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Abstract

In many practical applications, large language
models (LLMs) need to incorporate new knowl-
edge not present in their pre-training data.
The primary methods for this are fine-tuning
and retrieval-augmented generation (RAG). Al-
though RAG has emerged as the industry stan-
dard for knowledge injection, fine-tuning has
not yet achieved comparable success. In this
paper, we propose a new fine-tuning technique
for learning new knowledge and show that it
can reach the performance of RAG. The pro-
posed method is based on the self-distillation
approach, which we call prompt distillation.
First, we generate question-answer pairs about
the new knowledge. Then, we fine-tune a stu-
dent model on the question-answer pairs to imi-
tate the output distributions of a teacher model,
which additionally receives the new knowledge
in its prompt. The student model is identical to
the teacher, except it is equipped with a LoRA
adapter. This training procedure facilitates dis-
tilling the new knowledge from the teacher’s
prompt into the student’s weights.

1 Introduction

In applying large language models (LLMs) to spe-
cific problems, practitioners must often incorporate
new or domain-specific knowledge into the genera-
tion process. Fine-tuning and Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (RAG) are two primary methods to
achieve this. Each of these approaches has distinct
advantages and limitations. Fine-tuning can be
particularly effective for internalizing new knowl-
edge and integrating it seamlessly with pre-existing
information within the model. In addition, fine-
tuning helps mitigate the issue of excessively long
prompts. In contrast, RAG excels at providing
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Figure 1: Average accuracy of responses to questions in
the evaluation datasets. The proposed prompt distilla-
tion (PD) method is competitive with RAG and clearly
outperforms supervised fine-tuning (SFT). Moreover,
combining prompt distillation with RAG (PD+RAG)
results in better performance than using vanilla RAG
alone.

access to the most up-to-date information and is
highly effective in responding to detailed queries
(Schick et al., 2024; Lewis et al., 2020). There-
fore, an ideal AI assistant would combine both
techniques to capitalize on their strengths.

RAG has become the industry standard for
knowledge injection, demonstrating robust perfor-
mance in various contexts (Chen et al., 2024). How-
ever, knowledge injection through supervised fine-
tuning has not yet achieved comparable success,
as replicating RAG’s performance has proven chal-
lenging (Ovadia et al., 2023; Mecklenburg et al.,
2024). The extensive breadth of knowledge inher-
ent in modern LLMs suggests that fine-tuning has
not yet realized its full potential for knowledge in-
jection, leaving significant room for improvement.
This paper seeks to close the performance gap be-
tween RAG and fine-tuning in knowledge injection
tasks.

Previous research on knowledge injection via
supervised fine-tuning typically relies on training
an LLM on question-answer pairs generated from
the new knowledge. To avoid the need for manual
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work, practitioners often use an expert LLM model
to generate these pairs. Since the student model
being fine-tuned is trained to replicate the expert’s
answers exactly (using answer tokens as targets),
the quality of the generated data is of paramount
importance. Consequently, it is common practice
to use the best available model for data generation,
typically an advanced API-based model such as
GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023) or Claude (Anthropic,
2024).

The classical fine-tuning approach has several
potential problems. First, using a different model
for answer generation may introduce a mismatch
between the expert and student answering styles.
As a result, training may focus more on mimicking
the answering style rather than learning the new
factual information. Additionally, an intelligent
expert may generate complex questions requiring
high intelligence to answer, which the student may
not possess. This issue was discussed, for example,
by Mitra et al. (2023); Mirzadeh et al. (2020), who
carefully adjusted the prompts to allow a smaller
model to learn more efficiently. Another concern
arises from using tokens as targets since the same
question can have multiple valid answers. Training
a model to replicate the expert’s answers verbatim
risks overfitting, and the student model may not
generalize well to answer new questions. This issue
could be potentially mitigated by sampling multiple
responses from the expert model. However, this
makes the training data generation process much
more expensive, particularly when using a large
expert model.

To address these challenges, this paper proposes
a novel fine-tuning technique for learning new
knowledge. The approach that we call prompt dis-
tillation leverages the concept of self-distillation,
where the model learns from distributions over an-
swer tokens it produces itself. By using the same
model as both teacher and student, this technique
eliminates the mismatch between the two, ensuring
that training focuses on learning factual knowledge
rather than memorizing prompts verbatim or adopt-
ing the expert’s answering style.

We evaluate prompt distillation on knowledge
injection tasks using a custom dataset derived from
the Squadshifts data. We compare our approach
against RAG and non-RAG baselines. In our exper-
iments, prompt distillation outperforms all other
non-RAG baselines, and its performance is compet-
itive with RAG’s. We summarize our main results
and compare prompt distillation to supervised fine-

tuning and RAG in Figure 1. We perform all our
evaluations using instruct-tuned models from the
Llama 3 family (Dubey et al., 2024). Our main
contributions are:

1. We propose prompt distillation as a novel ap-
proach for knowledge injection into LLMs.

2. We present experiments on multiple datasets
showing that the performance of prompt dis-
tillation can match the performance of RAG
in knowledge injection tasks.

3. We present analysis and ablations that provide
insights on what contributes to the excellent
performance of prompt distillation.

2 Prompt Distillation

The basic idea of prompt distillation is very similar
to imitation learning. An expert empowered by ex-
tra knowledge c generates expert demonstrations,
which in the case of knowledge injection may con-
sist of question-answer pairs (q,a). In classical
imitation learning, the student can only access the
expert demonstration, not its full policy. This is
the case for standard supervised fine-tuning, which
tries to imitate the actions (tokens) ai taken by the
expert. However, if we process a prompt that in-
cludes c,q,a using an open-source LLM (which
we call a teacher), we can get access to a full policy
of generating answer a to question q in the light of
knowledge c:

πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1) .

