
GPT-4-MQ 60.0 66.1 26.6 71.0 86.8 53.7 50.2 10.9 39.6 84.5

for the LLaMA model. The examples of few-
shots are from the pruned turns of the same
dataset and output of the GPT-4 model. For
answer generation in MQA we design a zero-
shot prompt. The same answer generated in
MQA approach is used for AQ approach. Also,
the MQA and MQA 5 approaches use the same
prompt for query generation.

4 Experimental Setup

We explain our (i) hyper-parameters, (ii)
datasets, (iii) metrics, and (iv) baselines in
Appendix A.

5 Results and Discussions

Passage Ranking Results using GPT-4.
Our experiments indicate that our proposed
GPT-4-based models outperform the baselines
on all three datasets including TREC CAsT
20, 22 (Table 1), and TREC iKAT 23 (Ta-
ble 2). In addition, our proposed GPT4QR
baseline outperforms the existing baselines in-
cluding TH5QR, ConvGQR, and LlamaQR over
all three datasets (addressing RQ1). The bet-
ter performance of MQ approach compared to
the GPT4QR indicates that a single rewrit-
ten query is not enough and we need more

than one query to retrieve relevant passages for
complex user utterances. The MQ approach
generally outperforms the AQ model. These
findings indicate that using the LLM’s knowl-
edge to generate searchable queries for re-
sponse retrieval is more effective than directly
using the response generated by the LLM as
the query. The effectiveness of MQ model
indicates the effectiveness of LLMs in gen-
erating searchable queries (addressing RQ2).
Looking at the Tables 1 and 2, we see that
our MQ method exhibits more improvement
over GPT4QR model (the best query rewrit-
ing baseline) on the iKAT dataset compared
to the CAsT datasets, indicating that our
approach performs better on more complex
datasets (i.e., iKAT), compared to less com-
plex datasets (i.e., CAsT 20 and 22). How-
ever, the MQ model outperforms the MQA
and MQA A methods over some metrics, the
MQA and MQAA methods also outperform
the baselines over some metrics. The MQA
models outperform the baseline runs (i) over
all metrics on iKAT 23, and (ii) over nDCG,
R@10, and MRR metrics on CAsT 20 and 22.
The MQAA model outperforms the baseline
runs over nDCG and R@100 metrics. The ex-



Table 2: Passage retrieval results on TREC iKAT
2023 dataset. The best results that are signifi-
cantly (t-test p_value < 0.05) better are indicated
by *. The best results are shown in bold and the
second best results are shown with underline. In
these experiments, we use the ¢ = 5.

Method nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR
GPT4QR 21.9 18.5 6.8* 18.6 42.1
T5QR 14.1 16.6 4.4 134 30.2
ConvGQR 14.7 16.7 4.0 13.1 33.9
LlamaQR 12.0 15.8 3.0 12.8 28.2
HumanQR 30.7 35.4 10.7 30.3 57.9
GPT-4-AQ 15.0 24.2 5.2 18.2 36.5
GPT-4-MQA 23.0* 29.9 6.8* 22.5 50.3
GPT-4-MQAA 18.1 26.8 4.9 21.2 42.9
GPT-4-MQ 22.6 31.1* 6.4 25.1* 52.8*
LLaMA-AQ 13.0 14.8 4.6 16.8 33.7
LLaMA-MQA 12.8 19.7 3.3 14.1 30.5
LLaMA-MQA, 11.8 19.7 3.6 15.3 29.1
LLaMA-MQ 6.2 15.0 1.5 10.5 19.7
Oracle

GPT-4-MQA 40.6 38.5 11.3 32.0 71.3
GPT-4-MQA,  34.2 33.5 9.3 30.8 65.1
GPT-4-MQ 37.7 36.8 9.8 30.4 69.6

ample shown in Table 3 represents how effec-
tively the LLM models the context of the con-
versation, generates the answer to the user ut-
terance, and generates the queries required to
retrieve the answer.

Passage Ranking Results using LLaMA.
The MQAA method using LLaMA achieves
better performance compared to the base-
lines in nDCG, R@10, and R@100 metrics on
the CAsT 22 dataset (Table 1). Note, that
we do not consider the GPT4QR model as
a baseline for our experiments with LLaMA
model as it is not fair. The LLaMA model
is used as a few-shot learner for generating
the queries in the MQA approach while the
ConvGQR and T5QR baselines are fine-tuned
for query rewriting task. Considering the Lla-
maQR baseline which is used as a zero-shot
learner, the MQA o method using LLaMA per-
forms better than LlamaQR baseline over all
three datasets and metrics. According to Ta-
ble 2, MQA s and MQA methods perform bet-
ter than baselines over nDCG, and AQ model
performs better than baselines over R@10 and
R@100 metrics.

