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Abstract

Conversational search seeks to retrieve relevant
passages for the given questions in Conversa-
tional QA (ConvQA). Questions in ConvQA
face challenges such as omissions and coref-
erences, making it difficult to obtain desired
search results. Conversational Query Reformu-
lation (CQR) transforms these current queries
into de-contextualized forms to resolve these is-
sues. However, existing CQR methods focus on
rewriting human-friendly queries, which may
not always yield optimal search results for the
retriever. To overcome this challenge, we in-
troduce GuideCQR, a framework that utilizes
guided documents to refine queries, ensuring
that they are optimal for retrievers. Specifi-
cally, we augment keywords, generate expected
answers from the re-ranked documents, and
unify them with the filtering process. Experi-
mental results show that queries enhanced by
guided documents outperform previous CQR
methods. Especially, GuideCQR surpasses the
performance of Large Language Model (LLM)
prompt-powered approaches and demonstrates
the importance of the guided documents in for-
mulating retriever-friendly queries across di-
verse setups.

1 Introduction

In the context of conversational question answering
(Zaib et al., 2022) task (ConvQA), the objective of
conversational search is to retrieve passages that
contain the necessary information to answer the cur-
rent query within a multi-turn conversation. To un-
derstand the intent of the query, previous research
focuses on transforming queries into stand-alone
forms, making them independent and robust. (Mo
et al., 2023) This process, known as CQR allows
for clearer expression and better understanding the
query.

†Corresponding author.

Generally, CQR methods fall into two categories:
rewriting and expansion techniques. In the cur-
rent era where LLMs dominate, leveraging LLMs
for CQR methods is particularly prevalent. (Jager-
man et al., 2023) involves instructing a LLM to
generate relevant passages related to the query.
This method makes the query more reasonable and
human-understandable by expanding the sentence.
(Mao et al., 2023) also involves using LLMs to
rewrite the query through different prompting meth-
ods and aggregation techniques.

However, these CQR methods focus on recon-
structing queries to be the most understandable
and reasonable only for humans. Although these
approaches aim to create human-friendly and eas-
ily comprehensible queries, they may not always
yield the optimal results that retrievers desire. To
optimize CQR methods for their primary objec-
tive of generating the most effective search queries,
it’s necessary to prioritize retriever-friendly queries
over human-friendly ones.

In this paper, we propose GuideCQR, an ef-
fective framework designed to generate retrieval-
friendly conversational queries by leveraging the
guidance of retrieved documents. We find that the
guided documents can provide a set of documents
that enhance the query, optimizing query for better
search performance. By using the signals with the
related document set, we argue that we can make
retriever-friendly query that enhances search out-
comes. Inspired by this point, we first obtain the
guided documents through a retrieval process us-
ing the baseline query reformulated by LLM. To
extract more accurate signals for making retriever-
friendly query, we also conduct a simple re-ranking
process to make a better guided documents, refin-
ing the order of documents based on the similarity
between query and document. And then, we refor-
mulate the baseline query by augmenting keyword
and generating expected answer. Finally, we filter
both of them based on similarity with query and
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𝑸𝒃𝒂𝒔𝒆𝒍𝒊𝒏𝒆: Is throat cancer treatable?

Initial Guided Documents

Re-ranked Guided Documents

If diagnosed early, throat cancer
has a high cure rate. Throat
cancer may not be curable once
malignant cells spread to parts of
the body beyond the neck and (…)

History

Query

Keywords K

Expected Answer A

𝑹𝒂𝒘𝑸𝒖𝒆𝒓𝒚: Is it treatable?

Baseline Query Generation

Initial Documents Retrieval

𝑯𝒊𝒔𝒕𝒐𝒓𝒚: What is throat cancer?

“early”, “throat”, “cancer”, 
“high”, “cure”, “rate”, 
“Throat”, “Cancer”, 
“curable”

throat cancer has a
high cure rate the
cancer is not curable
too advanced to be
cured (…)

“throat”, “cancer”, “Throat”, 
“Cancer”, “curable”

Re-ranking
Documents Expected

Answer
Generation

Keywords
Extraction

Filtered Keywords 𝑲𝒇𝒊𝒍𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒆𝒅
Filtering

Filtering
throat cancer has a high cure 
rate (…)

Filtered Answer 𝑨𝒇𝒊𝒍𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒆𝒅

Final Query 𝑸𝒇𝒊𝒏𝒂𝒍

𝑸𝒃𝒂𝒔𝒆𝒍𝒊𝒏𝒆

𝑲𝒇𝒊𝒍𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒆𝒅

𝑨𝒇𝒊𝒍𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒆𝒅

(…)