The teacher’s policy πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1) is the dis-
tribution of the answer token at position i, and θ
denotes the teacher model parameters. The full pol-
icy πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1) contains far more informa-
tion than individual actions ai, and learning the full
policy is precisely what prompt distillation does.

The goal of prompt distillation is to train a stu-
dent model to mimic the policy of the teacher but
without receiving context c in its inputs, that is, the
student’s policy should satisfy:

πθ′(ai|q,a1..i−1) ≈ πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1) .

2.1 Data generation
The first step of prompt distillation is the gener-
ation of expert demonstrations, which is a set of
question-answer pairs (q,a) about the new knowl-
edge c. We first generate questions q by an LLM
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Q: How many gold medals did France win in the last Olympics?

A: France won 16 gold medals in the last
Olympics, which were held in Paris in 2024.

LLMStudent

adapter

πθ′(ai|q,a1..i−1)

[privileged info] Paris 2024 Olympic Medal Table.

Q: How many gold medals did France win in the last Olympics?

A: France won 16 gold medals in the last
Olympics, which were held in Paris in 2024.

LLMTeacher

πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1)

KL

Figure 2: An overview of the Prompt Distillation approach. The privileged information in the teacher’s prompt is
distilled into the student’s weights.

using a relatively high temperature (τ > 1) to en-
sure that the questions are varied enough and that
as few questions as possible replicate. Then, we
generate answers a also using an LLM with a rela-
tively high temperature τ > 1. We do this for two
reasons: 1) using higher temperature results in a
greater diversity of generated samples, and 2) we
deliberately simulate answers that may contain un-
usual passages or even factual mistakes. Having
such corrupted inputs does not harm the fine-tuning
procedure because the generated answers are not
used directly as targets but rather as inputs of the
student model (see Fig. 2). Using noisy demon-
strations is beneficial because the student learns to
produce reasonable answers even if the answer gen-
eration started in a sub-optimal way. By distilling
the teacher’s policy πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1), the student
learns to stay on the right track, which is the under-
lying idea of the DAGGER algorithm (Ross et al.,
2011).

Since we want to copy the teacher’s policy, we
need to sample questions q and answers a where c
has a significant impact on the answer-generation
policy πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1). Naturally, this impact is
highest when the questions and answers are related
to c. However, having some questions and answers
which are only distantly related to c does not hurt,
it just makes training less efficient.

In the experiments, we generate expert demon-
strations in two steps: first, we generate the ques-
tions by the same 8B model being fine-tuned; then,
we generate answers using either the same 8B
model.

2.2 Distillation

For the teacher model, we formulate a prompt con-
sisting of the knowledge c, a question q, and an

answer a. The teacher model computes logits zk
for every position k in the prompt. The student
model receives only question q and answer a as
input and computes the output logits z′k. We per-
form knowledge transfer at a high temperature as in
the classical knowledge distillation (Hinton et al.,
2015); that is, the logits are converted into prob-
abilities using the same temperature for both the
target and the student’s distributions:

πθ,k =
exp(zk/T )∑
k′ exp(zk′/T )

.

The loss is the average KL divergence between the
two distributions for all answer positions i ∈ A:

L =
1

NA

NA∑
i∈A

DKL(i) ,

where

DKL(i) =

πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1) log
πθ(ai|c,q,a1..i−1)

πθ′(ai|q,a1..i−1)

A graphical illustration of the distillation process
is presented in Fig. 2.

We distill the knowledge at a higher temperature
T > 1, making the student pay more attention to
less probable tokens. That is, the student learns
to avoid the answers that the teacher is avoiding
actively. To achieve the same effect using the cross-
entropy loss with hard targets, one would need an
enormous amount of samples to realize that some
answers must have a low probability.

We briefly explored the inclusion of mid-layer
activations in the loss computation but found that
using the output logits alone was simpler and effi-
cient enough.
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2.3 Comparison to Fine-Tuning with Hard
Targets

When using cross-entropy loss with hard (one-hot
encoded) target labels, the student model is forced
to adjust its output distribution to match the one-hot
encoding, assigning all probability mass to a single
token, which can disturb the student’s existing dis-
tribution, even when it already aligns well with the
teacher’s knowledge. As a result, the student needs
many training samples to average out these distur-
bances and approximate the desired distribution.

In contrast, using the KL divergence loss with
soft targets from the teacher allows the student to
preserve its output distribution in areas where the
teacher provides no new information. This means
the student only adjusts its distribution where there
is a discrepancy, leading to more efficient learn-
ing. Furthermore, when using cross-entropy loss
with hard labels, the generated answer tokens from
the teacher model are treated as ground-truth tar-
gets. This requires sampling these target answers
at a low temperature during training to produce
factually correct outputs. However, this can lead to
less diverse answers and a higher degree of over-
fitting to these specific targets during fine-tuning.
Consequently, the fine-tuned student model may
become incapable of answering questions that are
formulated differently.

2.4 Student Model

In our experiments, the student model is con-
structed to be the same as the teacher model, addi-
tionally equipped with a LoRA adapter (Hu et al.,
2021):

θ′ = θ +∆θ ,

where ∆θ is LoRA initialised to ∆θ = 0. Thus,
the two models are identical at the beginning of
training. During the training process, the adapter’s
weights ∆θ change, and therefore, the new knowl-
edge c gets distilled into the student’s weights θ′. In
our implementation, we use the same network for
the student and the teacher, and we turn the adapter
on and off to alternate between the two models.
Thus, having two models in the training procedure
does not lead to increased memory consumption.
To save computing resources at the expense of stor-
age capacity, storing the teacher logits when the
answers are generated is sufficient, eliminating any
additional compute during fine-tuning compared
with hard targets.

