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ABSTRACT

Text classification is a fundamental task in natural language process-
ing, pivotal to various applications such as query optimization, data
integration, and schema matching. While neural network-based
models, such as CNN and BERT, have demonstrated remarkable
performance in text classification, their effectiveness heavily relies
on abundant labeled training data. This dependency makes these
models less effective in dynamic few-shot text classification, where
labeled data is scarce, and target labels frequently evolve based on
application needs. Recently, large language models (LLMs) have
shown promise due to their extensive pretraining and contextual
understanding. Current approaches provide LLMs with text inputs,
candidate labels, and additional side information (e.g., descriptions)
to predict text labels. However, their effectiveness is hindered by
the increased input size and the noise introduced through side
information processing. To address these limitations, we propose
a graph-based online retrieval-augmented generation framework,
namely GORAG, for dynamic few-shot text classification. GORAG
constructs and maintains an adaptive information graph by extract-
ing side information across all target texts, rather than treating
each input independently. It employs a weighted edge mechanism
to prioritize the importance and reliability of extracted information
and dynamically retrieves relevant context using a minimum-cost
spanning tree tailored for each text input. Empirical evaluations
demonstrate that GORAG outperforms existing approaches by pro-
viding more comprehensive and accurate contextual information.
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Figure 1: An illustration of the structural composition of
current Reteieval Augmented Generation based few-shot text
classification models, where the few-shot labeled training
data is indexed as an external information source. During
classification, the model retrieves side information from the
external information source to provide additional context
that aids the classification process.

The source code, data, and/or other artifacts have been made available at
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1 INTRODUCTION

Text classification is a fundamental task that is connected to various
other tasks, such as query optimization [67, 68] data integration [12],
and schema matching [51, 71]. For example, in schema matching
tasks, a text classifier can be trained to determine whether two
schema attributes refer to the same concept based on their descrip-
tions or metadata [71]. In recent years, Neural Network (NN)-based
models [11, 25, 26, 36, 43, 47, 48, 61, 63, 66], such as CNN [28],
Bert [10] and RoBERTa [38], have demonstrated impressive perfor-
mance on text classification tasks. However, the effectiveness of
these NN-based approaches depend on abundant labeled training
data, which requires significant time and human efforts [40]. Con-
sequently, these methods perform poorly with limited labeled text
data [64], such as in few-shot text classification tasks [4, 62].
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Also, in real-world applications, such as Web Of Science [31]
and IMDDb [1], target labels for text often change based on the ap-
plication’s requirements [64], leading to dynamic text classification.
For instance, movie labels might initially be {Action, Thriller, Com-
edy}, but platforms may need to add more genres (e.g., Romantic
and Comic) to extend the original labels. Therefore, it is important
to classify text into these new categories. Consequently, how to
develop methods to dynamically classify text with limited labeled
data (i.e., dynamic few-shot text classification) remains a necessity
and open problem.

Depending the technique for dynamic few-shot text classification
task, current models can be categorized into three types, i.e., data
augmentation-based [40, 41, 64], meta learning-based [7, 70], and
large language model (LLM)-based approaches [9, 15, 20, 21, 53].
Firstly, data augmentation-based models create additional training
data by mixing the pairs of the few-shot labeled data and assign a
mixed labels for these created data based on the labels of each pairs
of data [64]. Also, several data augmentation approaches create
extra semantic related content based on the label names [40, 41].
However, due to the limited labeled data, the generated text data has
very limited patterns. Consequently, the text classification models
trained on these generated data are over-fitting on limited text data
and are not generalizable [37]. Also, meta-learning models [7, 70]
train meta-learners on each base class to quickly adapt to new
classes with minimal data. However, meta-learning still requires a
substantial amount of labeled data for base classes.

Recently, large language models [3, 23, 55, 56, 65], pretrained on
extensive corpora, have achieved significant success due to their
superior and comprehensive text understanding abilities. Several
researchers [9, 53] provide the text, candidate labels, and retrieve
side information (e.g., descriptions of text and labels, or documents)
for LLMs, and these LLMs output the labels of the text. Current
work [18] demonstrates that this side information can provide con-
text for the text and labels, enabling LLMs to comprehensively
understand these inputs, which is a key component of the suc-
cess of LLMs in text classification. However, the incorporation of
side information can further increase the input size and noise [9],
which impedes the efficiency and effectiveness of LLMs [53]. As a
result, compression-based retrieval-augmented generation (RAG)
approaches [15, 20, 21] are proposed to construct graphs by ex-
tracting key information from the side information sources. These
models then only retrieve the information (e.g., graph path or sub-
graphs) relevant to the target text as the side information for LLMs,
reducing the length of inputs for LLMs.

However, existing compression-based RAG approaches [15, 20,
21] still have three limitations in the dynamic few-shot text clas-
sification task. Firstly, these approaches only extract information
and build an information graph based on the side information of
each text individually. In this way, they do not merge the informa-
tion graphs of different text inputs into a single graph to obtain
more comprehensive information for incoming target texts. Conse-
quently, they fail to consider the correlation between side informa-
tion of different text inputs, providing insufficient and incomplete
context for LLMs. Secondly, existing approaches construct graphs
by indexing extracted information linkages uniformly. They do not
consider the varying importance and extraction confidence of each
link, which may provide incorrect and unreliable context for LLMs.

Thirdly, existing approaches select relevant information for each
input text based on a globally predefined threshold. However, the
optimal retrieval threshold can vary across different text samples,
making the globally predefined threshold suboptimal for the entire
dataset.

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose a novel Graph-
based Online Retrieval Augmented Generation framework for dy-
namic few-shot text classification, called GORAG. In general, GORAG
constructs and maintains an adaptive online information graph by
extracting side information from all target texts, tailoring graph
retrieval for each input. Firstly, GORAG extracts keywords from the
text using the LLM and links these keywords with the text’s ground
truth label to represent the relationship between keywords and la-
bels. Then, GORAG employs an edge-weighting mechanism when
indexing edges into the information graph, assigning edge weights
based on the importance of the keywords and their relevance to
the respective text’s label. Secondly, when retrieving information
from the graph for each text, GORAG retrieves candidate labels
by constructing a minimum-cost spanning tree of text keywords
mapped to the graph. After retrieval, the candidate labels serve as
a filtered subset of the original target labels, which are then used
to create input for the LLM. Since the generated spanning tree is
determined solely by the graph information and the extracted text
keywords, GORAG achieves adaptive retrieval without relying on
any human-defined retrieval thresholds.