Impact of initial answer generated by
LLM. The experiments over all three datasets
reveal that the initial answer generated by
GPT-4 is more effective compared to LLaMA
in AQ method. We repeat the MQA method

Table 3: Example of queries and answers generated
in Oracle version of GPT-4-MQA approach from
iKAT 23 dataset.

Utterance: How about their screen resolution?
Are any of them better than what I have?

Human resolved: How about their screen res-
olution? Are any of the Samsung Galaxy 522,
Xiaomi 12 and 12 Pro, and OPPO Find X5 Pro
better than Samsung Galaxy Note 10 in terms of
screen resolution?

r’: To check if any of the phone’s screen resolution
is better than your current one, I would need to
know what phone and model you have. However,

The Samsung Galaxy S22 has a screen resolution
of 2340 x 1080 pixels, Xiaomi 12 and 12 Pro have a
resolution of 3200 x 1440 pixels, and OPPO Find
X5 Pro boasts a resolution of 3216 x 1440 pixels.

q1. What is the screen resolution of Samsung
Galaxy S227

q2. What is the screen resolution of Xiaomi 12
and 12 Pro?

q3. What is the screen resolution of OPPO Find
X5 Pro?

qs4.Are the screen resolutions of Samsung Galaxy
522, Xiaomi 12 and 12 Pro, OPPO Find X5 Pro
high-definition?

qs. How does the screen resolution of Samsung
Galaxy S22, Xiaomi 12 and 12 Pro, OPPO Find
X5 Pro compare to each other?

Table 4: Retrieval performance of LLaMA model
in MQA method using answer generated by GPT-
4 compared to using answer generated by LLaMA.
The results are comparable to LLaMA-MQA from
the main results table.

Dataset nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR
iKAT 23 19.9 20.6 5.4 16.4 42.5
CAsT 22 16.2 29.9 4.5 20.2 39.1
CAsT 20 15.5 37.1 8.5 37.3 39.0

using LLaMA model and pass the answer gen-
erated by GPT-4 instead of the answer gener-
ated by LLaMA. The results are shown in Ta-
ble 5. Comparing these results with LLaMA-
MQA model from the corresponding table we
observe that LLaMA model can generate bet-
ter queries in MQA method given a better an-
swer. This fact indicates the potential of im-
proving the performance of LLaMA model by
fine-tuning the LLaMA model for answer gen-
eration.

Impact of number of generated queries
(¢). Although in MQA, MQ, and MQA meth-
ods, the LLM is prompted to generate required
queries and no more than ¢ queries, it cannot
determine the optimal number of queries based
on the complexity of the user utterance and is



Table 5: Average of the optimal value of ¢ param-
eter for each user utterance in our datasets.

Model Dataset nDCG@3 R@10 R@100
KAT 23 2.965  2.936 2.968
MQA cagT 22 2.774 2.756  2.893
CAsT 20 2.832 2.839 3.146
KAT 23 3.013  2.956 2.926
MQ casT 22 2.852 2.768  2.895
CAsT 20 2815 2753 2.888

biased to generate exactly ¢ number of queries.
We repeat our experiments by changing the
value of ¢ parameter between 1-5 and We re-
port the retrieval performance in Appendix
B. We use these results and select the best-
performing value to report the Oracle models.
The Oracle results in Tables 1 and 2, represent
that given the optimal value of ¢ for each user
utterance, the performance of the proposed
models will improve further and outperform
the HumanQR. This finding represents the im-
portance of predicting the value of ¢ for each
user utterance. We show the average optimal
value of ¢ for each user utterance in Table 5.
Given a user utterance and performance of the
model using different values of ¢, we select the
values of ¢ with the maximum performance as
optimal. The results indicate that user utter-
ances from these datasets need on average 3
queries. As can be seen in Table 5, the user
utterances from iKAT need on average more
queries compared to the CAsT datasets. This
finding is expected as the iKAT dataset is sup-
posed to be a more complex dataset compared
to the other two.