3 Related Work

Prompt Engineering and In-Context Learning
allow users to influence model behavior by adding
instructions and examples within the input prompt
(Brown et al., 2020; Sanh et al., 2021; Lewis et al.,
2020; Liu et al., 2023). Retrieval-augmented gen-
eration (RAG) utilizes this idea by incorporating
novel knowledge retrieved via an external retrieval
mechanism into the prompt (Lewis et al., 2020;
Izacard and Grave, 2020). However, as the com-
plexity and length of the prompt increases, so does
the challenge for LLMs to effectively attend to and
integrate all the relevant information in their rea-
soning. Furthermore, the knowledge in prompts is
transient; it is lost once the prompt changes. Cur-
rent LLMs are still limited in how much informa-
tion they can manage within a single prompt, even
though the size of the allowed context has been
growing (Liu et al., 2024b).

Unsupervised Fine-Tuning of LLMs has been
used for knowledge injection with mixed results.
Unsupervised fine-tuning (UFT), where a model is
trained on the next-token prediction task on new
documents, can lead to performance gains as large
language models learn to memorize their training
data (Gururangan et al., 2020; Carlini et al., 2021,
2022). However, fine-tuning has often underper-
formed in knowledge injection compared to RAG,
particularly in tasks involving new factual informa-
tion. Research by Ovadia et al. (2023) highlights
the challenges LLMs face when learning new facts
through UFT, both for existing knowledge and en-
tirely new information. Moreover, studies such as
(Nayak et al., 2024) indicate that UFT can some-
times undo the benefits of previous instruction tun-
ing.

Supervised Fine-Tuning for knowledge injec-
tion proceeds by training pre-trained LLMs on
tasks generated from new documents. These tasks
can be generated by standard LLMs (Mecklenburg
et al., 2024) or by models trained explicitly for this
purpose (Nayak et al., 2024). A hybrid approach,
RAFT (Zhang et al., 2024), combines RAG with
SFT. RAFT trains models to ignore irrelevant doc-
uments and focus on the information most helpful
in answering specific questions, effectively filter-
ing out distractors, which can otherwise lead to the
LLM performance deterioration (Shi et al., 2023a;
Mallen et al., 2022). Liu et al. (2024a) propose a
two-stage fine-tuning strategy for knowledge injec-
tion, consisting of continual pre-training followed
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by supervised fine-tuning. Gupta et al. (2024) show
that one can combine fine-tuning and RAG for max-
imal domain-specific performance. Another ben-
efit of fine-tuning over RAG is that we can recur-
sively accumulate more knowledge, as the prompt
length will not increase, which allows the model to
continue improving on complex tasks (Snell et al.,
2022; Choi et al., 2022). Fine-tuning’s ability to
continuously improve as the model acquires nec-
essary prior knowledge (Ye et al., 2023; Liu et al.,
2024a) highlights its potential, though significant
challenges remain.

Knowledge Distillation is a well-established
technique where a smaller model learns from the
outputs of a larger model. This method was first
popularized by Hinton et al. (2015) and has since
been adapted for various applications, including
natural language processing (see, e.g., Sanh et al.,
2019). In the context of LLMs, distillation has been
used to transfer the abilities of larger, proprietary
LLMs to smaller models or otherwise improve
the performance of smaller models with the larger
teacher model (Peng et al., 2023; Taori et al., 2023;
Chiang et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2023a,b; Mukher-
jee et al., 2023). Recent advancements in distil-
lation include modifications to the prompt of the
teacher, aiming to elicit more detailed responses
that include explanations of the reasoning process
(Mukherjee et al., 2023). Mitra et al. (2023) tuned
the teacher’s prompt to better align with the stu-
dent’s learning needs. Research by Wang et al.
(2020) and Mukherjee and Awadallah (2020) sug-
gests that utilizing richer signals, such as logits,
intermediate representations, and attention states,
can significantly improve the performance of the
distillation process.

Self-Distillation extends traditional distillation
by allowing a model to learn from its own outputs,
performing self-improvement. In this approach,
the teacher can access privileged information, such
as cleaner inputs, while the student model learns
from noisier or less complete data. This technique
has been particularly effective in semi-supervised
learning (see, e.g., Tarvainen and Valpola, 2017 and
He et al. (2019)). Self-distillation is particularly
relevant to our work, as it eliminates the need for
a more advanced teacher model, simplifying the
distillation while eliminating the initial mismatch
between the teacher and the student.

Context Distillation, the idea of distilling con-
text into model weights, was used by Askell et al.
(2021) to improve LLM alignment with human

values to produce polite, helpful, and accurate an-
swers. They distill a prompt that contains fourteen
human-assistant conversations in which the assis-
tant always follows the desired policy. Thus, that
work focuses on learning the answering style rather
than factual knowledge.

Snell et al. (2022) demonstrated the distillation
of more detailed task instructions, in-context ex-
amples and step-by-step reasoning. Compared to
that work, we show the efficiency of the prompt
distillation idea for injecting new factual knowl-
edge into LLMs, demonstrating the distillation of
knowledge from documents that contain hundreds
of thousands of tokens.

Choi et al. (2022) used the distillation idea to
distill short instruction prompts that, for example,
define a persona participating in a conversation or
contain task instructions. They additionally trained
a model to generate input data for the distillation
process, using examples from the considered bench-
marks as training data. Compared to that work, we
show that the distillation approach works well for
learning new factual knowledge from many docu-
ments, and it can achieve performance competitive
with RAG. We present insights on what contributes
to the excellent performance of prompt distillation.
For example, we demonstrate the positive effect
of higher temperatures in the distillation process.
In contrast to that work, we do not train an extra
data generation model and show that prompting
standard LLMs is sufficient.

Concurrently to our work, Qi et al. (2024) pro-
posed using a distillation approach to edit knowl-
edge retained in the LLM weights. The new factual
knowledge is assumed to exist as triplets (entity, re-
lation, object). The triplets are converted into short
statements, which are used as additional context for
the teacher’s prompt. Compared to that paper, we
do not assume the existence of new knowledge in
the triplet form. Instead, we learn new facts from
raw documents without any supervision.

4 Experiments

We evaluate prompt distillation in a knowledge
injection task on a new dataset that we derived
from Squadshift (Miller et al., 2020). The origi-
nal dataset was created for an open-book scenario
when the model has access to a document and is
tasked to find the answer to a given question. The
dataset consists of a passage of text, a question, and
spans of text within the passage that contains the
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Dataset Documents Number of Tokens

Amazon 207 363,031
New Wiki 203 252,035
NYT 188 338,918
Reddit 209 368,214

Table 1: Summary of the dataset derived from Squad-
shift

answer. We perform model fine-tuning for a closed-
book scenario when the model needs to answer a
question without seeing a document in its prompt.
Many questions in the original dataset cannot be
understood without seeing the corresponding docu-
ment, as they lack enough context. Therefore, we
re-formulate the questions to provide enough con-
text, but the answer remains the same. Question re-
formulation is done by Llama3-70B-Instruct. We
use the re-formulated questions as a test set to eval-
uate model performance after fine-tuning.

Our test set consists of 1,000 questions from
each of the four Squadshift variants: Wikipedia,
New York Times articles, Reddit posts, and Ama-
zon product reviews. The number of passages we
use is determined by the number of documents cor-
responding to the first 1000 questions, which is
between 188 (NYT) and 208 (Reddit). We summa-
rize the datasets we use in Table 1. We perform
experiments on the four individual subsets sepa-
rately. It is important in our experiments that the
test questions probe information unknown to the
base model. To test this, we evaluate the perfor-
mance of the base model on the test questions (see
the base model results in Table 2). All prompts
used for question generation, answer generation,
and grading are presented in Appendix E.

4.1 Implementation of Prompt Distillation

For each question in our dataset, we generate 30
training questions using Llama3-8B-Instruct. We
use a relatively high temperature of 1.5 to ensure
sufficient diversity of questions. We do not take any
measures to prevent the generation of questions that
are very similar to our test set. Since our test set
was generated by re-formulating the questions from
the original Squadshift using a different model, any
possible similarity between the training and test
questions is by coincidence and not due to using
the same generation process. We generate answers
to the training questions using Llama3-8B-Instruct
with temperature τ = 1.5.

We use the training questions to fine-tune a
Llama3-8B-Instruct model using the prompt distil-
lation approach. The student is constructed using a
LoRA adapter with rank 1024 applied to all layers.
We use temperature T = 2 in the KL divergence
loss. We use the AdamW optimizer and a learning
rate 10−5 for all datasets with a linear warmup dur-
ing the first epoch and a batch size of 4. We run
the fine-tuning on four AMD MI250X GPUs for
24 hours (approximately ten epochs).

At test time, we present a fine-tuned model test
questions, one question at a time, and we sample an
answer using a temperature of 0.25. For the com-
plete set of hyperparameters for prompt distillation,
please see Table 6.

4.2 Answer Grading
We use LLM-as-a-judge for grading the answers
(Zheng et al., 2023) and rely on Llama3-8B-
Instruct with a Chain-of-Thought-like prompt to
grade the answers. The grading prompt involves
two steps. The model has to first generate a rea-
soning for the grade, and only then produce the
actual grade. The grade is True/False. This two-
step prompt significantly improves grading accu-
racy. We manually inspected the accuracy of the
grading procedure on a subset of the test questions
and estimated the accuracy to be 98%.

4.3 Baselines
Supervised Fine-Tuning (SFT). We use the same
30 training questions and generate 30 answers us-
ing Llama3-8B-Instruct with a temperature of 0.25.
We fine-tune a model with a LoRA adapter us-
ing the standard cross-entropy token loss. All
other training parameters, including duration, in-
frastructure, and learning rate, remain consistent
with prompt distillation.

RAG. We test the performance of the base mod-
els enhanced by RAG. To implement RAG, we em-
ploy two different retrieval techniques: BM25 and
embedding-based. For BM25, we create a docu-
ment database by tokenizing all context paragraphs
from the evaluation dataset with the Llama-3 tok-
enizer. We then tokenize the questions using the
same tokenizer and use the Okapi BM25 ranking
function (Robertson et al., 1995) from the rank-
bm25 Python library to perform retrieval. In the
embedding-based approach, we embed all the doc-
uments and questions with OpenAI’s Embedding-
API, using the text-embedding-3-small model. We
use a cosine similarity to retrieve the most rele-
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Method Amazon New Wiki NYT Reddit

Prompt Distillation 86.1 ±0.2 94.4 ±0.3 93.6 ±0.6 79.5 ±1.4
Supervised Fine-Tuning 75.9 ±1.8 89.5 ±0.2 87.5 ±0.2 69.8 ±0.4
Unsupervised Fine-Tuning 39.5 ±1.6 63.1 ±0.6 52.6 ±1.4 30.9 ±2.7
Base model 22.1 61.2 38.2 20.8

Prompt Distillation + RAG 88.5 ±0.3 96.7 ±0.2 96.9 ±0.2 76.7 ±2.7
SFT w/ Distractors + RAG 87.0 ±0.7 95.1 ±0.4 94.2 ±0.1 82.4 ±0.8
Base model + RAG 86.3 95.6 96.3 78.6

Table 2: Average answer correctness (%) on question answering task in the closed-book (upper part) and RAG
(lower part) scenarios. The uncertainty is two standard errors of the mean.

vant questions. Our RAG implementation works
as follows. Given a question, we pull k = 7 most
relevant documents and add them to the model’s
prompt. We use the largest possible number k to
stay within the context size limits of Llama3-8B-
Instruct. In our preliminary tests, we found that
the performance increases with a larger number of
documents in the prompt. We also experimented
with using RAG together with various fine-tuned
models.

Supervised Fine-Tuning with Distractors. We
implement a supervised fine-tuning method in-
spired by RAFT (Zhang et al., 2024). During fine-
tuning, we sample two random distractor docu-
ments from the same domain and append them to
the context that already contains the golden docu-
ment for answering the question. The order of doc-
uments is randomized to prevent the model from
identifying the correct document based solely on
position. Then, the correct snippet is eliminated
with a probability of 40 % to help the model learn
to answer the question even if incorrect documents
are retrieved during evaluation, aligning with the
optimal setting reported in the original paper (see
Fig. 5 in Zhang et al. 2024). This approach com-
bines elements of both open-book and closed-book
fine-tuning. To generate the training data, we use a
Chain-of-Thoughts prompt, as its importance was
highlighted in the original work.

Unsupervised Fine-Tuning: This setting resem-
bles the original base model pre-training setup with
the objective of predicting the subsequent token in
the paragraph. The paragraphs are sampled from
the documents in the Squadshift datasets by chunk-
ing (splitting into smaller snippets) while keeping
overlap, ensuring context from one snippet car-
ries into the next. After experimenting with var-
ious epoch counts and learning rates, we found

5 10 20 30 50 100 200

75

80

85

90

Prompt Distillation
Supervised Fine-Tuning

3x

9x

Figure 3: Average accuracy (%) of responses for prompt
distillation (PD) and supervised fine-tuning (SFT) as a
function of the number of questions per test question in
the training set on the New York Times dataset. Note
the logarithmic scale on the x-axis.

that training for three epochs generally yielded the
best performance. We tune a model with a LoRA
adapter.

For consistency, all fine-tuned models utilize the
same training questions, Llama3-8B-Instruct as the
base model, and, if applicable, a LoRA adapter
with the same architecture used for prompt distil-
lation. Training durations are standardized across
methods, with the exception of unsupervised fine-
tuning, where extended training led to overfitting
on the training dataset and degraded performance.
The retrieval mechanism (Okapi BM25 and Ope-
nAI Embeddings) and the number of context snip-
pets retrieved were constant across all applicable
methods. Experiments were run with three differ-
ent seeds, except for the base LLM, where we did
not do any re-training.
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T τ Amazon New Wiki NYT Reddit

2 1.5 86.1 ±0.2 94.4 ±0.3 93.6 ±0.6 79.5 ±1.4
1 1.5 83.8 ±0.9 93.3 ±0.5 91.8 ±0.2 78.2 ±0.9
2 0.25 83.6 ±1.1 93.9 ±0.1 92.7 ±0.5 79.0 ±1.6

Table 3: The average answer correctness (%) of prompt distillation with different temperatures, when the training
data has been generated by Llama-3-8B Instruct. The top row is the standard configuration. The uncertainty is two
standard errors of the mean.

4.4 Results
Table 2 presents results under two settings: a plain
question-answering scenario in a closed-book set-
ting (upper part) and question-answering enhanced
by RAG (lower part). Among the four comparison
methods without RAG, prompt distillation emerges
as the best-performing model, significantly outper-
forming supervised fine-tuning. It also achieves
performance levels close to RAG. In contrast, unsu-
pervised fine-tuning performs poorly. When com-
bined with RAG, prompt distillation achieves the
best overall performance. Despite not being fine-
tuned explicitly for the RAG scenario, prompt dis-
tillation effectively utilizes context without learn-
ing to ignore it. SFT with distractors reaches the
best performance in Reddit with RAG. Introduc-
ing distractors to the prompt during fine-tuning to
improve robustness is an orthogonal direction to
prompt distillation, and they could be combined for
an even higher potential performance gain.

The tables show that almost all differences be-
tween prompt distillation and baseline methods are
outside the two standard error confidence intervals.
Qualitative examples of the prompt distillation
model behavior are shown in Appendix F. Com-
plete results for the RAG scenario with both BM25
and OpenAI’s Embedding-API are presented in Ta-
ble 4 in Appendix A. There, we also include results
for the base model with oracle retrieval to assess
the performance loss due to retrieving incorrect
documents.

4.5 Ablations
In Fig. 3, we study the impact of the number of
training questions on the performance of prompt
distillation and supervised fine-tuning. These re-
sults highlight that prompt distillation is signifi-
cantly more data efficient than SFT, and the data
efficiency gap between the methods increases as the
number of questions grows. To match the asymp-
totic performance of prompt distillation, supervised
fine-tuning needs almost an order of magnitude

more training data. The full results, including the
ones with RAG, are presented in Appendix B.

In Table 3, we show the importance of using
higher sampling temperatures for training data gen-
eration (τ ) and during distillation (T ). Reducing
the value of either temperature leads to a degra-
dation in the prompt distillation performance, un-
derscoring the importance of maximizing data cov-
erage and learning to actively avoid incorrect an-
swers.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose using prompt distillation
to inject knowledge into LLMs. The method is
based on the self-distillation idea when a student
model learns to imitate the answers of a teacher
that gets new knowledge from its prompt. We
demonstrated experimentally that prompt distilla-
tion outperforms traditional supervised fine-tuning:
it learns to provide more accurate answers than SFT
for a smaller amount of data. Our method does not
depend on the availability of stronger teacher mod-
els. The results obtained with prompt distillation
on knowledge injection tasks are competitive with
RAG, which, to the best of our knowledge, has not
been achieved previously with fine-tuning methods.

We believe that storing the knowledge in the
model’s weights offers a more scalable approach
than accumulating new knowledge in the prompt
or external databases managed by an RAG system.
To achieve proper knowledge internalization, the
model should understand the relation of the new
knowledge to the old one, which we believe is
easier to achieve via distillation rather than main-
taining facts and their relations in knowledge bases
with complex structures.

Our findings open exciting possibilities for train-
ing agentic LLMs that can collect training data
from their own experience and continually self-
improve. Another promising direction for future
research is exploring the combination of prompt
distillation and RAG. Furthermore, investigating

8



the role of question generation could help us gain
an understanding of how to improve the perfor-
mance of prompt distillation further.

6 Limitations

A significant challenge in this study was the ab-
sence of standardized evaluation datasets for knowl-
edge injection. We used a modified version of the
Squadshifts data, which required paraphrasing to
ensure the questions were understandable without
their original context. Without this adjustment, the
RAG-based pipeline would have underperformed.
The modified questions have been included in the
supplementary material.

Finally, the answers generated by all methods
were graded by Llama3-8B-Instruct, the same
model that generated the answers, which can raise
concerns about bias, but because all models in
the experiment were fine-tuned from the same
model, the impact on grading consistency is mini-
mal, which we also manually verified by grading a
subset of the answers.

7 Ethical Considerations

We fine-tune open-weight LLMs. Any risks as-
sociated with them are generally associated with
our work as well. If safeguards were built into the
model we fine-tuned, we cannot be sure that our
fine-tuning method does not weaken them. Our
objective is to embed knowledge directly into the
model. We risk perpetuating biases and misinfor-
mation if the injected knowledge is harmful or mis-
leading.
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A Results Obtained with RAG

Method RAG Amazon New Wiki NYT Reddit

Prompt Distillation BM25 87.0 ±0.4 96.4 ±0.6 96.7 ±0.1 70.5 ±2.7
Prompt Distillation emb 88.5 ±0.3 96.7 ±0.2 96.9 ±0.2 77.8 ±1.6
Supervised Fine-Tuning BM25 85.4 ±0.1 95.6 ±0.5 96.0 ±0.3 71.5 ±2.5
Supervised Fine-Tuning emb 87.3 ±0.6 95.8 ±0.2 96.2 ±0.3 75.2 ±2.9
Unsupervised Fine-Tuning BM25 67.7 ±1.1 87.5 ±1.8 85.8 ±0.6 54.1 ±2.7
Unsupervised Fine-Tuning emb 68.4 ±1.3 87.0 ±1.8 87.1 ±1.8 57.7 ±1.7
SFT w/ Distractors BM25 84.0 ±0.6 95.6 ±0.4 94.5 ±0.5 77.9 ±0.4
SFT w/ Distractors emb 87.0 ±0.7 95.1 ±0.4 94.2 ±0.1 82.4 ±0.8
Base model BM25 82.4 94.4 94.8 69.2
Base model emb 86.3 95.6 96.3 78.6

Base model Oracle 94.7 98.4 98.1 84.3

Table 4: The average answer correctness (%) of prompt distillation and baseline methods in the RAG-based setting.
Retrieval was performed using BM25 and OpenAI Embeddings with cosine similarity. The uncertainty is two
standard errors of the mean.
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B Ablation: Impact of the Number of Training Questions

Table 5 compares the sensitivity of prompt distillation and supervised fine-tuning with token loss to the
number of questions per context in the training data. We sampled the questions using Bonito (Nayak et al.,
2024) in this experiment. We found Bonito capable of generating competitive questions for the New York
Times dataset. At the same time, we did not manage to fine-tune it to create questions that were competitive
with those generated by Llama3-8B-Instruct on the three other variants of Squadshift. Increasing the
number of questions provides a statistically significant benefit, particularly in the closed-book setting. For
instance, the performance on NYT increases from 83.0 % with five questions to 93.7 % with 30 questions.

We observe that prompt distillation is much more sample-efficient than supervised fine-tuning with
token loss, reaching similar performance with approximately 25 % of samples. However, by comparing the
performance in the RAG setting with embeddings, we see that the performance of supervised fine-tuning
saturates on a level lower than prompt distillation, showcasing that not only is prompt distillation more
sample efficient, but it is also superior at convergence. Finally, note that the baseline performance for
Llama-3-8B-Instruct on NYT was 38.2 %, showing that even a small number of questions gives significant
benefits in terms of the correctness percentage.

Method 5 10 20 30 50 100 200

PD 83.0 ±0.0 89.0 ±0.1 93.0 ±0.6 93.7 ±0.2
PD + BM25 95.2 ±0.4 95.3 ±0.2 96.2 ±0.2 96.2 ±0.3
PD + emb 95.8 ±0.5 96.2 ±0.2 97.0 ±0.5 96.9 ±0.4

SFT 72.4 ±1.2 78.6 ±1.3 84.8 ±0.6 87.0 ±0.8 89.1 ±0.7 91.3 ±0.4 93.3 ±0.1
SFT + BM25 94.1 ±0.6 94.4 ±1.1 94.9 ±0.2 95.2 ±0.5 95.3 ±0.3 95.7 ±0.1 95.5 ±0.2
SFT + emb 94.9 ±0.3 95.0 ±0.4 95.4 ±0.4 96.3 ±0.1 95.4 ±0.4 96.1 ±0.5 96.6 ±0.5

Table 5: The average answer correctness (%) of prompt distillation with a varying number of training questions
generated by Bonito per test question on the New York Times variant of the Squadshifts dataset with paraphrased
questions. Retrieval was performed using BM25 and OpenAI Embeddings with cosine similarity. The uncertainty is
two standard errors of the mean.
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Hyperparameter Value

Temperature for question generation 0.25
Temperature for teacher answer generation (PD) 1.5
Temperature for teacher answer generation (SFT) 0.25
Maximum teacher answer length (tokens) 512
Temperature for sampling evaluation answers 0.25
Number of documents to be retrieved 7
Learning rate 1e-5
Temperature for KL divergence loss 2.0
Batch size 4
LoRA rank 1024
LoRA type Full
Adam weight decay 0.1
Learning rate warmup duration ≈ 1 epoch
Training duration ≈ 10 epochs
Learning rate warmup type Linear
Maximum gradient norm 1.0
Training duration for UFT 3 epochs
Learning rate for UFT 5e-5

Table 6: Hyperparameters used in our experiments. We either performed a grid search for each method to determine
the optimal values or selected the largest feasible values that fit within our computational budget and GPU memory.

15



C Related Work: Retrieval-Augmented Language Models

Retrieval-Augmented Language Models integrate retrieval directly into the language model architecture
(Guu et al., 2020; Borgeaud et al., 2022; Khandelwal et al., 2019; Izacard et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2023).
Large autoregressive transformers can be retrofitted with retrieval capabilities during a fine-tuning or
a continual pre-training phase (Lin et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2024c; Wang et al., 2023), or they can be
converted into explicit retrievers for RAG (Ma et al., 2024; Xu et al., 2024b). The LLM can also be
combined with a retriever without fine-tuning (Shi et al., 2023b; Ram et al., 2023). Methods to compress
the retrieved context for more effective inference (Xu et al., 2024a; Zhou et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024;
Chevalier et al., 2023) are related to our work, as we aim to compress context directly into model weights
through prompt distillation, reducing the need for complex retrieval pipelines. Compressing the (retrieved)
context to make inference costs cheaper has been proposed (Xu et al., 2024a; Zhou et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2024; Chevalier et al., 2023). This technique is related to our work, as we compress the context
directly into the model weights.

D Answer Grading with Llama-3-8B-Instruct

We performed a manual evaluation of the grading accuracy of LLama3-8B-Instruct. We evaluated 1000
grades assigned by the grader across three models: our prompt distillation model, the SFT model, and the
default Llama3-8B-Instruct. This evaluation covered both RAG and closed-book settings. The proportion
of clearly incorrect grades was low, at 2.2 %, with over 90 % of these incorrect grades being false
negatives—instances where the grader marked correct responses as incorrect. The similarity in proportion
of incorrect grades across all models indicates no systematic bias favoring one model over another. Given
the large volume evaluations, manual grading would have been infeasible. We found Llama3-8B-Instruct
to be a good balance between speed and grading accuracy.

Token Loss Correct Label TRUE Correct Label FALSE Total
Graded TRUE 310 1 311
Graded FALSE 5 84 89
Total 315 85 400

Prompt Distillation Correct Label TRUE Correct Label FALSE Total
Graded TRUE 327 1 328
Graded FALSE 9 63 72
Total 336 64 400

Table 7: Confusion matrix for grading performed by Llama-3-8B-Instruct for Token Loss and Prompt Distillation.

E Prompts

E.1 Training Question Generation
E.1.1 Llama-3-Instruct

Here is a paragraph of text:
{context}

Please generate challenging trivia questions , at most 5, based on this
paragraph. Do not make the questions multiple -choice. Do not assume that
the person answering the questions has access to the paragraph. The
questions must be understandable without access to the text. Do not output
anything except the questions and format your output as in the following
example:

<question >What is the capital of Japan?</question >
<question >How many months are there in a year?</question >
<question >What was the first name of Reagan?</question >
<question >How many goals did Messi score during the calendar year

2012</ question >
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<question >Where is the Santa Monica pier located?</question >

E.1.2 Bonito

<|tasktype|>
extractive question answering
<|context|>
{text}
<|task|>

E.2 Teacher Answer Generation

{context}

---

{question}

E.3 Student Fine-tuning

E.3.1 Prompt Distillation

{question}

E.3.2 SFT with Distractors

{context 1}

{context 2}

{context 3}

Please answer the following question. Reason step by step.
---

{question}

E.4 Evaluation

E.4.1 Closed-book evaluation

{question}

E.4.2 RAG-based evaluation

{context1}

{context2}
...
{contextN}

Question: {question}

E.4.3 Thought-based prompt for Instruct-LLM

{context}

Please first describe your inner thoughts and then give the final answer ,
answering in XML. Reason step by step.

An example:
Is Burj Khalifa taller than the Angel Falls?
<inner_thoughts >
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The Burj Khalifa , located in Dubai , United Arab Emirates , is the tallest
building in the world. It stands at a height of approximately 828 meters
(2,717 feet). Angel Falls , on the other hand , is located in Venezuela and
is the world 's highest uninterrupted waterfall. Its height is about 979
meters (3,212 feet). Although both are impressive in their respective
categories , it's important to consider that the height of a building and
the height of a natural waterfall are measured differently. The building 's
height is from its base at the ground level to its top , while the
waterfall 's height includes the drop of water from its crest to the lowest
point of its plunge.

</inner_thoughts >
<final_answer >
Angel Falls is taller than the Burj Khalifa , as it measures around 979 meters

from its summit to the lowest point of its base , which surpasses the
architectural height of the Burj Khalifa at 828 meters.

</final_answer >

Now , please answer the following question using the XML format above:
{question}

E.5 Answer Grading

Here is a question , the list of accepted ground -truth answers and the proposed
answer. Please evaluate if the answer is true or false and return the
reasoning and grade as xml. If the answer matches any of the ground -truth
answers , the grade should be true. Example:

Example
Question: What was the punishment for Mattingly for not getting a haircut?
Ground -truth answer: ['fined and benched ', 'benched ', 'fined and benched ']
Proposed answer: Mattingly was benched for 20 games as punishment for not

getting a haircut.

Output:
<reasoning >The ground -truth answer is that Mattingly was fined and benched for

not getting a haircut. However , simply answering that Mattingly was benched
is also a valid answer. The proposed answer correctly mentions that
Mattingly was benched for not getting a haircut </reasoning >

<grade >true </grad >

Example:
Question: For what was Mattingly once fined and benched for?
Ground -truth answer: ['not getting a haircut ']
Proposed Answer: Mattingly was fined and benched for not playing in a game ,

which was likely a form of protest against the team 's management or the way
he was being treated.

Output:
<reasoning >According to the ground -truth answer , Mattingly was fined and

benched for not getting a haircut. The proposed answer does not answer the
question accurately , and mentions a protest as a reason. However , this is
clearly different from the ground -truth answer.</reasoning >

<grade >false </grade >

Example:
Question: Which baseball teams was Mattingly apart of?
Ground -truth answer: ['Yankee ', 'Yankees ']
Proposed answer: Mattingly was a part of the New York Yankees and the Los

Angeles Dodgers baseball teams.

Output:
<reasoning >The ground -truth answer indicates that Mattingly was a part of the

"Yankees" team. The proposed answer states that he was a part of the New
York Yankees , which matches one of the ground -truth answers. However , it
also mentions the Los Angeles Dodgers , which is not included in the
ground -truth answers. Since the additional information about the Dodgers
does not directly contradict the truth of him being on the Yankees , the
primary question 's focus remains valid.</reasoning >

<grade >true </grade >
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Please grade the following question using the xml -template given:
Question: {question}
Ground -truth answer: {ground -truth answer}
Proposed answer: {answer}

E.6 Question Preparation

Here is a piece of text:
{context}

Here is a question related to the text:
{question}

Here is a list of valid ground -truth answers:
{gt_answer}

Please re-write the question such that it can be fully understood and it makes
sense without access to the text. Output the new question inside <question >
xml tags , like this:

<question >Rewritten question </question >

F Example Outputs on Squadshifts NYT

F.1 When did Faust become CEO of Eaton Vance?

The correct answer to the question is 2007

F.1.1 Llama3-8B-Instruct

I think there may be some confusion here! After conducting a thorough search , I
couldn 't find any information on a person named Faust becoming the CEO of
Eaton Vance. Eaton Vance is a global investment management company , and its
CEO is currently Thomas E. Faust Jr., who has been in the role since 2010.
However , I couldn 't find any information on a person with the same name
becoming CEO in the past. If you have any further questions or
clarification regarding this , please feel free to ask!

F.1.2 Prompt Distillation

According to the text , Faust became the CEO of Eaton Vance in 2007.

F.2 When did Essid propose his cabinet?

The correct answer to the question is January 23.

F.2.1 Llama3-8B-Instruct

I apologize , but I couldn 't find any information on an individual named Essid
proposing a cabinet. It 's possible that you may have misspelled the name or
that Essid is not a well -known public figure. Could you provide more
context or clarify who Essid is? I'll do my best to help you find the
information you 're looking for.

F.2.2 Prompt Distillation

According to the article , Prime Minister Habib Essid proposed his first cabinet
on January 23.

F.3 Who is the book Splendid Cities by?

The correct answer to the question is Rosie Goodwin and Alice Chadwick
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F.3.1 Llama3-8B-Instruct

"Splendid Cities" is a book written by Donald Miller. The book was published in
1996 and explores the concept of urban design and the importance of
creating livable and sustainable cities.

F.3.2 Prompt Distillation

The book "Splendid Cities" is by Rosie Goodwin and Alice Chadwick.

F.4 Where did Kim Ki-Bum post a floral pattern from Ms. Bedford’s book?
The correct answer to the question is Instagram

F.4.1 Llama3-8B-Instruct

I'm not familiar with the specific context or individuals you 're referring to.
Kim Ki-Bum is a South Korean singer , songwriter , and actor , best known as a
member of the K-pop group SHINee. Ms. Bedford 's book is not a well -known
publication , and I couldn 't find any information about Kim Ki-Bum posting a
floral pattern from her book. Could you provide more context or clarify
which book or platform you 're referring to? I'll do my best to help you
find the answer.

F.4.2 Prompt Distillation

According to the text , Kim Ki-Bum posted a delicately colored -in floral pattern
from Ms. Basford 's book on Instagram , where he has 1.8 million followers.

F.5 How much did the FBI originally offer in reward for information about Mr. Levinson?
The correct answer to the question is $1 million.

F.5.1 Llama3-8B-Instruct

The FBI originally offered a $5 million reward for information leading to the
safe return of Robert Levinson , a former FBI and CIA agent who went missing
in Iran in 2007.

F.5.2 Prompt Distillation

According to the article , the FBI originally offered a $1 million reward for
information about Mr. Levinson in 2012.

G Usage of LLMs

In addition to the different uses of LLMs outlined in the paper, different LLMs were used as writing aids
during the writing of this paper and to help with the coding.

H Licenses & Dataset Screening

We use the Squadshifts datasets, which are distributed under the CC BY 4.0 license. We use the dataset
for its intended use (research purposes in NLP). We used an LLM to paraphrase some of the questions.
We reviewed the paraphrased questions to ensure that they contain no offensive content.
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