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Abstract

Since the launch of ChatGPT at the end of 2022, generative
dialogue models represented by ChatGPT have quickly become
essential tools in daily life. As user expectations increase,
enhancing the capability of generative dialogue models to
solve complex problems has become a focal point of current
research. This paper delves into the effectiveness of the RAFT
(Retrieval Augmented Fine-Tuning) method in improving the
performance of Generative dialogue models. RAFT combines
chain-of-thought with model supervised fine-tuning (SFT) and
retrieval augmented generation (RAG), which significantly en-
hanced the model’s information extraction and logical reason-
ing abilities. We evaluated the RAFT method across multiple
datasets and analysed its performance in various reasoning
tasks, including long-form QA and short-form QA tasks, tasks
in both Chinese and English, and supportive and comparison
reasoning tasks. Notably, it addresses the gaps in previous
research regarding long-form QA tasks and Chinese datasets.
Moreover, we also evaluate the benefit of the chain-of-thought
(CoT) in the RAFT method. This work offers valuable insights
for studies focused on enhancing the performance of generative
dialogue models.
Index Terms: generative dialogue model, large language
model, chain-of-thought, retrieval augmented generation

1. Introduction
In recent years, with the rapid development of human-computer
dialogue, a key technology in this field, generative dialogue
models [1, 2], has shown great potential and wide application
prospects. From the early sequence-to-sequence (Seq2Seq) [3]
architecture to recent innovations based on the Transformer [4]
model with attention mechanisms, more advanced models are
constantly emerging. However, generative dialogue models
still confront significant challenges in accuracy, consistency,
coherence, security, and resource efficiency. Enhancing their
performance is a critical issue that demands attention.

To tackle more complex and diverse NLP tasks, the chain-
of-thought (CoT) method [5, 6, 7, 8] has been proposed. Chain-
of thought breaks down complex reasoning tasks into multiple
intermediate steps that are computed sequentially to obtain
the final result. It not only improves the logical consistency
of the model’s responses but also enhances user interaction
experiences. However, recent studies have shown that chain-
of-thought prompting method requires models of ˜100 billion
parameters to fully release their reasoning ability [5], and thus
will have a significant demands on computational resources.
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Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) [9] is also a
promising method to improve the performance of generative
dialogue models [10, 11, 12, 13]. Retrieval augmented
generation method enhances the performance and reliability
of generative dialogue models by integrating knowledge
from external databases. This method not only increases the
accuracy and relevance of the generated text but also enables
continuous updates of domain-specific knowledge, especially
excelling in knowledge-intensive tasks. However, RAG still
faces several challenges. Since the performance of retrieval
augmented generation depends on the accuracy and efficiency
of the retriever, poor-quality or irrelevant retrieval results may
negatively impact the generated content. Additionally, how to
effectively integrate the retrieved information with the prior
knowledge of the model remains a significant challenge.

This paper studies a method that combines the chain-of-
thought with retrieval augmented generation for Supervised
Fine-Tuning (SFT) small-scale models to optimize their per-
formance in reasoning tasks, which is called RAFT (Retrieval
Augmented Fine-Tuning) [14]. This method not only avoids
the reliance of the chain-of-thought prompting on large-scale
models, but also alleviates the hallucination [15] and mainte-
nance challenges of the knowledge retrieval process in RAG,
enhancing the model’s ability to extract information and per-
form logical reasoning. In this work, we provide comprehensive
optimization and evaluation of RAFT method across different
types of reasoning tasks, including short-form QA and long-
form QA, English tasks and Chinese tasks, bridge type and
comparison tasks, particularly focusing on long-form QA and
Chinese datasets. In addition, we evaluated the benefits of the
chain-of-thought in the RAFT method and conducted a detailed
analysis of the performance across various type of tasks above.

2. Method
2.1. RAFT Finetuning

RAFT [14] is derived from RAG+SFT, which combines re-
trieval augmented generation (RAG) and Supervised Fine-
Tuning (SFT). For better understanding, let us make an anal-
ogy between these modeling techniques in generative dialogue
models and various kinds of examinations faced by human.