Turn-level and topic-level performance.
Figure 3 plots the performance of our proposed
methods and the best baseline (i.e., GPT4QR)
on nDCG@3 metric per depth of the conversa-
tion and different topics. As the conversation
goes the context modeling gets more compli-
cated. The performance of the MQA model
is more robust to the conversation depth com-
pared to the other models (Figure 3a). In ad-
dition, the MQA model shows a more effective
performance on different topics (Figure 3b).
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Figure 3: The nDCG@3 value of proposed methods
using GPT-4 on iKAT 23 dataset.

6 Conclusion

We propose three different models based on
the GR pipeline for enhancing the retrieval
performance of complex user queries in CIS.
We rely on the power of LLMs to (i) under-
stand the user’s information need by doing
reasoning over the context and persona of the
user and (ii) generate an initial response. In
MQA approach, we prompt LLM to generate
multiple searchable queries to refine the initial
answer. The MQAA model is similar to the
MQA model with the difference that it com-
bines the ranking list of the queries and re-
ranks them instead of interleaving these lists.
In MQ approach we directly prompt the LLM
to generate the searchable queries required for
finding the answer to the user’s query. Our
experiments reveal that the MQ model using
GPT-4 as LLM outperforms the other models
and baselines significantly over TREC CAsT
20, 22, and TREC iKAT 23 datasets. Our ab-
lation study shows that prompting the LLM to
generate a maximum of ¢ queries for all user
queries is sub-optimal. Our proposed models
can receive a significant improvement over hu-
man query rewrite if we can predict the op-
timal value of ¢ for each user utterance. In
this work, we focused on the passage retrieval
performance of the proposed models. The ef-
ficiency of these models on response genera-
tion task, and predicting the efficient number
of queries for each user utterance remain as
future works.



7 Limitations

We present two Generate-then-Retrieve-based
methods for improving the retrieval perfor-
mance. Our proposed methods rely on the
answer generated by LLM and try to ground
the generated answer to the given collection in
different ways. So, the retrieval is biased to-
ward the answer generated by LLM, and any
error or limitation in the answer generation
would influence the retrieval and re-ranking.
For example, if the LLM does not know about
a specific topic, it cannot generate a correct
and complete answer. The low-quality answer
will result in generating low-quality and non-
relevant queries which decreases the perfor-
mance of retrieval. Our main focus in this
work is on improving the performance of re-
trieval and we have not studied the quality
of the answer generation using our proposed
models for generating the final answer.

8 Ethical considerations

Stressing the need to study and measure biases
in Language Models (LLMs) when generating
data, we think it could cause unexpected ethi-
cal issues. Consequently, we need to study the
potential biases that exist in the data and for-
malize their impact on the final output of the
model. While in this study we propose to use
the answers and queries generated by LLMs
for retrieval models, we think these methods
should be used carefully in real-world retrieval
systems, and designers should consider these
biases.
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Dataset  N. N. Turns Conv
Conv Length
CAsT 20 25 216 8.6
CAsT 22 18 205 11.39
iKAT 23 25 133 13.04

Table 6: Statistics of the datasets.

Appendix
A Experimental Setup

Hyper-parameters. For the first-stage re-
trieval we employ the BM25 model from Py-
serini (Lin et al., 2021a) using the default val-
ues for the parameters. For the re-ranker, we
use the pre-trained Cross-Encoder model ms-
marco-MinilM-L-6-v2 from the sentence_-
transformers library with a maximum length
of 512. We use LLaMA-chat 2 (13B) with the
following parameters: top_k=10, top_p=0.9,
temperature=0.75. We conduct our experi-
ments on a single A6000 GPU with 32 GB
RAM. We use the GPT-4 model as a zero-
shot learner using the default values of param-
eters for all approaches. In our experiments,
we prompt the LLM to generate a maximum
of 5 queries (¢ = 5). This number is selected
based on our preliminary experiments because
we do not have a validation set to find the best
number. However, we provide a detailed ab-
lation study on the impact of ¢ parameter in
the test set. For Oracle models we change the
value of ¢ between 1-5 and repeat the experi-
ments.

Dataset. We report the results on the TREC
iKAT 23, TREC CAsT 20 and 22 datasets.
The statistics of these datasets are shown
in Table 6. The TREC iKAT 23 dataset is
one of the few datasets that features complex
dialogues where single-query rewriting is not
effective. The average length of conversations
in iKAT is 13.04 which makes the context
modeling task more challenging.