We summarize the novel contributions as follows.

e We present a RAG framework for few-shot text classification
tasks, namely GORAG. The GORAG framework consists of four
stages: (1) Graph construction, where a graph is built with key-
words from the training texts considering their correlation with
the texts’ label; (2) Candidate label retrieval, where relevant la-
bels are adaptively retrieved from the graph for label pre-filtering;
(3) Prompt construction, where prompts are generated based on
the filtered candidate labels and the testing texts; and (4) Online
indexing, where the keywords of the un-labeled text are indexed
to the constructed graph based on the prediction result.

e We develop a novel graph edge weighting mechanism based on
the keyword nodes’ importance within the text corpus, which can
be applied during both graph construction and online indexing.
This mechanism enables our approach to effectively model the
relevance between keywords and labels, thereby reducing the
noise introduced to the graph.

o To avoid the need for human-selected thresholds during retrieval,
we formulate the candidate label retrieval problem which akin
to the NP-hard Steiner Tree problem. To solve this problem, we
modified the Mehlhorn algorithm [39] which provides an effi-
cient and effective solution to the problem to generate candidate
types from the information graph.

In the rest of this paper, we first present prelimnary and related
work in section 2, the pipeline of our model GORAG in section 3,
our experiments in section 4 and the final conclusion in section 5.

2 PRELIMINARY AND RELATED WORKS

In this section, we first introduce the preliminaries of dynamic few-
shot text classification in Section 2.1 and then discuss the existing



approaches in Section 2.2. The important notations used in this
paper are listed in Table 1.

2.1 Dynamic Few-shot Text Classification

Text classification [32, 34, 44] is a key task in real-world appli-
cation that involves assigning predefined labels y € Y to text
t = (w1,--+,w|; ) based on its words w;. It is widely applied in
areas like sentiment analysis [30? ],query optimization [67, 68]
data integration [12], and schema matching [51, 71]. Traditional
approaches rely on large labeled datasets [10, 38], which may not
always be available. Recently, few-shot learning addresses this
limitation by enabling models to classify text with only a small
number of labeled examples per class [40, 41]. Dynamic classifi-
cation [22, 46, 60] introduces an additional challenge where new
classes are introduced over multiple rounds, requiring the model to
adapt to new classes while retaining knowledge of previously seen
ones. Combining these aspects, Dynamic Few-Shot Text Classifica-
tion (DFSTC) [64] allows the model to handle evolving classification
tasks with minimal labeled data.

In DFSTC, the model is provided with multiple rounds of new
class updates. Specifically, In each round r, a new set of classes
Yo is introduced and the labelled dataset for Y], is denoted as
Diew =Yyeyr, 1t yi};?:l, where per class y € Y., only has k
labeled examples {t;, yi}ﬁ?:l. Also, we denote candidate cumulative

labels from the first round to the r-th round as ¥ = U!_| Yle-
Formally, at the r-th round, given the candidate labels YY" and
all labeled data D" = UlleD,’;ew, the target of DFSTC task is to
learn a function fg, which can learn scores for all target labels

slr< = fgr(t, Y7) € [0,1]1Y"! for the unseen text tr. Then, we can get
the predicted label y;* € " for the unseen text #; as follows.

by = axg ma (fo(t.Y")[yi) ®

DFSTC is valuable for its ability to learn from limited labeled
data, adapt to evolving class distributions, and address real-world
scenarios where categories and data evolve over time. For example,
in Round 1, the model might be trained on classes like Sports,
Politics, and Technology. In Round 2, new classes such as Health
and Education are introduced. The model must now classify texts
into all five classes while retaining its knowledge of earlier ones. For
instance, given the text "The new vaccine shows promising results,"
the model should classify it as Health.

2.2 Dynamic Few-shot Text Classification
Models

Current dynamic few-shot text classification models can be broadly
categorized into two types: Meta learning-based models and Data
Augmentation-based models, and Large Language Model (LLM)-
based models.

2.2.1 Meta learning-based models. Meta learning-based models
train a meta-learner on base classes Cj, and then adapt it to new
classes in each round. For instance, LEOPARD [7] use the meta-
learner to generate model parameters to predict classes in each
round. ConEntail [70] trains the meta-learner to classify texts based
on their nested entailments with class label names at each round.

Table 1: Summary on Important Notations.

Notations | Meanings

t Text.

w The edge weight.

r The round of label updation.

yelY’ The target label at round r.

k The number of labeled data provided per target label.
fgr The function that learn all target labels’ score for texts.
st The score for all target labels at round r.

Y The predicted label for the text.

G"(V,8) | Information graph with node set V and edge set &.

Y, Y., | All target label and new target labels at round r.
D", D}y | The labeled text for all labels and new labels at round r.

T, Tew | The text of all labels and new labels at round r.

Tost The testing text for at round r.

Ko The extracted keyword set for new labels of round r.
Vyow The set of new graph nodes to be added in round r.
N(-) The neighbor set of a node in the information graph.
Pextract The extraction instruction prompt.

Pgen The generation instruction prompt.

Pelassify | The classification instruction prompt.

CS(+) The correlation score between keywords and labels.
Wy The weight of edge e, 4 in round r.

Pyo The shortest path between node u and node v.
Vexist The keywords that exist in graph.

Viotexist | The keywords do not exist in graph.

8;1. Edges added based on text t.

However, these models require a sufficient amount of training data
to train the meta-learner, which differs from our experimental set-
ting and limits their generalization ability.

2.2.2  Data Augmentation-based models. Data Augmentation-based
models generate additional data contrastively based on the few-shot
labeled data to train the classifier. For example, Entailment [64]
creates extra data samples, by concatenating texts with class label
names. WeSTClass [40] trains a document generator to produce
pseudo documents contrastively based on few-shot training data.
LOTClass [41] uses a Pretrained Language Model (PLM) to generate
words semantically correlated with the class label name to help
with the classification. However, due to the limited labeled data, the
generated text data of these models can have very limited patterns,
which makes them prone to overfitting [37].

2.2.3 LLM-based models. Recently, Large Language Model (LLM)-
based models have undergone rapid development [5, 17, 42, 69]
and have been successfully adapted to various tasks, including data
discovery [6, 13, 27], entity or schema matching [14, 16, 59, 72],
and natural language to SQL conversion [19, 33, 50, 58]. Notably,
LLMs are inherently capable of inference without fine-tuning [3,
23, 55, 56, 65], making them originally suitable for dynamic text
classification tasks. However, the lack of fine-tuning can lead LLMs
to generate incorrect answers, as they lack task-specific knowl-
edge, these incorrect answers are often referred to as hallucinations
[73]. To mitigate hallucinations, researchers have provided LLMs
with side information for classification, namely long context RAG
models. For example, Propositionizer [9] applies a fine-tuned LLM
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Figure 2: An overview of the GORAG model is as follows. In Part 1, GORAG constructs a graph based on keywords extracted
from the few-shot training data, taking into account the keyword extraction confidence and relatedness to the target labels. In
Part 2, GORAG performs adaptive graph retrieval and utilizes the retrieved graph information to filter the target labels. In Part
3, GORAG carry out classification with the testing texts and the candidate labels retrieved from the information graph. In Part
4, GORAG applies online indexing to update the graph with newly extracted nodes from testing texts through online indexing.

to convert side information into atomic expressions, to facilitate
fine-grained information retrieval. RAPTOR [53] clusters side infor-
mation and then generate summaries for each cluster, to help with
the model prediction. However, the retrieved contents from these
models remain unstructured and can be lengthy, which impedes the
efficiency and effectiveness of LLMs, leading to lost-in-the-middle
issue [35].

To address this, compression-based RAG models were proposed,
these models try to compress side information to reduce the input
length. Based on how they compress model inputs, these models
can be classified into prompt compressor models, and graph-based
RAG models. On the one hand, prompt compressor models, such
as LLMLingua2 [45], apply LLM’s generation perplexity to filter
out un-important tokens in the model input. Based on LLMLin-
gua2, LongLLMLingua [24] further considers the instruction to
the model when compression, make the model instruction-aware.
On the other hand, graph-based RAG models index side informa-
tions into a graph, and retrieve graph components or summaries,
which are shorter than long contexts thet traditional RAG models
retrieved. For instance, GraphRAG [15] constructs a graph and ag-
gregates nodes into graph communities, then generate community
summaries to help the LLM prediction. However, GraphRAG re-
quires re-creating the community after each graph index, which
incurs significant computational overhead.

To address this limitation of GraphRAG, two alternative models,
HippoRAG [21] and LightRAG [20], have been proposed, which
skip the formulation of communities and directly retrieve nodes or
pathes from graphs. HippoRAG [21] retrieve nodes whose retrieval
score is above a human defined threshold. However, the optimal
retrieval threshold can vary across different data samples, and a
globally fixed threshold selected by human may be suboptimal for
the entire dataset. To address this issue, LightRAG [20] calculates
the embedding similarity of text extracted entities with graph nodes,

to achieve a one-to-one mapping and retrieve all triples involved
these graph nodes.

3 METHDOLOGY

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose GORAG, a novel
approach that achieves adaptive retrieval by extracting valuable
side information from a minimum-cost spanning tree generated on
the constructed graph. Specifically, GORAG takes into account each
keyword’s with in the training and texting text corpus and related-
ness to the class label by assigning different costs to edges on the
constructed graph, allowing for more informed retrieval decisions.
Moreover, GORAG incorporates an online indexing mechanism,
which enables the model to index valuable information extracted
from the testing texts to the constructed graph in real-time, thereby
enhancing its ability to make accurate predictions in the future.

3.1 Framework Overview

As illustrated in Figure 2, our model consists of four primary com-
ponents, i.e., Graph Construction, Graph Retrieval, Classification,
and Online Indexing.

Part 1: Graph Construction Graph construction proposes is to
construct or update the information graph G} .., (Vyew Enew Wiew)
at round r based on the labeled data Dy, = Uy, cyr {t). y,-}f=1
for at the r-th round. A small subgraph of the information graph
created on WOS dataset is shown in Figure 3, graph formed like this
will be used to provide retrieved-augmented information as context
for unseen text, enabling LLMs to better understand the unseen text
and accurately predict its labels. Specifically, under each new data

D} ooy at the r-th round, we first extract the new keywords K., €
. |Z):l€¢v' |Z);IE‘V|
{t) }j:1 j=1 -
Then, we will then assign an edge e;, , € E;,,,, between each key-
word v € KJ,,, and each label y € Y},,,. We then compute the

! from the few-shot training texts 7,j,, = {tj}
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Figure 3: An example of the constructed information graph
from WOS dataset, where red nodes denote the label node
and black nodes denote the keyword node. In this subgraph,
node Entity and node Neighborhood are considered most
related to the label Relational Database, the edge between
them with the label have the lowest cost assigned by our edge
weighting mechanism.

weight wg, , € W,,, for each edge €], , € &y, based on the key-
word’s importance with in the text corpus and relatedness to the
label y. We then can merge all graphs G,e1, (Ve Snews Wiew) at
each each round r as the full graph G" (V", &, W"). More details
can refer to Section 3.2.

Part 2: Graph Retrieval The Graph Retrieval process maps the
extracted keyword nodes V? from the unlabeled text ¢ to the con-
structed information graph G" and generates a minimum-cost
spanning tree on G” that includes all these keywords. From this
minimum-cost spanning tree, the candidate label set yt’ is obtained,
which is a reduced subset of the original target label set Y. For
more details, please refer to Section 3.3.

Part 3: Classification After retrieving the graph and obtaining
the candidate types y[ for the text t at round r, the classification
procedure involves performing the final classification based on a
large language model. This process utilizes the text ¢, the candidate
labels yt’ retrieved from the information graph G”, and descriptions

Ky, associated with each candidate label y; € yt’ . For more details,
please refer to Section 3.4.1.

Part 4: Online Indexing The online indexing procedure dynami-
cally indexes keywords, denoted as (Vnotexm, which extracted from
the testing text ¢ but are not in the existing graph G”. We then
integrate these keywords into the graph to further enrich its struc-
ture, with weights assigned based on their importance within the
text corpus and their relatedness to the predicted label y; for the
testing text ¢. This process enhances the model’s ability to make
more accurate predictions in the future. For more details, please
refer to Section 3.4.2.

3.2 Part 1: Graph Construction

In this subsection, we would introduce the graph construction proce-
dure of GORAG. To generate the information graph G" (V", &, W’)
for each the r-th round, GORAG applies multiple instructions to the

LLM for creating the graph node set V" and the edges ¢;, , € &"

between keyword node v and label node y. Also, we will assign

weight Wzrz,y € W for each each edge e(v, y). The pseudo code of
the graph construction algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Graph Construction Algorithm of GORAG at the r-th
round

Require: Dy, : Training text set at the r-th round and the pro-
vided label y; € Y., for each training text t;;
Pextractions Pgen: The extraction and description generation
instruction prompt;
G"~: Information graph of the previous round r — 1.
Ensure: G": Constructed information graph at the r-th round.
1 Let Vi, =0V, =0y =0
: for each text t € 7./, do
(Vtrext (Vtrext U LLM(pextract. t) U yr
: end for
. if label names are available then
for each label y; € Y/, do
Get label description Ky, = LLM(pgen, D).
(Vlrb 1= LLM(Pextracta(](yl) Uy,
end for
. end if
: Let (Vr{ew
r-th round.
12: for each node v € V},,, do
13 Epeny = Epeny U ey, y,
14: (Wrgew = (Wnew U wy,
15: end for
16: Let Glrovw = (Ve Snew) be the newly constructed graph for
at the r-th round.
17: Let G" = Merge(Ghe,» G 1) be the final constructed graph
at the r-th round.
18: return G"

label

b I A

[
(=1

be the new node set at the

—_
—_

Upew VYV,

text

o,Yi

At each r-th round, given the labeled training text Dy,,, =

Uyseyr, {8 i }j:1’ GORAG first extracts text keywords K},.,,
from the text Tje,, = Uy, cyr {tj }§:1 to serve as graph nodes.
Specifically, we use the LLM model with an extraction instruction
prompt pextract, SUCh as pextract = Please extract some keywords
from the following passage". Then, we can get all text keywords
K} e based on texts 77, as follows.

Khew = U LLM(pextract:t)- (2)
t€T e

Also, by incorporating the new candidate labels Y,,, at the r-th
round, the graph node set V},,, at the r-th round can be obtained
as follows.

View = Knew Y Yew- ®)
Then, GORAG links each keyword node v € KJ,,,, to its correspond-
ing label node y € Y},,,, indicating that the keyword v appears in
texts associated with the label y.

We discuss how to compute the weight between each keyword
node v € Kj,,, and each label y € Y,,,,,. Considering the keywords
K} erw from the labeled text are not uniformly related to the text’s
label Y., we apply an edge weighting mechanism to assign a
weight wy,  to each keyword-label link. This weight can be regarded
as the correlation between keyword and each label. Firstly, we apply
the I normalized TF-IDF score [52] to measure the importance and
relatedness of a particular keyword v € K., and label y € Y,1,,.,



of the text t € 7", where 7" = U!_ 7,L, denotes texts seen so far.
Formally, given a keyword node v € KJ,,,, and one text t € 7", the

correlation score CS(v, t) between v and t is defined as follows.
t(o, t T
count (v, t) « log |77

CS(v,t) = )
(@5 t] l+|tj:Z)€l'j, tjGTr|

©)

where count (v, t) is the number of times that the term v appears in
the text ¢, and [tj : v € tj, tj € 77| denotes the number of texts in
the corpus 7 that contain the keyword v.

As the keyword v can be extracted from multiple text source and
from different rounds, the final edge weight wy, , of edge eq,y at the
r-th round is calculated an the average of weights from all these

texts. Formally, given the keyword v € KJ,,.,,, label y € Y;.,..,. and

v
the texts 7Y = {ti}l.z—lr | consisting of texts t; associated with
label y, the weight wy, , between v and y at the r-th round can be
computed as follows:

ew’

. theTr,y,v 1 —CS(U, t])
oy |rrr,y,v| ’

®)

where 77%° = {tj|o € tj Atj € T"Y} is the text associated with la-
bel y and containing the keyword v. We denote the generated graph
for K., and Y,},.,, at the r-thround as G, .., (Viier Eners Waew):
where the node V., = Kooy U Ypeny and edge eg, , € Epeyy is
associated with the weight wy, , € Wy ,.

We then discuss how to merge Gj,,.,, into the graph from previous
rounds G" 1 (V"1 E771) to form the full graph G"(V',E") as
follows.

w,

G" = Merge(Gre» gr—l), )
where V" = VI, UVl g =g, UE T and W = WP, U
WL Particularly, G° = O and r > 1, Also, to guarantee the graph
connectivity of the resulting graph, we add new edges between
every newly added label node y, € Y],,, and each old label node
Yo € Y"1, the edge weight wy,y of edge ey, y, at round r is
calculated with the average weight of all edges that link keywords
with label node y, or y,, respectively:

- AvgWei(yn, G") + AvgWei(yo, G b
Wynsyo = 2 (7)

ZueMg Wzr:,y
2x My
where N7 (y) denote the neighbor node set of label node y in graph
G". Also, MZ ={v|ve N"(y) A v¢&Y"} denotes all neighbor
nodes of label node y that represent keywords, but not labels at the
r-th round. After merge, the graph G" would be used for future

retrieval, and be further updated by GORAG’s online indexing
mechanism later in Section 3.3.

AvgWei(y,G") = ®)

3.3 Part 2: Graph Retrieval

In this subsection, we would introduce the graph retrieval procedure
of GORAG. With the graph constructed in Part 1, GORAG is able to
carry out adaptive reteieval algorithm with the keywords extracted
from the testing texts.

To begin with, GORAG extract keywords V/,, for each testing
text t € Tyess in the same manner with Equation (2), then, (Vttest

would be splitted into two subsets:

Viist YV = Viesr» Vi,

exist notexist exist

NV, 0,

notexist —

Algorithm 2 Adaptive Candidate Type Generation Algorithm

Require: G"(V",E", WT): The constructed information graph;
(Vetxi < S V7" A set of keyword nodes extracted from text ¢
and can be mapped to graph G;
Y7 The target label set at the r-th round.
Ensure: ytr: The candidate type retrieved for text ¢.
1: Compute a minimum spanning tree MST of the graph G.
: Let Vierm = (Vetxist NV (MST) be the terminal nodes in MST
: Construct a weighted auxiliary graph H: V(H) = Vierm
: for each pair of terminals u,v € Vyerm do
Find the shortest path Py, in MST from u to v
Let W{Zv = ZeEP,w We
: end for
: Compute a minimum spanning tree MST’ of the auxiliary graph
H
9: Let ST =0
10: for each edge e, , € MST’ do
11:  Add the shortest path Py, in MST to ST
12: end for
13: Let y{ =STnY"
14: return J)tr
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where (Vetxist and (V,fotexist denotes the keywords in (Vtte“ that
already exist and not yet exist in G" at the current the r-th round
respectively. Later, (Vetxi s; would be applied for achieving adaptive
retrieval, and "Vnt orexist Would be applied for online indexing to
further enrich the constructed graph (Further illustrated in Sec-
tion 3.4).

To achieve the adaptive retrieval, GORAG try to find the min-
imum cost spanning tree that contain all keyword nodes within
"Vetxi <+ The intuition behind this approach is that a minimum cost
spanning tree (MST) spans the entire graph to cover all given nodes
with the smallest possible spanning cost. Consequently, nodes
within the generated MST can be considered important for demon-
strating the features of the given node set. The generation of an
MST is a classical combinatorial optimization problem with an
optimal solution determined solely by the set of given nodes. By
generating the MST, we eliminate the need for any human-defined
thresholds, relying instead on the LLM-extracted keywords to form

the spanning tree.

Definition 3.1 (Adaptive Candidate Type Generation Problem).
Given an undirected weighted information graph G" (V", &", W"),
a set of keywords (Vetxi o extracted from text ¢ that can be mapped
to nodes in V", and the target label set Y" at the r-th round, our
target is to find a set of labels nodes Y] € Y. Firstly, we identify
a subgraph G (V/}, &, W) of G" by minimizing the edge weight
sum as follows.

min_w), , (10)
e;{,uestr ’
stoeV Yoe V., (11)

Then, since the subgraph nodes V/ contains both keyword nodes
and labels, we take the label nodes Mtr € Vtr as our target candidate
nodes for the text ¢.



THEOREM 3.2. The Adaptive Candidate Type Generation problem
is NP-hard.

Proor. To demonstrate that the Adaptive Candidate Type Gen-
eration problem is NP-hard, we provide a simple reduction of our
problem from the Steiner Tree problem. Since the Steiner Tree
problem is already proven to be NP-hard [54], we show that there
is a solution for the Steiner Tree problem if and only if there is a
solution for our problem. Firstly, given a solution S for our problem,
we can construct a Steiner Tree by generating a minimum spanning
tree for all nodes in S on graph G” then connecting all nodes from
% etxi < to their closest neighbor nodes in S. Secondly, any Steiner
Tree ST that contains any node y € V; is also a solution of our
problem with [{y € V/}| nodes. Thus, we prove that the adaptive
candidate type generation problem is NP-hard. O

Since this problem is the NP-hard, it is infeasible to obtain the
optimal result in polynomial time. Therefore, to solve this problem,
we propose a greedy algorithm, which generates the candidate
type set Y C Y for text t at the r-th round. The detail of our
algorithm is shown in Algorithm 2. Firstly, we calculate the shortest
path between each keyword node v in (Vetxi 5; to all other nodes
in G" by calculating the minimum spanning tree MST of G” (line
1-2). Here, the keyword nodes v in (Vetxi o are served as terminal
nodes that determins the final genrated candidate types w.r.t. to
the information graph G” . Secondly, we create a new auxiliary
graph H where the edges represent the shortest paths between the
closest terminal nodes (line 3-7). Thirdly, we construct the minimum
spanning tree MST’ of the auxiliary graph H (line 9), and then we
add the shortest paths between each two nodes in MST’ to the
Steiner Tree ST (line 10-12). Lastly our candidate types ytr for text
t are calculated as the interselect of ST and all target labels YY" at
round r: ST N Y7 (line 13).

Note that in GORAG’s retrieval algorithm, the minimum-cost
spanning tree is generated solely based on the constructed graph
and the keywords extracted from the text. This approach eliminates
the need for any manually defined retrieval thresholds, enabling
GORAG to perform fully adaptive and context-driven retrieval.

3.4 Part 3: Classification and Online Indexing

In this subsection, we introduce GORAG’s two main components,
i.e., classification and online indexing. For classification, GORAG
utilizes an LLM to predict the class label for each unseen test text by
retrieving adaptive demonstrations. For online indexing, GORAG
dynamically updates the graph G” by incorporating unseen key-
words from the test text ¢ as new nodes and connecting them to
the predicted label y; with weighted edges. This iterative process
enriches the graph and enhances the framework’s ability to make
accurate predictions in the future.

3.4.1 Classification. In this part, we introduce how GORAG per-
forms text classification based a large language model. Specifically,
for each unlabeled text ¢, GORAG predicts its class label y* by
constructing an input ¢; for the LLM, which captures contextual
and structural information about the text and its candidate labels.
Specifically, given each unlableed text ¢, we will use LLM to predict

its class label y*. We first generate the LLM input ¢, as follows.

¢; = Concat(t, V(t,ytrﬂ(ytr), (12)
which is the text concatenation of the extracted keywords K* from
the text t, the C'flndidate labels Y] obtained by Algorithm 2. Also,
Wy; = (K, }I%rl

=1 and %, is the representative keywords of each
label y; € ytr.

Ky, = LLM(pgen, D7), (13)
and a classification instruction prompt pjgssify-
yr = LLM(pclassifya ct), (14)

Asaresult, the LLM would try to select the best-suited label y; € Y g
to annotate the text ¢.

3.4.2 Online indexing. To fully leverage the text-extracted key-
words, GORAG utilizes an online indexing mechanism to incre-
mentally update keywords that do not yet exist in the information
graph G" at the r-th round to the information graph G" based
on the text t’s predicted label y;. To be specific, each keyword
node v € (Vrf otexise Would be directed added to the original graph’s
node set V" and be assigned with an edge e, connect it with the
predicted label y:

V' =V UV,

notexist’

g =&VE, (15)

where an‘ = {eyy,lv € (V'fotexist} denotes the set of all newly
assigned edges ey, between keyword node v and its predicted label
y;, for these newly assigned edges, their weight is calculated with
the edge weighting mechanism illustrated in Equation (5).

This online indexing mechanism serves two main purposes. First,
it incrementally enriches the information graph G” by incorporat-
ing new, previously unseen keywords, thus expanding the graph’s
vocabulary and improving its adaptability. Second, by linking these
new keywords to their predicted labels with weighted edges, the
mechanism captures their relevance and context more effectively,
enabling better utilization of the graph for future predictions.

3.5 Complexity Analysis

In this subsection, we analysis the time and space complexity of
GORAG’s graph construction, retrieval and prediction procedure.
We denote the maximum number of terms of the input text as my,
the number of unique terms of training corpus D;,.,, as u, the
LLM’s maximum input token length as m;, LLM’s its maximum
extraction, generation, and classification token length as me, mg,
and m, respectively.

Graph Construction Complexity Firstly, we analysis the time
and space complexity of GORAG’s graph construction. For the
text keyword extraction procedure, the time complexity would be
O(| D} eyl (mi + me)); If label names are available, the time com-
plexity of generat label descriptions and extract label keywords
would be O(| Y., |(m; + mg + me)); Calculating the TFIDF and
indexing edges to graph would require O(|V} .., | (1D} ernIme + 1))
times, and merging graph requires O(|Y}r,,,||Y"~!|). Hence, the
total time complexity of GORAG’s graph construction at the r-th
round would be:



Table 2: Statistics of the WOS and Reuters dataset.

Dataset Avg. Text Token - R1 - R2 - R3 - R4 Total
Testing data | Label # | Testing data | Label # | Testing data | Label # | Testing data | Label # | Testing data

WOS [31] 200 2,417 32 2,842 53 2,251 30 1,886 18 9,396

Reuters [8] 168 80 8 80 8 80 8 70 7 310

O(| Dl (mi +me) + Yy | (mi + mg +me +1Y771)) +
|(V£ew|(|D;ew|mt + u))

For the space complexity, the graph is stored with the weighted
adjency matrix, hence needs O(|E"|) space; Storing the training
corpus at the r-th round would need O(u|D},,..,|) space; Storing the
representive keywords ‘K would need O(|K ; -

the total space complexity of GORAG’s graph construction at the
r-th round would be:

O(|8r| +u|Dnew| + |7( *tr|)~

Retrieval and Classification Complexity The time complexity
of GORAG’s adaptive candidate type generation algorithm is the
same with the Mehlhorn algorithm, which is O(|E" |+|V" |log| V")
[39]; The time complexity of the online indexing mechanism would
cost |V7 ,ovisi| (I TrossIme + u); The time complexity of the final
classification by LLM is O (m;+m.). Hence, the total time complexity

of GORAG’s adaptive retrieval and classification can be denoted as

O(|Tses: 1(1E" +]V, N Tresi Ime+w)+|V 7 |log| VT [+mi+me)).

notexls

For the space complexity, O(|E"|) to store the graph, and O (u|7,.,])

space is needed to store the testing corpus. Hence, the total space
complexity of GORAG’s Retrieval and Classification procedure is

O8] + ul Tygs )

4 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present the experimental evaluation of our frame-
work GORAG on the DFSTC task. We compare the performance of
GORAG against six effective baselines spanning three technical cat-
egories, using two datasets with distinct characteristics. Specifically,
we first outline the experimental setup in Section 4.1, including de-
tails on datasets, baselines, evaluation metrics, and hyperparameter
configurations. Next, we report the experimental results, focusing
on both effectiveness and efficiency evaluations, in Section 4.2. Fi-
nally, we conduct an ablation study and a case study, presented in
Section 4.3 and Section 4.4, respectively.

4.1 Experiment Settings

4.1.1 Datasets. We select the Web-Of-Science (WOS) dataset [31]
and the Reuters few-shot text classification dataset by [8] for eval-
uating GORAG’s performance. We split the WOS dataset into 4, 6
and 8 rounds, and the Reuters dataset into 4 rounds, while trying to
maintain a comparable number of testing data in each round. Due
to the spacec limitation, we mainly display our experinents on the
4 rounds spit version of both datasets.

For the WOS dataset, the texts to be classified are text chunks
from academic research papers, and their labels are the respective
research fields. In the original WOS dataset, there are 9,396 testing
texts and 133 labels with label names avaiable for all rounds. For
Reuters datasets, the texts to be classified are text chunks of news,

and their labels are numbers representing the news categories. In
the original Reuters text classification dataset, there are 310 testing
texts and 31 labels for all rounds, and the label names are not
avaiable. Further statistics of these two dataset being splitted into 4
rounds are shown in Table 2.

Considering the differences in the properties of the two datasets,
conducting experiments on both datasets provides a comprehensive
and in-depth understanding of GORAG’s characteristics.

4.1.2  Baselines. In this paper, we compare GORAG’s performance
with 7 baselines from 3 technical categories:
NN-based Models

e Entailment [64]: Entailment concatenates the text data with
each of the label names to form multiple entailment pairs with
one text sample, hence increasing the number of training data
and enhance its finetuning of a RoBERTa PLM [38]. Entailment
then carry out classification based on these entailment pairs and
convert the text classification task into a binary classification
task, for detecting whether the entailment pair formed is correct.

Long Context RAG Models

o NaiveRAG [18]: NaiveRAG acts as a foundational baseline of
current RAG models. When indexing, it stores text segments
of the labeled texts in a vector database using text embeddings.
When querying, NaiveRAG generates query texts’ vectorized
representations to retrieve side information based on the highest
similarity in their embeddings.

o Propositionizer [9]: Propositionizer applies a fine-tuned LLM
to convert side information into atomic expressions, namely
propositions, to facilitate more fine-grained information retrieval
than NaiveRAG.

Compression RAG Models

e LongLLMLingua [24]: LongLLMLingua is a instruction aware
prompt compressor model, it applies LLM’s generation perplexity
to filter out un-important tokens of the model input based on
the retrieved side information and the task instruction.

e GraphRAG [15]: GraphRAG is a graph-Based RAG model that
employs the LLM to extract texts’ entities and relations, which
are then represented as nodes and edges in the information
graph. GraphRAG then aggregates nodes into communities, and
generates a comprehensive community report to encapsulate
global information from texts.

o LightRAG [20]: LightRAG skips the GraphRAG’s formulation
of graph communities and directly retrieve nodes or pathes from
created graphs. It calculates the embedding similarity of text
extracted entities with graph nodes, to achieve a one-to-one
mapping from keywords to graph nodes and retrieve all triples
involved these nodes.

According to Table 3, among these methods, Entailment achieves
the state-of-the-art performance on the DFSTC task. For GraphRAG



Table 3: Experiment results on WOS and Reuters dataset.

Round

Dataset | Category Model R1 R2 R3 R4
1-shot 5-shot 10-shot | 1-shot 5-shot 10-shot | 1-shot 5-shot 10-shot | 1-shot 5-shot 10-shot
NN-based Entailment 0.3695 0.3823 0.4187 | 0.3994 0.4471 0.4222 | 0.4510 0.4857 0.4787 | 0.4030 0.4387 0.4442
NaiveRAG 0.3885 0.3904 0.3897 | 0.2267 0.2154 0.2187 | 0.1821 0.1475 0.1799 | 0.1653 0.1556 0.1649

Long Context RAG T

Propositionizer | 0.1241 0.1306 0.1297 | 0.1074 0.1421 0.1303 | 0.1771 0.1645 0.1603 | 0.1611 0.1637 0.1656
WOs LongLLMLingua | 0.3806 0.3823  0.3901 | 0.2155 0.2202 0.2198 | 0.1770 0.1567 0.1608 | 0.1468 0.1382  0.1493
Compression RAG GraphRAG 0.3852 0.3897 0.3906 | 0.2213 0.2197 0.2219 | 0.1816 0.1770 0.1786 | 0.1641 0.1634 0.1625
LightRAG 0.3930 0.3806 0.3815 | 0.2202 0.2216 0.2145 | 0.1743 0.1767 0.1799 | 0.1625 0.1626 0.1632
GORAG 0.4862 0.4973 0.5192 | 0.4649 0.5063 0.5208 |0.4814 0.4906 0.4993 | 0.4210 0.4340 0.4471
NN-based Entailment 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 ] 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Long Context RAG NaiveRAG 0.0000 0.0000 0.0375 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Propositionizer | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Reuters LongLLMLingua | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0258 0.0065 0.0085
Compression-RAG GraphRAG 0.1375 0.1625 0.1000 | 0.0688 0.0813 0.0500 | 0.0375 0.0417 0.0417 | 0.0291 0.0375 0.0375
LightRAG 0.0500 0.1375 0.1125 | 0.0250 0.0813 0.0563 | 0.0333 0.0333 0.0333 | 0.0125 0.0333 0.0208
GORAG 0.0875 0.0875 0.1000 | 0.1750 0.1688 0.1438 |0.1667 0.1958 0.2167 |0.1667 0.2516 0.2193

and NaiveRAG, we use the implementation from [2] which opti-
mizes their original code and achieves better time efficiency while
not affect the performance; For all other baselines, we use their
open-sourced official implementations.

4.1.3  Evaluation Metrics. In this paper, we use classification ac-
curacy as the evaluation metric. Given that LLMs can generate
arbitrary outputs that may not precisely match the provided labels,
we consider a classification correct only if the LLM’s output exactly
matches the ground-truth label name or label number.

4.14 Hyperparameter and Hardware Settings . In each round of our
experiments, we handle NN and RAG-based models differently for
training and indexing. For NN-based models, we train them using
all labeled data from the current round and all previous rounds. For
RAG-based models, we index the labeled data of the current round
to the information source from the previous round. The RAG-based
model is initialized from scratch only in the first round.

After training or indexing in each round, we test the models using
the testing data from the current round and all previous rounds. For
GORAG, which employs an online indexing mechanism, we first
test its performance with online indexing on the current round’s
testing data. We then test its performance on the testing data from
all previous rounds without online indexing. This approach allows
us to study the effect of online indexing on the performance of later
round data when applied to previous round data.

For the hyperparameter settings, we train the Entailment model
with the RoBERTa-large PLM for 5 epochs with a batch size of 16, a
learning rate of 1x10~°, and the Adam optimizer [29], following the
exact setting in Entailment’s original paper. For LongLLMLingua,
we test the compression rate within 0.75, 0.8, 0.85 and select 0.8, as it
achieves the best overall classification accuracy. For GraphRAG and
LightRAG, we use their local search mode, as it achieves the highest
classification accuracy on both the WOS and Reuters datasets. For
GORAG and all RAG-based baselines, we use LLaMA3 [56] as the
LLM backbone unless otherwise specified.

All experiments are conducted on an Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 5220R
@ 2.20GHz CPU and a single NVIDIA A100-SXM4-40GB GPU.

4.2 Experiment Results

In this paper, we employ 1-shot, 5-shot, and 10-shot settings for
few-shot training, where each setting corresponds to using 1, 5,
and 10 labeled training samples per class, respectively. We omit
experiments with more than 10 labeled samples per class, as for
WOS dataset, there are already over 1300 labeled training data under
10-shot setting.

4.2.1 Effectiveness Evaluation. As shown in Table 3, GORAG achieves
the best classification accuracy over all four rounds with 1-shot and
5-shot labeled indexing data on WOS dataset, it surpasses all RAG-
based baselines as well as the state-of-the-art model Entailment.
Compared with Entailment, when apply 1-shot setting, GORAG
achieves at most 31.6% accuracy gain from 0.3695 to 0.4862 at the
first round. On Reuters dataset, GORAG achieves the best classifi-
cation accuracy over the last 3 rounds with 1-shot indexing data.

Furthermore, based on the experiment results in Table 3, we can
have following observations. Firstly, for RAG-based models other
than GORAG, although they can achieve comparable or even better
performance than NN-based models in the first round, they tend to
suffer a more significant performance drop as the number of labels
increases. This is because the current RAG models compress the
texts and ignore the compression of the target label set. As a result,
when the number of target labels increases, the lengthy input can
make the LLM tend to give wrong classification results and suffer
from the lost-in-the-middle issue.

Secondly, compared with NN-based models, all RAG-based mod-
els other than GORAG are less sensitive to the increase of labeled
data, from 1-shot to 5-shot setting on WOS dataset, the performance
of Entailment increases significantly, however, for RAG-based base-
lines, performance tends to remain the same from 1-shot to 10-shot
setting. This is because RAG-based models do not train any model
parameters. Although an increase in training data can bring new
information to enrich the side information, they are not always
considered useful by the model and may not be retrieved. Conse-
quently, the increase in labeled data may have no effect on some
data samples during testing. On the other hand, for GORAG, the
new information can introduce new paths for GORAG’s adaptive
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Figure 4: Experiment result of WOS dataset under 1-shot and 5-shot settings.
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Figure 5: Model Training/Indexing time on two datasets under 1-shot setting.

retrieval algorithm. This expands the influence scope of the new
information from a fixed graph neighborhood to the entire infor-
mation graph, making it easier for the retrieval process to benefit
from the new information.

Thirdly, for Long Context RAG models, their lengthy retrieved
side information further increase the length of LLM classification in-
puts, and consequently make the LLM harder to detect the relevence
between side information and the labels than Compression based
RAG models, exacerbating the lost-in-the-middle issue and make
the LLM tend to generate wrong classification results.

4.2.2  Robustness Evaluation. To evaluate the robustness of GORAG
and several representative baselines from the three technical cate-
gories, we conducted additional experiments on the 6 and 8 round
split versions of the WOS dataset under 1-shot and 5-shot settings,
as the WOS dataset contains more testing data than Reuters dataset.

In Figure 4, the results for rounds 1 to 4 are obtained from the
4-round split version, rounds 5 and 6 are obtained from the 6-round
split version, and rounds 7 and 8 are obtained from the 8-round split
version of the WOS dataset. This setting ensures that the testing
data at each round is as sufficient as possible while maintaining a
acceptable amount of experiment time cost. As illustrated in Fig-
ure 4, the classification accuracy of GraphRAG and NaiveRAG drops
significantly from round 1 to round 8, demonstrating the negative
impact of the lengthy and unfiltered target label set on classification
results. However, compared to other RAG-based baselines, GORAG
maintains competitive classification accuracy as the number of
rounds increases through 1 to 8 round, with both of the 1-shot and
5-shot setting.

4.2.3  Efficiency Evaluation. To evaluate the efficiency of GORAG,
we compare GORAG’s indexing time cost with other baselines’



Table 4: The size of the constructed information graph in each round.

Round
Dataset | Model R1 R2 R3 R4 After R4
Node # Edge# | Node# Edge# | Node# Edge# | Node# Edge# | Node# Edge#
WOs GORAG offline 1,149 1,405 3,681 4,587 4,947 6,204 5,438 6,879 5,438 6,879
GORAG 1,149 1,405 12,108 12,245 | 25,357 26,290 | 34,521 35,919 | 44,283 45,973
Reuters GORAG offline 117 119 192 200 263 284 331 366 331 366
GORAG 117 119 584 594 1,013 1,046 1,342 1,405 1,533 1,600
Table 5: 0-shot experiment result on WOS dataset. Table 6: Ablation experiments for variants of GORAG.
Model Round Dataset | Model R i ZRoundRS Ra
R1 R2 R3 R4 GORAG unit 0.4706 | 0.4394 | 0.4407 | 0.3899
Qwen2.0-7B 0.3322 0.1790 0.1451 0.1444 GORAG offline 0.3063 | 0.2302 | 0.2455 | 0.2156
Mistral0.3-7B | 0.1436 | 0.0540 | 0.0336 | 0.0270 wos GORAG keyword | 0.4746 | 0.4606 | 0.4455 | 0.4030
LLaMA3-8B | 0.3351 | 0.1614 | 0.1161 | 0.0930 GORAG 0.4862 | 04649 | 0.4814 | 04210
GORAG 0.3305 0.2567 | 0.2230 | 0.2102 GORAG unit 0.0000 | 0.0625 | 0.1667 | 0.0795
- - - : GORAG offline | 0.0000 | 0.1000 | 0.0917 | 0.1032
Reuters | GORAG keyword | 0.0000 | 0.1000 | 0.1167 | 0.1438
GORAG 0.0875 | 0.1750 | 0.1667 | 0.1667

training or indexing time cost on the 4 round split version of WOS
and Reuters datasets, the results are shown in Figure 5. For both
datasets, Propositionizer achieves the worst indexing efficiency.
This is because it employs an additional fine-tuned LLM to convert
side information into propositions. In this process, this extra LLM
generates a long list of propositions converted from each indexing
or testing text, introducing more efficiency overhead compared
to other models that use the LLM solely for classification, which
typically generate only a few tokens representing the label name
or label number.

On the WOS dataset, the indexing procedure of compression
RAG-based models exhibits better time efficiency than the training
procedure of NN-based models from R2 to R4. This is because NN-
based models require retraining the entire model with all seen
labeled data in each round, which limits their training efficiency.

On the Reuters dataset, GraphRAG achieves the worst indexing
efficiency among all Compression RAG models. This is because the
Reuters dataset contains fewer labels than the WOS dataset in each
round. As a result, the constructed graph tends to be smaller than
that of the WOS dataset, as shown in Table 4. Consequently, since
the time cost of GraphRAG’s community generation procedure is
also determined by the number of communities generated [57],
GraphRAG introduces a more significant efficiency overhead on
the Reuters dataset where the created information graph is much
smaller compared to the WOS dataset.

4.3 Ablation Study

To further study GORAG’s zero-shot ability, we conducted an ex-
periment on the WOS dataset by providing only the label names,
without any labeled data to GORAG and some widely applied open-
source LLM models, the result is shown in Table 5. In the 0-shot
setting, GORAG first generates label descriptions based on the label
names, then extracts keywords from these descriptions, without
using any information from labeled texts. Note that the Entailment

model cannot be applied in this setting, as they require labeled data
for training or indexing. For RAG-based models, their performance
in the 0-shot setting is equivalent to that of their backbone LLMs
due to the lack of indexing data.

As shown by the results, GORAG achieves comparable perfor-
mance with other open-source LLM models in the first round and
outperforms them in all subsequent rounds. This is because, when
the number of target labels is small, the benefit of compressing the
target label set is not as pronounced. However, as the number of
labels increases, the importance of filtering the label set becomes
more significant, allowing GORAG to consistently outperform other
open-source LLM models.

To better study the reason behind GORAG’s superior perfor-
mance, we conduct an extensive ablation study under 1-shot setting
on GORAG. For the ablation studie, we only experimented with
the 1-shot setting unless further illustrated, as the performance of
RAG models do not change significantly with different shot settings.
Specifically, to better study how different components of GORAG af-
fects the classification performance, we apply its following variants
for ablation study:

o GORAG unit: The GORAG model that remove the edge weighting

mechanim, every edge in this variant is assigned with weight 1.
o GORAG offline: The GORAG model that remove the online in-

dexing mechanism.

o GORAG keyword: The GORAG model that only use the keyword
extracted from the text to create LLM classification input, rather
than the whole text.

In Table 6, we present the results of these variants to evaluate
whether the edge weighting mechanism, the online indexing mech-
anism, and the substitution of lengthy texts with shorter keywords
can enhance the prediction accuracy of GORAG. The results show
that GORAG achieves the best prediction accuracy, demonstrating
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communication technology, intelligent
terminal, artificial attendance, communication,
anti-collision, attendance, algorithm,
simulation, throughput ...
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Algorithm design

(a) GORAG'’s candidate selection algorithm returns candidate labels adaptively based on keywords extracted from the tesing texts.

Keywords:

electrical circuits, thermoelectromotive,
circuits, multifactorial, factorial design, lubri-
coolant system, graphite, algorithm, aluminum,
liquid, mercury ..
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Electrical circuits

(b) GORAG'’s candidate selection algorithm only returns the ground truth label of the testing text.

Figure 6: Two case of GORAG successfully generate candidate labels to help text classification on WOS dataset.

Table 7: Evaluation on different LLM backbones.

Round
Dataset | Model R1 RZ G Ra
WOS GORAG LLaMA3 | 0.4862 | 0.4649 | 0.4814 | 0.4210
GORAG Qwen2.5 | 0.5101 | 0.4839 | 0.4823 | 0.4235

the importance of the edge weighting and onling indexing mecha-
nism. Furthermore, GORAG keyword also achieves a competitive
performance, illustrating the keywords extracted from texts can
also have valuable information for text classification.

Additionally, in Table 4, we compare the size of the constructed
information graph with and without online indexing after each
round. After applying the online indexing mechanism, the infor-
mation graph being significantly enriched from R1 to After R4.

In Table 7, we present the results of GORAG with different back-
bone LLMs, we test GORAG with more advanced Qwen2.5-7B [49],
the result demonstates the GORAG’s performance can be further
improved with more advanced LLM backbones.

4.4 Case Study

In this subsection, to illustrate the strength of GORAG’s adaptive
retrieval and candidate label generation procedure, we dig into two
testing cases select from WOS dataset where GORAG’s adaptive
retrieval helps to reduce the LLM input length and benefit text
classification. As shown in Figure 6(a), for the case whose ground
truth label is Algorithm Design, the candidate label retrieved by
GORAG are Computer programming and Algorithm design. As a
result, GORAG’s adaptive retrieval algorithm successfully filter the
target label set to only contains two candidate labels, and success-
fully cut down the target label number from at most over 100 to
only 2 candidate labels that it consided as the possible labels for
the text, significantlly reduce the LLM’s input length and mitigate
the lost-in-the-middle issue.

On the other hand, for the case in Figure 6(b) whose ground
truth label is Electrical Circuits, since the ground truth label name
Electrical Circuits already exists in the text and being extracted as
keyword, GORAG’s adaptive retrieval algorithm is almost certain
to classify this text into class Electrical Circuits, hence GORAG’s

adaptive retrieval and candidate type generation algorithm would
only select the only candidate label retrieved from the constructed
graph and input to the LLM.

4.5 Discussion

According to the aforementioned experimental results, we have
identified several key characteristics of NN-based models and RAG-
based models.

On the one hand, despite the rapid development of LLMs in
recent years, they can still yield sub-optimal classification accuracy
in DFSTC tasks due to the lengthy LLM inputs. When there is a
sufficient amount of labeled data available in each dynamic updation
round, the NN-based model Entailment can also achieve comparable
or even better performance than traditional RAG based models
other than GORAG.

On the other hand, compared with NN-based models, benefited
from the time efficient indexing of the side information and the rich
pre-trained knowledge within the LLM, by filter out some unrelated
labels and shorten the LLM inputs, RAG-based models are better
suited for DFSTC task when the target labels are updated frequently
and there only existes a limit number or even none of the labeled
data is avaiable for each dynamic updation round.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose GORAG, a Graph-based Online Retrieval
Augmented Generation framework for the Dynamic Few-shot Text
Classification (DFSTC) task. Extensive experiments on two text
datasets with different characteristics demonstrate the effective-
ness of GORAG in classifying texts with only a limited number or
even no labeled data. Additionally, GORAG shows its effectiveness
in adapting to the dynamic updates of target labels by retrieving can-
didate labels to filter the large target label set in each update round.
With extensive of ablation studies, we confirm that GORAG’s adap-
tive retrieval, edge weighting, and online indexing mechanisms
contribute to its effectiveness. For future work, we aim to further
enhance GORAG’s performance and explore its application in more
complex and diverse scenarios, as well as further improve the effi-
ciency of GORAG’s online indexing mechanism.
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