For supervised fine-tuning, the pre-trained language model
is fine-tuned for a specific task by introducing a labeled dataset
tailored for the task. Supervised fine-tuning is similar to a
closed-book exam taken after class, where students answer
questions using only the problem-solving methods learned in
class without any reference materials.

For the retrieval augmented generation method, the RAG
model uses input prompts as query keywords to retrieve rel-
evant documents. These retrieved contents are added to the
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Figure 1: Overview of RAFT
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Figure 2: Construction of RAFT fine-tuning dataset

Question:奥尼尔得过几次总冠军?

Context: 4个总冠军3个总决赛MVP2005-60 沙奎尔.奥尼尔迈阿密热队 2001-02 沙奎尔.奥尼尔洛
杉矶湖人MVP沙奎尔.奥尼尔2000-01 沙奎尔.奥尼尔洛杉矶湖人MVP 沙奎尔.奥尼尔1999-00 沙奎
尔.奥尼尔洛杉矶湖人MVP 沙奎尔.奥尼尔

Instruction: 使用上文中提供的信息回答这个问题。以下是需要注意的事项：
-首先，你需要提供逐步推理过程来说明如何回答的问题。
-在推理过程中，如果需要复制粘贴上文中的某些句子，请将它们放在##引用_开始##和##引

用_结束##之间。这意味着##引用_开始##和##引用_结束##之外的内容不是直接从上下文中复制粘
贴的。

-在回答的最后以<答案>: $答案内容的形式给出最终答案，注意，你只能直接明了地输出答
案，不应当有多余的细节和解释。

CoT Answer: 根据上文提供的信息， ##引用_开始##4个总冠军3个总决赛MVP2005-60 沙奎尔.奥
尼尔迈阿密热队 2001-02 沙奎尔.奥尼尔洛杉矶湖人MVP沙奎尔.奥尼尔2000-01 沙奎尔.奥尼尔洛
杉矶湖人MVP 沙奎尔.奥尼尔1999-00 沙奎尔.奥尼尔洛杉矶湖人MVP 沙奎尔.奥尼尔##引用_结束
##。奥尼尔得过4次总冠军。分别是2000-01赛季和1999-00赛季时作为洛杉矶湖人队的一员获得总
冠军，并且分别获得了总决赛MVP。\n。<答案>: 4

Figure 3: Examples of Chinese chain-of-thought style response
generation process via GPT-3.5 in RAFT.

model’s input, and the model generates responses based on the
augmented input. In the examination analogy, this method can
be regarded as finding relevant passages from the open-book
knowledge according to the question and reasoning the answer.

The RAFT method combines retrieval augmented genera-
tion and supervised fine-tuning, as well as incorporating the
idea of chain-of-thought. This is akin to training the model
to compute results from relevant information before taking an
exam. Consequently, during an open-book exam, the model can
deduce correct answers more quickly and accurately using the
reference materials. In summary, the RAFT method has two
key features. First, in addition to the oracle documents, irrel-
evant distractor documents are also included in the reference
documents to improve model’s robustness against irrelevant
information retrieved during the retrieval process. Second,
chain-of-thought style responses are used as the target text in the
fine-tuning dataset rather than plain short answers to improve
model’s reasoning capability. To be specific, each data in RAFT
dataset contains a question (Q), several distractor documents

Question: Who was known by his stage name Aladin and helped organizations improve their 
performance as a consultant?

Context: [Eenasul Fateh (Bengali: born 3 April 1959), also known by his stage name Aladin, is a 
Bangladeshi-British cultural practitioner, magician, live artist and former international management 
consultant.]……[Management consulting is the practice of helping organizations to improve their 
performance, operating primarily through the analysis of existing organizational problems and the 
development of plans for improvement.]

Instruction: Answer this question using the information given in the context above. Here is things to pay 
attention to: 

- First provide step-by-step reasoning on how to answer the question. 
- In the reasoning, if you need to copy paste some sentences from the context, include them in 

##begin_quote## and ##end_quote##. This would mean that things outside of ##begin_quote## and 
##end_quote## are not directly copy paste from the context. 

- End your response with final answer in the form <ANSWER>: $answer, The answer should be 
succint.

CoT Answer: To answer the question, we need to identify the individual known by his stage name 
Aladin who helped organizations improve their performance as a consultant. From the context, we see that 
Eenasul Fateh is the real name of the individual known by the stage name Aladin. ##begin_quote## 
Eenasul Fateh (Bengali: born 3 April 1959), also known by his stage name Aladin, is a Bangladeshi-
British cultural practitioner, magician, live artist and former international management consultant. 
##end_quote## It is mentioned that management consulting involves helping organizations improve their 
performance through the analysis of existing organizational problems and the development of plans for 
improvement. ##begin_quote## Organizations may draw upon the services of management consultants 
for a number of reasons, including gaining external (and presumably objective) advice and access to the 
consultants' specialized expertise. ##end_quote## Therefore, the individual known as Aladin who helped 
organizations improve their performance as a consultant is Eenasul Fateh. <ANSWER>: Eenasul Fateh

Figure 4: Examples of English chain-of-thought style response
generation process via GPT-3.5 in RAFT.

(Dk), a oracle document containing the effective information to
answer the question (D∗), and a chain-of-thought style response
(A∗) generated from the oracle document (D∗). Figure 1 shows
overview of RAFT.

RAFT training : Q+D∗+D1+D2+ · · ·+Dk → A∗ (1)

2.2. Dataset Construction

Figure 2 shows our RAFT fine-tuning dataset construction pro-
cess. In order to make the datasets tailored to RAFT fine-tuning,
we use two methods to process open-source datasets. When
dealing with a dataset where a question corresponds to several



reference documents (include oracle documents and distractor
documents), we use the first method: For each question, we
extract all the oracle documents from the question’s corre-
sponding documents, then randomly select a specified number
of documents from the remaining corresponding documents
as the distractor documents. When dealing with a dataset
where a question corresponds to only one oracle document,
we use the second method: For each question, we take its
corresponding document as oracle document and randomly
select a specified number of documents from other questions’
reference documents as the question’s distractor documents.
In this study, the dataset HotpotQA [16] was processed using
the first method, while the datasets like PubMedQA [17] and
DuReader robust [18] were processed using the second method.
In our RAFT experiments, we use four distractor documents for
each question.

After selecting the oracle and distractor documents, we
used GPT-3.5 with to generate chain-of-thought style response.
We require the model to generate a chain-of-thought reasoning
process based on the input question as well as its corresponding
oracle documents. During this reasoning process, the model
are prompted to cite the referenced content from the oracle
documents and provide a final answer separately at the end.
Figure 3 and figure 4 show our CoT answer generation process
via GPT-3.5 in Chinese and English respectively.

3. Experiment Setup
3.1. Datasets

• HotpotQA [16]: HotpotQA dataset contains 113,000
multi-hop reasoning question-answer pairs from
Wikipedia. It includes two types of QA tasks: bridge
and comparison. Bridge QA tasks require the model
to find relevant information from multiple reference
documents to provide an answer, while comparison QA
tasks require the model to compare multiple entities
or events. Each data item includes a question, several
reference documents, and a short answer.

• PubMedQA [17]: A biomedical question-answering
dataset. It extracts data from PubMed abstracts and
answers research questions based on these abstracts.
Answers are presented in the form of ”yes/no/maybe.”
Each data item consists of a question, a reference
document, a long answer, and a short answer.

• DuReader robust [18]: DuReader robust is a Chinese
dataset used to evaluate the robustness and generaliza-
tion ability of model’s reading comprehension function.
Each data item includes a question, a reference docu-
ment, and a short answer. All datas items are sourced
from Baidu users’ search queries and responses.

3.2. Baselines

In this study, we evaluated the Chinese dataset DuReader robust
using Qwen-1.5-7B-chat [19] and the English datasets, Hot-
potQA and PubMedQA, using LLaMA2-7B-chat [20, 21].

• LLaMA2-7B-chat / Qwen-1.5-7B-chat + zero-shot
prompting: Provide the model with clear instructions
and the question it needs to answer, without providing
any external reference documents, and require the model
to generate an answer.

• LLaMA2-7B-chat / Qwen-1.5-7B-chat + RAG: Provide
the model with instructions and the question, supple-

Table 1: Evaluation in EM score

PubMedQA HotpotQA[Oracle] HotpotQA

zero-shot 50.50 15.06 15.06
RAG 56.42 12.07 8.72

DSF + zero-shot 53.91 20.04 20.04
DSF + RAG 71.71 45.26 27.40

RAFT w.o. CoT 54.80 52.38 28.74

RAFT 74.36 54.20 39.48

mented with external reference documents, and require
the model to derive an answer using the content in these
reference documents.

• DSF (Domain Specific Finetuning) + zero-shot prompt-
ing: For each dataset standard supervised fine-tuning
is performed without reference documents, using the
question as the input text and the answer as the target
text for fine-tuning. The fine-tuned model is then given
the question and instructions and required to respond
without referencing external documents.

• DSF + RAG: Standard supervised fine-tuning is per-
formed without reference documents for each dataset,
but during testing, the fine-tuned model is supplemented
with reference documents for the question. The model is
required to derive the answer using external knowledge.

3.3. Evaluation Method

In our experiments, we primarily use F1 score and EM score
(Exact Match) to evaluate the performance of the models.
We standardize the answers by normalizing the answer text
through several steps, including converting all text to lowercase,
removing punctuation, removing articles (a, an, the), and
standardizing spaces, which ensure that the answers are more
uniform in format [22, 23]. Subsequently, the standardized
answers are used to calculate their EM scores and F1 scores.

4. Experiment Result
We compared the performance of the models using the RAFT
method and the baselines. Table 1 and Table 2 show the
results for the EM score and F1 score respectively. In the
HotpotQA[Oracle] experiment group, only oracle documents
were provided as references for the model in the RAG experi-
ments. For all other groups, distractor documents were included
alongside the reference documents in the RAG experiments.

From the experimental results, we can see that the RAFT
method consistently outperforms four baseline methods across
all datasets, demonstrating superior information extraction and
complex problem reasoning capabilities in the models fine-
tuned with RAFT method. On the HotpotQA dataset, the RAFT
method (with CoT) achieved a performance gain of 42.13% in
EM score and 42.78% in F1 score over the plain RAG baseline
(without using DSF model) experiments. Even with the inclu-
sion of distractor documents, it still achieved gains of 30.76%
in EM score and 32.94% in F1 score. Furthermore, we observed
that although the scores for RAFT degrade with the addition of
distractor documents in the experiments (comparing the table
columns corresponding to HotpotQA[Oracle] and HotpotQA),
it achieved a higher performance gain over the DSF+RAG
baseline. This indicates that the RAFT method can significantly
enhance the model’s robustness in the retrieval process in RAG.



Table 2: Evaluation in F1 score

PubMedQA[long] HotpotQA[Oracle] HotpotQA DuReader

zero-shot 1.09 22.63 22.63 13.47
RAG 3.05 25.05 18.39 26.06

DSF + zero-shot 7.95 27.63 27.63 20.90
DSF + RAG 10.68 58.67 34.52 39.91

RAFT w.o. CoT —— 64.47 37.48 42.25

RAFT 14.09 67.83 51.33 57.81

Before fine-tuning, the model’s performance was poor,
regardless of whether RAG was included or not. Fine-tuning the
model for specific domains, i.e., DSF, can significantly improve
its performance by aligning model outputs with the answering
patterns of those domains. Through the RAFT method (with
CoT), the model not only learned specific domain answering
patterns but also significantly improved its ability to extract
effective information from complex data.

4.1. Long-form QA Evaluation

Since the ”yes/no” QA of PubMedQA and QA of HotpotQA are
both short-form, we also assessed the long-form QA in dataset
PubMedQA. The experiment results are shown in Table 2 under
the PubMedQA[long] group. The results in F1 score of long-
form QA indicate that RAFT method brought about a 13%
performance improvement for long-answer questions over zero-
shot prompting baseline. However, compared to the DSF+RAG
baseline, the performance gain was less prominent than for the
short-form QA. This is because the content of long answers
tends to be more inclined towards the form of induction and
summarization, rather than the certain result which can be
obtained through reasoning like the short answers. The study of
long-form QA with chain-of-thought needs further exploration.

4.2. Chinese Dataset Evaluation

We also conducted evaluation on DuReader robust to assess
the effectiveness of the RAFT method on the Chinese datasets.
Since the questions in this dataset heavily rely on information
from reference documents, the gain brought by the use of DSF
is only 7.43% over the zero-shot prompting baseline (in Table 2
comparing the ’zero-shot’ and ’DSF+zero-shot’ rows in the
DuReader group). In this case, the use of RAG to supplement
reference documents with the question is more effective, which
obtains a 12.59% performance gain over the zero-shot baseline.
After RAFT fine-tuning, the model’s ability to extract and
process information, as well as its reasoning capability can be
significantly improved. It achieves 44.34% and 19.9% perfor-
mance gain in F1 score over zero-shot prompting baseline and
DSF+RAG baseline respectively. These results demonstrate
that the RAFT method performs exceptionally well on both
English and Chinese datasets.

4.3. Performance Across Different Types of Reasoning
Tasks by RAFT

We evaluated the RAFT method separately on bridge-type QA
and comparison-type QA in HotpotQA dataset, as shown in
Table 3. The results indicate that RAFT performs better on
comparison-type questions. This is likely because comparison-
type questions typically involve comparing features between

Table 3: Performance gains across different types of reasoning
tasks by RAFT

bridge comparison

RAFT-EM score 36.25 50.72
RAFT-F1 score 48.80 60.11

two or more entities, which can rely on direct information
retrieval and simple comparison operations. In contrast, bridge-
type questions often require the model to extract relevant infor-
mation from multiple documents, involving longer reasoning
chains and multiple intermediate steps so it demands a higher
level of understanding and reasoning ability from the model.

4.4. Effect of CoT

To evaluate the benefit of the chain-of-thought (CoT) in the
RAFT method, we conducted an ablation experiment (RAFT
w.o. CoT). In this experiment, we removed the chain-of-
thought style response from the RAFT training dataset and
only included the final answer for each question as target
text in the fine-tuning process. Comparing the HotpotQA
dataset tested with only oracle documents for RAG and the
one tested with distractor documents, the CoT method achieved
more significant performance gains in the latter setting. This
demonstrates that CoT can obtain more considerable benefit
in the face of more complex knowledge and more serious
information noise. Moreover, the performance of RAFT was
consistently superior to the performance of RAFT without CoT
across various datasets. Therefore, adding CoT effectively
guides the model the correct information from complex input
and enhances the model’s logical rigor and accuracy.

5. Conclusion
In this study, we evaluated the RAFT method across multiple
datasets, addressing the gaps in previous research regarding
long-form QA and Chinese datasets. The results indicate that
the RAFT method combined with CoT not only improves the
models’ ability to robustly extract and process information in
the face of noise, but also enhances their logical reasoning
ability in reasoning tasks. Significant performance gains were
observed in evaluations on both English and Chinese datasets,
as well as on long-form QA and short-form QA. Additionally,
we conducted an ablation experiment where we removed the
chain-of-thought style response from the RAFT training dataset
to fine-tune the model. This experiment verifies the critical
role of the chain-of-thought in enhancing the performance of
generative dialogue models.
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