Metric. We evaluate passage retrieval perfor-
mance using the official metrics used in the lit-
erature, namely, nDCG@3, nDCG, Recall@10,
Recall@100, and MRR. nDCG@3 evaluates
the scenarios where the top passages are in-
tended to be presented to the user. We calcu-
late these metrics using the trec_eval tool.

We do the statistical significance tests using
paired t-tests at p < 0.05 level and compare
the best model with other models and base-
lines.

Compared methods. We compare our pro-
posed models to five strong query rewriting
(QR) baselines including (1) ConvGQR (Mo
et al., 2023) a pre-trained model for expand-
ing the query rewrite with the potential an-
swer, (2) ThQR (Lin et al., 2020) a T5-based
query rewriting model which is trained on CA-
NARD dataset (3) LlamaQR, using LLaMA
model as a zero-shot learner for query rewrit-
ing, (4) GPT4QR, using GPT-4 model as a
zero-shot learner for query rewriting, and (5)
HumanQR, using the resolved-utterance by
human. We use the same retrieval and re-
ranking pipeline for these baselines and our
proposed methods. The prompt designed for
LlamaQR and GPT4QR models is shown in
Table 11. For the ConvGQR model we use
the code released by authors in GitHub to fine-
tune the model on the QReCC dataset (Anan-
tha et al., 2021). We use the T5QR model
(which is based on the T5-base model and is
trained on the CANARD dataset) released by
huggingface! in our experiments. The results
of the LLM4CS model on CAsT 20 dataset are
reported from the original paper and we did
not run their baseline on our retrieval pipeline.
For the iKAT 23 dataset, we append the per-
sona of the user to the context of the conversa-
tion in the baseline models. We include the re-
sult of (6) LLM4CS (Mao et al., 2023a) model
on CAsT 20 dataset based on the results re-
ported in their paper.

B Experiments on proposed models
using different values of ¢

We report the performance of our proposed
models including MQA, MQA s, and MQ us-
ing different values for ¢ parameter in Tables
9, 8, and 7. In these experiments, we keep the
¢ value consistent for all conversational turns
(i.e., user utterance).

C Prompts

The prompt used for MQA and AQ approach
using GPT-4 is shown in Table 10. We use

"https: //huggingface.co/castorini/t5-base-canard



Table 7: Passage retrieval results of our proposed
models on iKAT 23 using different values of ¢ and
GPT-4 model as LLM.

Table 9: Passage retrieval results of our proposed
models on CAsT 20 using different values of ¢ and
GPT-4 model as LLM.

Approach ¢ nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR Approach ¢ nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR
1 251 26.3 6.6 21.6 47.0 1 459 52.4 18.6 50.4 74.0
2 249 30.0 8.0 24.6 50.1 2 444 54.9 17.7 51.3 71.4
MQA 3 248 31.7 7.2 24.9 51.8 MQAA 3 423 55.3 17.9 50.6 71.8
4 236 31.1 7.2 24.3 49.8 4 428 56.3 18.0 50.6 67.6
5 23.0 29.9 6.8 225 50.3 5 45.0 57.6 182 545 73.3
1 16.1 20.6 5.3 20.8 37.1 1 459 53.8 19.1 55.7 72.2
2 18.6 24.9 6.2 23.3 43.4 2 476 58.0 20.0 58.4 76.8
MQA 5 3 184 26.9 5.9 23.4 39.8 MQA 3 43.6 58.5 19.7 59.5 75.3
4 173 27.4 5.5 22.8 36.2 4 420 58.2 19.3 60.0 72.4
5 18.1 26.8 4.9 21.2 42.9 5 448 59.6 19.5 60.9 774
1 282 28.8 6.9 22.8 52.0 1 475 57.2 20.8 60.9 75.8
2 253 29.4 6.7 22.7 52.7 2 470 59.9 21.1 63.5 774
MQ 3 220 28.9 6.6 22.6 50.2 MQ 3 450 60.2 20.6 63.1 76.5
4 242 30.1 6.8 23.3 53.0 4 433 59.1 19.3  62.7 76.8
5 226 31.1 6.4 25.1 52.8 5 448 60.5 20.6 62.5 7.7

Table 8: Passage retrieval results of our proposed
models on CAsT 22 using different values of ¢ and
GPT-4 model as LLM.

are passed as context to the model.