Figure 1: Overall framework of GuideCQR: We visualize content of top-1 ranked document. For easier understand-
ing, we show keywords augmented from the top-1 document and 3 answer pairs from the top-3 document.

history utterances to remove redundant signals.
Our experimental results demonstrate that

GuideCQR shows the competitive performance on
widely used datasets compared to several contem-
porary methods. We observe that GuideCQR con-
sistently achieves remarkable scores across vari-
ous metrics. Specifically, GuideCQR outperforms
all baselines on the CAsT-19 dataset for average
score, even better than LLM-prompt-leveraged
methods. It demonstrates the robustness of the
GuideCQR framework in making queries more
retriever-friendly. This significantly enhances
search results in the field of CQR systems. Addi-
tionally, the ablation study confirms the importance
of the guided documents and the steps involved in
creating retriever-friendly queries, including key-
word augmentation and expected answer genera-
tion.

2 GuideCQR

We present GuideCQR, a novel framework to re-
formulate conversational queries by leveraging the
guidance of retrieved documents. Figure 1 illus-
trates an overview of our proposed query refor-
mulation framework. The objective of GuideCQR
is to make a retriever-friendly query by utilizing
the guidance of retrieved documents. To achieve
this, we structure GuideCQR into three stages: We
begin by retrieving a guided documents based on
the simple LLM-reformulated query. This step
involves obtaining a set of documents. And we
re-rank the retrieved documents to prioritize doc-
uments. We consider only the most relevant ones
in further stages. (Sec 2.1) And then we augment

keywords and generate expected answers from the
documents, creating components that contribute to
making the query more retriever-friendly. (Sec 2.2)
Finally, we apply a filtering process that evaluates
both keywords and answers based on their simi-
larity scores relative to the baseline query and di-
alogue history. Then, we unify and concatenate
them back to the baseline query. (Sec 2.3)

2.1 Guided documents Retrieval

2.1.1 Initial documents Retrieval

In the process of developing a retriever-friendly
query, initially retrieved documents can play a cru-
cial role as guiding resources, by providing foun-
dational insights for the CQR process. For exam-
ple, these signals can include critical keywords or
contextual signs that are necessary to the search,
such as "cure," "rate," and "curable" from the doc-
ument shown in Figure 1. Inspired by these points,
GuideCQR starts from getting guided documents to
get meaningful signals to the retriever. We obtain
the guided documents by retrieving the documents
using the baseline query set generated by LLM. We
denote baseline query as Qbaseline,

Qbaseline = RewriteLLM (RawQuery), (1)

where Rewrite_LLM represents an operation that
resolves omissions or coreferences using LLM and
RawQuery denotes the raw question in the dataset.
Using the Qbaseline, we obtain the guided docu-
ments composed of 2,000 documents for each sam-
ple ID.
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2.1.2 Re-ranking documents
We further enhance the quality of guided docu-
ments by incorporating a re-ranking process to get
the final guided documents. By adjusting the or-
der of previously retrieved documents, we aim to
capture better signals that enhance the search re-
sult. We employ Sentence-Transformer (Reimers
and Gurevych, 2019) to re-rank 2,000 documents
for each sample ID, carefully selecting the final
guided documents with the top 10 documents by
measuring the similarity between the query and
each document. To mitigate potential biases aris-
ing from using a single model, we perform an addi-
tional re-ranking process with a different Sentence-
Transformer.

2.2 Generating Retriever-friendly Query
Guided documents plays an important role in mak-
ing retriever-friendly queries since this documents
is retrieved by retriever so that we can extract
retriever-friendly components from the documents.
Based on the final guided documents, we create
retriever-friendly queries with respect to two as-
pects: Augmenting Keyword, Expected Answer gen-
eration.

2.2.1 Augmenting Keyword
Keywords can be crucial signals for creating
retriever-friendly queries, as these keywords repre-
sent the most significant and relevant terms within
the document. So, we utilize the guided documents
to augment keywords by two aspects. The first
aspect focuses on determining the number of docu-
ments for augmenting keywords, which depends on
the extent of guidance we seek. Second aspect uti-
lizes the length of the keywords, specifically how
long the keywords we choose to use. Based on this,
we augment keywords K:

K = [k1, k2, k3, k4..., kn], (2)

where k denotes unit keyword and n is the number
of documents. For example, keywords such as
"early", "throat", "cancer", "high", and "cure" can
be crucial for the document shown in Figure 1.

2.2.2 Expected Answer Generation
Additionally, expected answers related to the query
can also be crucial signals because they offer direct
insights into the user’s desired outcomes, thereby
enhancing the relevance and accuracy of the search
outcome. Therefore, we also utilize the guided

documents in generating expected answers as addi-
tional information to the query:

A = [a1, a2, a3, ..., an], (3)

where A represents answer list and an denotes a
unit answer extracted from a single document. In
this process, we require both the query and the
context. We use the query as the Qbaseline, and the
context as the top-k re-ranked guided documents.
Conditioned on this documents, we then generate
the single expected answer for each document such
as "throat cancer has a high cure rate" for document
shown in Figure 1 and merge all answers in a single
sentence. Because the spans of each answer are all
important, we regard the entire set of answers as a
single unified answer rather than considering each
one individually.

2.3 Filtering And Unify
We find that redundant elements can arise from
the augmented keywords and the generated answer
such as "early" shown in Figure 1. We explain this
is because GuideCQR might augment the keywords
or answers generated from irrelevant documents.
Therefore, we conduct an additional filtering stage
to effectively filter keywords and answers in the re-
formulated query. We define the FilterScore based
on cosine similarity as follows:

QueryScore = 10(1− CosSim(query, item)), (4)

HistoryScore = Max (10(1− CosSim(history[i], item))) , (5)

FilterScore =
QueryScore + HistoryScore

2
, (6)

where query represents the embedding of the cur-
rent turn’s query, and item refers to the embed-
ding of either a keyword or an answer sentence,
history is history query list of current utterance
and CosSim denotes cosine similarity. We define
the HistoryScore as the maximum cosine similar-
ity value of the dialogue history query and words.
Finally, we define the FilterScore as the average
of the QueryScore and the HistoryScore, ranging
from 1 to 10. History queries are important for
understanding the current query because, in a dia-
log, it is more effective to comprehend the question
based on the previous conversation. So we also
consider history query by HistoryScore, allow-
ing us to traverse the entire dialogue from past to
present. We remove keywords and answers that
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fall below a specified FilterScore. Finally, we
unify the remaining keywords and answers and in-
tegrate them into the Qbaseline to construct the final
reformulated query as follows:

Qfinal = Concat([Qbaseline,Kfiltered, Afiltered]), (7)

where Kfiltered and Afiltered are remaining key-
words, answers.

3 Experiments

To demonstrate the effectiveness of GuideCQR, we
present a comparative analysis over existing meth-
ods, including LLM-prompt powered and human-
rewritten queries. We focus on key metrics that are
critical for evaluating conversational search.

3.1 Datasets and Metrics

We use the TREC CAsT-19 (Dalton et al., 2020)
and TREC CAsT-20 (Dalton et al., 2021) datasets,
widely regarded as public conversational search
datasets. Human experts from the TREC Con-
versational Assistance Track (CAsT) curate these
datasets. CAsT-19 and CAsT-20 consist of 50 and
25 conversations, respectively. Each conversation
comprises turns filled with complex, context-driven
queries that often refer to prior interactions within
the same session. Both datasets share the same
document collection and provide passage-level
relevance judgments, as well as human rewrites
for each turn. Following methods from prior re-
search (Mo et al., 2023) (Mao et al., 2023) (Jang
et al., 2023), we use two evaluation metrics to
assess the performance: Mean Reciprocal Rank
(MRR), Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain
at three documents (NDCG@3). Also, we use
pytrec_eval (Van Gysel and de Rijke, 2018) tool to
calculate each score.

3.2 Baselines

We compare GuideCQR with the following
query reformulation (QR) baselines: (1) Trans-
former++ (Vakulenko et al., 2021a): A GPT-2
based QR model fine-tuned on CANARD dataset.
(2) CQE-Sparse (Lin et al., 2021b): A weakly-
supervised method to select important tokens only
from the context via contextualized query embed-
dings. (3) QuReTeC (Voskarides et al., 2020): A
weakly-supervised method to train a sequence tag-
ger to decide whether each term contained in a
historical context should be added to the current

query. (4) T5QR (Lin et al., 2020): A conversa-
tional query rewriter based on T5, trained using
human-generated rewrites. (5) ConvGQR (Mo
et al., 2023): A query reformulation framework that
combines query rewriting with generative query
expansion. (6) CONVINV (Cheng et al., 2024):
framework that transforms conversational session
embeddings into interpretable text using Vec2Text.
(7) LLM4CS (Mao et al., 2023): query rewriting
based on LLM and various prompting methods. We
build GuideCQR upon this prompted QR method
using (REW + Maxprob) and evaluate using Self-
Consistency.

3.3 Implementation Details

As a baseline, we generate the Qbaseline using Ope-
nAI 3.5-turbo-16k combined with the Maxprob
approach in LLM4CS. We simply generate this
query by sampling the highest generation probabil-
ity with LLMs, resolving only omissions and coref-
erences. Following previous studies (Mao et al.,
2023) (Jang et al., 2023), we use ANCE (Xiong
et al., 2021) pre-trained on the MSMARCO (Cam-
pos et al., 2016) as our retriever. To re-rank the
guided documents, we select the mxbai-embed-
large-v1 (Lee et al., 2024) and ember-v1 (llmrails,
2022) models as the first and second re-ranking
Sentence-Transformer models, respectively. We
use KeyBERT (Grootendorst, 2020) for augment-
ing keywords. And then we use roberta-base-
squad2 (Chan et al.) for generating the expected
answer. Finally, we use OpenAI text-embedding-
3-small for generating embeddings for keywords
and answers in the filtering stage in GuideCQR. We
use different embeddings at each stage to mitigate
potential biases caused by a single model.

3.4 Performance Comparison

Main Results As shown in Table 1, GuideCQR
significantly enhances performance metrics
compared to the Qbaseline across CAsT datasets.
GuideCQR outperforms all of the compared
methods in terms of average score. Specifically, on
the CAsT-19 dataset, GuideCQR outperforms both
LLM and prompting-based reformulated queries,
demonstrating its robustness. For CAsT-20, still
its performance is almost second-best. These
results highlight the solidity of retriever-friendly
queries. The score for CAsT-20 is lower than
CAsT-19 because the topics of CAsT-19 are more
complex. So CAsT-20 is more challenging than
CAsT-19. Therefore, the signals extracted from

4



CAsT-19 CAsT-20

Methods MRR NDCG@3 MRR NDCG@3 Avg

Transformer++ 0.696 0.441 0.296 0.185 0.404
CQE-Sparse 0.671 0.423 0.423 0.271 0.447
QuReTeC 0.689 0.430 0.430 0.287 0.459
T5QR 0.701 0.417 0.423 0.299 0.460
ConvGQR 0.708 0.434 0.465 0.331 0.484
CONVINV 0.742 0.449 0.476 0.334 0.500

Qbaseline 0.722 0.452 0.534 0.372 0.520
Humans 0.740 0.461 0.591 0.422 0.553
LLM4CS 0.776 0.515 0.615 0.455 0.590
GuideCQR (ours) 0.820 0.544 0.581 0.426 0.592

- w/o keywords 0.770 0.498 0.538 0.403 0.552
- w/o answers 0.806 0.526 0.549 0.398 0.569
- w/o both 0.726 0.458 0.545 0.387 0.529

Table 1: Performance comparison on CAsT datasets: MRR, NDCG@3, and the final average of the four scores. The
best results are in bold, while the second best are underlined.

guided documents may not work well.

Ablation Study We evaluate the impact of re-
moving individual components involved in creat-
ing retriever-friendly queries. As demonstrated in
Table 1, removing any part of GuideCQR leads
to a decrease in performance, indicating that each
component plays an important role in GuideCQR.

3.5 Analysis
Performance among Amount of Initial Guided
documents As in Table 2, we adjust the number
of guided documents in the guided documents re-
trieval stage to validate the proper amount of the
documents. The results indicate that increasing the
amount of guidance consistently improves perfor-
mance. However, retrieving too many documents
for the guided documents requires a longer infer-
ence time. Therefore, we decide to choose 2,000
documents for our main experiment.

# of initial guided documents MRR NDCG@3 Avg

10 0.757 0.505 0.631
100 0.782 0.514 0.648

1,000 0.795 0.521 0.658
2,000 0.810 0.522 0.666

Table 2: Evaluation of the CAsT-19 dataset with varying
amount of guided documents.

Performance among Top-k doc for Keyword and
Answer As in Table 3, we explore the effects
of varying the number of documents in augment-
ing keywords and generating the expected answer
stage. For example, if we extract each keyword and

answer from the top 2 documents, we generate a
keyword and answer pair for each document, result-
ing in a total of 2 pairs. Consistent with previous
studies, we find that using more documents gener-
ally provides additional signals that can enhance
performance. However, an excessive number of
documents may lead to a loss in the overall score.

Keyword Answer

MRR NDCG@3 Avg MRR NDCG@3 Avg

Baseline 0.722 0.452 0.587 0.722 0.452 0.587
top-2 0.783 0.501 0.642 0.767 0.483 0.625
top-3 0.804 0.521 0.662 0.775 0.490 0.632
top-4 0.810 0.522 0.666 0.769 0.500 0.634
top-5 0.802 0.523 0.662 0.775 0.496 0.635

Table 3: Evaluation of the CAsT-19 dataset with varying
number of documents for augmenting keywords.

Performance among Keyword Span Length
We also investigate the impact of varying keyword
spans in augmenting the keyword stage and present
the result in Table 4. We observe that increasing
the keyword span generally enhances performance
to a certain extent. However, we find that too many
signals can degrade performance due to inclusion
of the redundant information to the query.

Query Relevance Analysis To show the effec-
tiveness of the keyword augmentation step, we in-
vestigate the precision score as follows:

Precision =
N4

Ntotal
, (8)

where N4 represents unique matched keywords
found in the guided documents that have qrel
(query relevance) score four and Ntotal represents
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CAsT-19 CAsT-20

MRR NDCG@3 MRR NDCG@3

Baseline 0.722 0.452 0.534 0.372
5 span 0.769 0.499 0.577 0.415
10 span 0.788 0.520 0.537 0.398
15 span 0.810 0.522 0.541 0.400
20 span 0.801 0.520 0.546 0.398

Table 4: Evaluation with varying span of keywords. We
augment all keywords from top-4 documents.

the total number of unique augmented keywords.
Note that the document that has a qrel score of 4 is
regarded as the most relevant document with user
queries in CAsT datasets. Therefore, keywords
matched in these documents can prove that aug-
menting keywords plays an important role in mak-
ing retriever-friendly queries. The results in Table 5
demonstrate that a longer keyword span results in
a higher precision score. This underscores the crit-
ical role of keyword augmentation in GuideCQR.

Span Length Precision

5 0.6684
10 0.7018
15 0.7024
20 0.7045

Table 5: Precision scores for different keyword spans.
We augment all keywords from top-4 documents of
CAsT-19.

Performance among FilterScore We test dif-
ferent FilterScore settings. Before filtering, we
use top-4 span 15 keywords and top-6 answers for
CAsT-19, and top-5 span 5 keywords and top-4
answers for CAsT-20. And GuideCQR uses these
keywords and answers as our final query set. As in
Figure 2, excessive filtering degrades performance,
highlighting the importance of selecting an appro-
priate filter score. We achieve our final results with
a FilterScore of 1.19 for CAsT-19 and 0.525 for
CAsT-20.

4 Conclusion

We present the GuideCQR, a novel query re-
formulation framework for conversational search.
GuideCQR effectively reformulates conversational
queries to be more retriever-friendly by leveraging
a guided documents. GuideCQR not only enhances

0.0 0.5 1.0 2.0 3.0
Filter Score

0.49

0.50

0.51

0.52

0.53

NDCG@3

Figure 2: Filtering with different FilterScores on CAsT-
19 Dataset.

the alignment of queries with user intent but also
improves the precision and relevance of search re-
sults. Experimental results across various datasets
and metrics confirm the capability of GuideCQR
over human and LLM-powered methods.
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A Dataset Statistics

Table 6 presents statistics for the CAsT datasets,
including the number of conversations, queries, and
documents.

CAsT-19 CAsT-20
# Conv 50 25
# Questions 479 216
# Documents 38M 38M

Table 6: Dataset Statistics for CAst-19 and CAst-20.

B Query Analysis

We present example queries reformulated our
method and humans in Table 7.

RawQuery What are its other competi-
tors?

Human-rewritten What are Netflix’s other com-
petitors than Blockbuster?

Qbaseline What are Netflix’s other com-
petitors?

Qfinal What are Netflix’s other com-
petitors? netflix competitors
subscription streaming ama-
zon instant hulu plus ama-
zon netflix competes viaplay
hbo nordic cmore asia netflix
competes hooq sky demand
competitors apple itunes ama-
zon cinemanow hulu lovefilm
google netflix fandangonow
ultraflix voddler competitors
Amazon Instant Video Ser-
vice and the Hulu Plus ser-
vice Presto, Stan and Quick-
flix FandangoNow, UltraFlix,
and Voddler : Competitors
brick and mortar video rental
stores

Table 7: Query Analysis for CAsT-19 - Conv_id: 49,
turn_id: 5

8


	Introduction
	GuideCQR
	Guided documents Retrieval
	Initial documents Retrieval
	Re-ranking documents

	Generating Retriever-friendly Query
	Augmenting Keyword
	Expected Answer Generation

	Filtering And Unify

	Experiments
	Datasets and Metrics
	Baselines
	Implementation Details
	Performance Comparison
	Analysis

	Conclusion
	Dataset Statistics
	Query Analysis