The one-shot prompt designed for LLa-
MAMQ approach is shown in Table 14.

Table 10: The prompt designed for MQA and AQ
approaches using GPT-4 as a zero-shot learner.

(1) Initial Answer Generation and (2)
Query Generation in MQA approach.

Approach ¢ nDCG@3 nDCG R@10 R@100 MRR
1 39.2 37.1 8.2 29.8 68.5
2 380 40.2 7.5 30.2 68.5
MQA 3 36.1 42.1 7.9 31.3 69.2
4 35.1 42.6 7.3 31.6 67.4
5 332 42.3 7.0 31.1 68.7
1 35.6 35.5 7.6 27.2 66.6
2 323 39.5 74 29.1 61.5
MQAA 3 328 41.6 7.6 29.3 61.3
4 327 43.4 7.5 29.7 62.6
5 325 41.8 74 31.1 60.5
1 41.0 38.0 8.5 30.6 71.1
2 404 42.3 8.2 32.3 75.0
MQ 3 359 43.2 7.7 324 70.6
4 349 43.7 7.8 324 67.2
5 35.0 45.1 8.0 32.5 71.8

the same prompt for MQA approach. The
prompt used for zero-shot MQ using GPT-4
model is shown in Table 12. The term ctx
in the prompts designed for GPT-4 includes
all of the previous user utterances and system
responses.

For QR model the prompt shown in Table
11 is designed. This prompt is used for both
LLaMA and GPT-4 models. We pass all the
previous user and system interactions as ctx
in this prompt.

The two-shot prompt designed for LLa-
MAMQA approach is shown in Table 13. In
this prompt, the answer generated by LLaMA
itself is passed as the response. For the
prompts of LLaMA model, all the previous
user utterances with the last system response

(1) # Instruction:

1 will give you a conversation between a user
and a system. Also, I will give you some
background information about the user. You
should answer the last question of the user.
Please remember that your answer to the
last question of the user shouldn’t be more
than 200 words.

# Background knowledge: {ptkb}
# Context: {ctx}

# User question: {user utterance}
# Response:

(2) # Can you generate the unique queries
that can be used for retrieving your previ-
ous answer to the user? (Please write each
query in one line and don’t generate more
than ¢ queries)

# Generated queries:




Table 11: The prompt designed for QR using GP'T-
4 and LLaMA models as a zero-shot learner.

Query re-writing (QR).

# Instruction:

T will give you a conversation between a user
and a system. Also, I will give you some
background information about the user. You
should rewrite the last question of the user
into a self-contained query.

# Background knowledge: {ptkb}

# Context: {ctx}

# Please rewrite the following user ques-
tion: {user utterance}

# Re-written query:

Table 12: The prompt designed for MQ approach
using GPT-4 as a zero-shot learner.

Query Generation in MQ approach.

# Instruction:

1 will give you a conversation between a user
and a system and some background infor-
mation about the user. Imagine you want
to find the answer to the last user question
by searching Google. You should generate
the search queries that you need to search
in Google. Please don’t generate more than
¢ queries and write each query in one line.

# Background knowledge: {ptkb}
# Context: {ctx}

# User question: {user utterance}

# Generated queries:




Table 13: The prompt designed for two-shot MQA using LLaMA model.

The two-shot prompt for query generation in MQA.

# Instruction:
Generate the unique queries to search them in a search engine to retrieving the last response of the system to
the user. (Please write each query in one line and don’t generate more than ¢ queries)

# Example 1
# Background knowledge: 1: My sister is following the ‘West Worl’, but I don’t like it, 2: Johnny Depp made
the Pirates of the Caribbean excellent, 3: My friend suggested to me the ‘Now you see me’ movie, ...
# Context:

user: Can you tell me what the Golden Globe Awards is?

user: What is it?

user: Is it different from the Oscars?

user: What is the difference between them?

user: No, I mean Academy Awards and Golden Globe Awards.

user: What else?

system: The Hollywood Foreign Press Association, a group of 93 journalists from around 55 countries, ....
# User question: Did any of my favorite actresses win any of them?
# System response: Yes, both Jennifer Aniston and Lisa Kudrow, who you enjoyed in the Friends series, have
won Golden Globe Awards. Jennifer Aniston won the Golden Globe in 2003 for Best Actress in a Television
Series — Musical or Comedy for Friends. Lisa Kudrow also won this category in 1998 for the same series.
Aniston’s performance in The Morning Show also earned her another nomination in 2020. On the other hand,
neither of the actresses have won an Academy Award as of yet.
# Generated queries:

1. Has Jennifer Aniston ever won a Golden Globe or an Academy Award?

2. Has Lisa Kudrow ever won a Golden Globe or an Academy Award?

3. List of Golden Globe winners in Best Actress in a Television Series — Musical or Comedy category for
1998 and 2003.

4. Did Jennifer Aniston win any awards for ‘The Morning Show’?

# Example 2
# Background knowledge: 1: I am diagnosed with diabetes type 2, 2: My husband is a light drinker, 3: We
have pasta twice a week! It is my favorite dish,....
# Context:

user: Can you tell me about different types of alcoholic drinks?

user: What is the difference between them?

user: No, the other category.

user: Ok. Can you compare base liquors and the third one?

user: Interesting, but I was mainly looking for ingredients and flavor! FYI, I don’t drink myself.

user: How is it different from Liqueurs?

user: Why are their names so similar?

user: How about the percentage of alcohol?

system: Liquor is hard (the hardest) alcohol product made by distillation, often clocking ....
# User question: Which types are suitable for my husband?
7 System response: Considering your husband is a light drinker, he might enjoy lower-alcohol content beverages
such as wine, beer, or certain liqueurs. Specifically, since he enjoys seafood like salmon, white wine such as
chardonnay, pinot grigio, or a light-bodied beer might be a good match. However, always remember to consume
alcohol in moderation, and if there are any health concerns, consult with a physician.
# Generated queries:

1. Which alcoholic beverages are suitable for a light drinker who likes salmon?

2. What types of alcohol go well with seafood?

3. What types of alcohol are preferred for people who drink lightly?

4. What alcoholic drinks have lower alcohol content?

5. Recommendations for alcoholic beverages for light drinkers.

# Example 3

# Background knowledge: {ptkb}
# Context: {ctx}

# User question: {user utterance}
# System response: {response}

# Generated queries:




Table 14: The prompt designed for one-shot MQ using LLaMA model.

The one-shot prompt designed for MQ.

# Instruction:
Please generate self-contained questions that should be searched in a search engine to answer the user’s LAST
utterance. (Please write each query in one line and don’t generate more than ¢ queries)

# Example 1

# Background knowledge: 1: My sister is following the ‘West Worl’, but I don’t like it, 2: Johnny Depp made
the Pirates of the Caribbean excellent, 3: My friend suggested to me the ‘Now you see me’ movie, it was
fantastic, 4: I went on a biking trip last year, 5: I usually like to drink coffee in the morning, 6: I watched the
proposal and enjoyed it. Ryan Reynolds is my favorite!, 7: The ‘Friends’ series was terrific, Jennifer Aniston
and Lisa Kudrow were the best stars!

# Context:

user: Can you tell me what the Golden Globe Awards is?

user: What is it?

user: Is it different from the Oscars?

user: What is the difference between them?

user: No, I mean Academy Awards and Golden Globe Awards.

user: What else?

system: The Hollywood Foreign Press Association, a group of 93 journalists from around 55 countries, are the
committee for the Globes. On the contrary, the voting body of the Academy Awards; the Academy of Motion
Picture Arts and Sciences (AMPAS) consists of 6,000 voting members. The Golden Globes Award recognizes
the excellence of artists in both the film and television industry in the United States as well as in other
countries. However, Academy Awards only recognize the excellence of artists in their cinematic achievements,
primarily in Hollywood or the American film industry. There are 25 categories for Golden Globes; 14 in motion
pictures and 11 in television. At present, the Academy Awards has 24 categories. Usually, the Golden Globes
ceremony is held in January of each year while the Academy Awards ceremony is held in February of each
year.

# User question: Did any of my favorite actresses win any of them?
# Generated queries:

1. Has Jennifer Aniston ever won a Golden Globe or an Academy Award?

2. Has Lisa Kudrow ever won a Golden Globe or an Academy Award?

3. Did Jennifer Aniston win any awards for *The Morning Show’?

4. List of Golden Globe winners in Best Actress in a Television Series — Musical or Comedy category for
1998 and 2003.

# Example 2

# Background knowledge: {ptkb}
# Context: {ctx}

# User question: {user utterance}
# Generated queries:




