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Abstract

Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) sys-
tems often suffer from performance degrada-
tion when encountering noisy or irrelevant doc-
uments, driving researchers to develop sophisti-
cated training strategies to enhance their robust-
ness against such retrieval noise. However, as
large language models (LLMs) continue to ad-
vance, the necessity of these complex training
methods is increasingly questioned. In this pa-
per, we systematically investigate whether com-
plex robust training strategies remain necessary
as model capacity grows. Through compre-
hensive experiments spanning multiple model
architectures and parameter scales, we evalu-
ate various document selection methods and
adversarial training techniques across diverse
datasets. Our extensive experiments consis-
tently demonstrate that as models become more
powerful, the performance gains brought by
complex robust training methods drop off dra-
matically. We delve into the rationale and find
that more powerful models inherently exhibit
superior confidence calibration, better gener-
alization across datasets (even when trained
with randomly selected documents), and opti-
mal attention mechanisms learned with simpler
strategies. Our findings suggest that RAG sys-
tems can benefit from simpler architectures and
training strategies as models become more pow-
erful, enabling more scalable applications with
minimal complexity.

"Entities should not be multiplied unnecessarily."
— Occam’s razor

1 Introduction

Modern LLMs excel in various NLP tasks, such as
text generation, knowledge reasoning, and question
answering (Ye et al., 2024; Tao et al., 2024; Zhao
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Figure 1: Comparison of EM scores of different docu-
ment selection strategies on the TriviaQA dataset. As
the model capabilities increase, the performance gap
(∆) between the best and worst strategies among the
four training methods decreases from 14.65% to 4.36%.

et al., 2023). Their contextual relevance and co-
herence make them valuable tools across domains.
Despite their broad applications, LLMs struggle
with external knowledge integration, particularly in
RAG systems where poor retrieval results can lead
to inaccurate or misleading responses (Xu et al.,
2024; Tan et al., 2024; Ding et al., 2024). This
issue exposes a key limitation in the robustness of
LLMs with imperfect retrieval results.

To address this challenge, researchers have pro-
posed various robust training methods to enhance
RAG’s resilience against noisy contexts. Ap-
proaches mainly focus on selecting high-quality
documents or incorporating additional adversarial
loss regularization terms during training (Yoran
et al., 2024; Fang et al., 2024; Krueger et al., 2021;
Zhu et al., 2024a; Jin et al., 2024; Zeng et al., 2024).
For instance, RetRobust (Yoran et al., 2024) sug-
gests using a strategic mixture of relevant and irrel-
evant documents to train LLMs to withstand noisy
contexts. RAAT (Fang et al., 2024) and ATM (Zhu
et al., 2024a) introduce adversarial regularization
terms to encourage consistent model performance
across different document contexts, making the
model less sensitive to retrieval noise.

Given the increasing capabilities of LLMs, a fun-
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damental question emerges: do sophisticated ro-
bust training strategies remain necessary as model
capacity grows? We first conduct a simple pre-
liminary experiment to investigate this inquiry. As
shown in Figure 1, we compare the EM scores of
four different training strategies on the TriviaQA
dataset. Notably, the performance gap (∆) between
the best and worst strategies shrinks dramatically
from 14.65% to 4.36% as the model capacity in-
creases. This significant diminishing gap suggests
that powerful LLMs might naturally possess en-
hanced robustness, potentially challenging the ne-
cessity of complex robust training techniques.

In this paper, we present a systematic investi-
gation into the necessity of sophisticated robust
training strategies as model capabilities advance.
Through extensive experiments across various lan-
guage models with different capabilities levels,
we uncover a counterintuitive phenomenon: while
models with limited capabilities benefit from high-
quality document selection and complex adversar-
ial losses, these benefits diminish substantially as
model capability increases. Notably, for highly ca-
pable models, training with randomly selected or
even seemingly irrelevant documents can achieve
comparable or superior performance to sophisti-
cated training strategies.

We further conduct an in-depth study on this
counter-intuitive phenomenon through a systematic
analysis. Through inherent confidence calibration
analysis, we discover that newer powerful models
naturally exhibit superior discrimination between
correct and incorrect responses. Moving to exter-
nal performance, we find these models demonstrate
remarkable cross-dataset generalization with basic
random document training. Our visualization of
attention patterns further reveals the underlying
mechanism: powerful models inherently learn ef-
fective attention allocation even with simple train-
ing. These findings, from internal capabilities to
external performance to mechanism analysis, indi-
cate that powerful models may naturally possess
fundamental desired capabilities, potentially reduc-
ing the need for complex training strategies.

We provide insights for future RAG develop-
ment, suggesting: simplified architecture design
principles for powerful models, opportunities for
scalable open-domain applications with minimal
supervision, and theoretical perspectives on how
training requirements evolve with model scaling.

The main contributions of this work are:

• Finding: We reveal that as model capabilities
increase, the benefits of sophisticated training
strategies diminish substantially.

• Rationale: Through systematic analysis, we
trace this finding to powerful models’ inherent
capabilities, demonstrating that they naturally
possess strong confidence calibration, gener-
alization, and effective attention mechanisms,
regardless of training sophistication.

• Insights: We provide practical guidelines for
future RAG development, advocating for archi-
tectural simplification with powerful models
and highlighting new theoretical perspectives
on model scaling laws.

2 Background

2.1 Retrieval-Augmented Generation

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) enhances
language model performance by incorporating ex-
ternal knowledge retrieval into the generation pro-
cess. Given a query q, a retriever R selects a set
of k relevant document sets D = {d1, d2, . . . , dk}
from a large corpus, providing additional factual
grounding for the model. These retrieved docu-
ments serve as context to improve the model’s rea-
soning and factual accuracy. The language model
G then generates an answer a based on the aug-
mented input, following the conditional probability
formulation:

G(a | q,D) =

T∏
t=1

P (at | a<t, q,D; θ), (1)

where a = (a1, a2, . . . , aT ) represents the gener-
ated sequence, and θ denotes the model parameters.
The retrieval-augmented setup enables the model
to dynamically condition its responses on external
information, improving its ability to generate fac-
tually consistent answers. However, RAG models
remain susceptible to retrieval noise, such as irrele-
vant or misleading documents, which can degrade
performance and lead to hallucinations.

2.2 Robust Training for RAG

Document Selection Strategy A common strat-
egy for robust training in RAG models is to select
high-quality documents from either the golden set
or top-ranked passages for fine-tuning. Tradition-
ally, supervised fine-tuning (SFT) relies on high-
quality golden data, where each query is paired
with a carefully curated document containing the
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correct answer. This ensures that the model learns
from reliable sources, leading to improved factual
accuracy. Naturally, leveraging such golden doc-
uments in RAG training is a straightforward and
effective approach.

However, in real-world scenarios, the golden
document may not always be retrieved due to limi-
tations in the retriever. In such cases, training only
on golden passages lead to unrealistic expectations
during inference. A more practical approach is to
incorporate top-1 retrieved documents, which bet-
ter reflect what the model will encounter at test
time. Even if these documents are imperfect, train-
ing on them enhances the model’s adaptability. Fur-
ther, drawing from a mixture of top-ranked, lower-
ranked, or randomly sampled passages, as sug-
gested by RetRobust (Yoran et al., 2024), exposes
the model to diverse retrieval conditions, improv-
ing its robustness to noisy or suboptimal results.
This strategy ensures that RAG models generalize
better across different retrieval settings, making
them more reliable in real-world applications.

Adversarial Loss Design To enhance the robust-
ness of RAG models against retrieval variations,
robust training for RAG introduces a general train-
ing framework that combines standard SFT with
a robustness-enforcing regularization term. Dur-
ing training, the model learns across multiple re-
trieval environments, which may include golden
documents, top-k retrieved results, or adversarially
perturbed documents. The overall training objec-
tive consists of two components: the first part is the
standard training loss across different retrieval en-
vironments, and the second part is a regularization
term designed to reduce model performance sensi-
tivity to retrieval variations. Different forms of reg-
ularization strategies are detailed in Appendix B.

3 Experimental Setups

In this section, we introduce the dataset and eval-
uation metrics we used to assess the robustness
performance of various robust training strategies.

3.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

For our experiment, we evaluate on four
widely-used question answering datasets: (1)
single-hop QA, including NaturalQuestions
(NQ) (Kwiatkowski et al., 2019) and WebQues-
tions (Berant et al., 2013); and (2) multi-hop
QA, including TriviaQA (Joshi et al., 2017) and
HotpotQA (Yang et al., 2018). All experimental

results are evaluated on their development splits
using the Exact Match (EM) and F1 metrics.
Detailed statistics of these datasets are listed in
Appendix C.1 Table 2.

3.2 RAG Pipeline

We implement a standard two-stage RAG frame-
work with retrieval and generation phases. For
retrieval, we use Contriever (Izacard et al., 2022),
a BERT-based dense retriever trained with unsuper-
vised contrastive learning. Our knowledge corpus
is Wikipedia-2018, preprocessed into 100-word
non-overlapping passages. We encode these pas-
sages using Contriever and index them with FAISS1

for efficient retrieval. During training and develop-
ment, the top-20 relevant documents are retrieved
for each query. For question-answering, the top-
5 retrieved documents are concatenated with the
query as input for answer generation. The genera-
tor prompt is detailed in Appendix C.3 Table 3.

3.3 Robust RAG Training Setups

For our experiments, we evaluate two popular ro-
bust training settings:

3.3.1 Document Selection Strategies
We explore several document selection training
strategies across three categories.

For basic QA capability evaluation, we use the
Base Model in a few-shot setting, where the model
performs inference without RAG-specific training.

For scenarios with relevant documents, we ex-
plore four strategies:

• RALM: Fine-tunes the model by prepending
golden retrieval text. Queries without golden
documents in the top-20 are excluded, leading
to reduced training set size.

• RetRobust: Following Yoran et al. (2024), this
method enhances robustness by randomly se-
lecting top-ranked, low-ranked, or random pas-
sages during training.

• Top-1 Document: Uses the highest-scoring re-
trieved document, which may not contain the
correct answer, reflecting real-world retrieval
challenges.

• Golden Document: Selects the most relevant
document containing the correct answer. If none
exist in the top-20, it defaults to the top-1 docu-
ment for consistency.

3



Model RAG Scenario HotpotQA NQ WebQuestions TriviaQA AVERAGE
EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1

Ll
am

a-
2-

7b
-c

ha
t-

hf

Base Model 3.30 12.34 1.21 10.61 0.00 13.08 4.32 20.27 2.21 14.08
RALM 26.21 36.42 32.17 42.68 33.81 45.85 50.28 60.17 35.62 46.28
RetRobust 31.29 43.65 37.71 49.49 36.33 47.98 57.61 67.52 40.74 52.16
Top-1 Doc 31.76 43.95 40.20 51.89 41.73 52.76 52.93 65.41 41.66 53.50
Golden Doc 30.67 42.78 36.50 47.77 39.93 52.11 50.25 63.28 39.34 51.49
Random Doc 30.94 43.11 38.16 49.78 42.45 53.97 52.72 65.52 41.07 53.10
Irrelevant Doc 31.01 42.98 37.08 48.93 39.21 50.79 51.97 64.70 39.82 51.85
RAAT 31.32 43.24 42.91 53.19 36.69 48.82 51.65 58.71 40.64 50.99
IRM 34.38 47.11 40.96 53.07 53.96 61.62 57.58 69.08 46.72 57.72

∆ (Worst → Best) 16.19% 12.89% 21.87% 13.19% 48.53% 28.43% 13.55% 17.66% 15.95% 13.20%

Ll
am

a-
3-

8B
-I

ns
tr

uc
t

Base Model 23.31 32.60 30.04 41.59 26.98 43.25 58.80 66.45 34.78 45.97
RALM 27.64 38.10 35.19 46.10 47.84 56.98 54.75 63.27 41.36 51.11
RetRobust 36.06 48.99 43.28 55.04 52.88 62.10 59.06 67.77 47.82 58.48
Top-1 Doc 36.72 49.30 44.38 56.20 54.68 62.26 60.80 68.31 49.15 59.02
Golden Doc 35.52 48.31 41.35 53.13 48.92 58.41 58.26 66.99 46.01 56.71
Random Doc 35.98 49.05 43.37 55.43 53.24 62.55 60.62 68.64 48.30 58.92
Irrelevant Doc 35.31 47.92 42.45 54.41 46.76 57.67 58.97 66.57 45.87 56.64
RAAT 32.20 43.81 42.34 53.31 48.28 58.17 54.41 62.45 44.31 54.44
IRM 35.19 48.08 41.13 53.14 53.96 61.64 57.15 69.13 46.86 58.00

∆ (Worst → Best) 14.04% 12.53% 7.90% 5.76% 16.94% 8.46% 11.74% 10.70% 10.92% 8.42%

Table 1: Performance comparison of different LLMs (Llama-2-7b-chat-hf and Llama-3-8B-Instruct) across
different robust RAG scenarios on four datasets (HotpotQA, NQ, WebQuestions, and TriviaQA). The row ∆ (Worst
→ Best) indicates the performance gain achieved by the best method compared to the worst strategy among these
training strategies, representing the benefit of sophisticated robust training methods.

To assess robustness against irrelevant informa-
tion, we introduce two adversarial scenarios:

• Random Document: Randomly selects a docu-
ment from retrieved results, simulating unpre-
dictable retrieval quality.

• Irrelevant Document: Chooses a passage from
another query’s retrieval results, ensuring no
relevance to the current query.

3.3.2 Adversarial Loss Design

We assess two popular adversarial loss strategies:

• RAAT. The regularization term in RAAT re-
duces the performance gap between the best
and worst retrieval cases. By penalizing exces-
sive performance disparity, RAAT ensures that
the model remains stable even under challeng-
ing retrieval conditions, leading to improved
robustness and generalization.

• IRM. The regularization in IRM minimizes
the variance in performance across different re-
trieval environments. By enforcing consistency,
IRM mitigates sensitivity to distribution shifts,
ensuring that the model performs reliably across
diverse retrieval scenarios.

1https://github.com/facebookresearch/faiss

4 Does Sophisticated Robust Training
Still Matter in Powerful Models?

To investigate whether sophisticated document se-
lection strategies and adversarial loss designs are
still essential for robust RAG performance as LLMs
continue to evolve, we conduct comprehensive ex-
periments across multiple LMs and datasets.

4.1 Do Sophisticated Document Selection
Strategies Matter?

We conduct experiments to analyze the effective-
ness of complex document selection strategies un-
der Llama model families (Llama-2-7b-chat-hf
and Llama-3-8B-Instruct) in Table 1, and Qwen
model families in Appendix Table 4.

Training with sophisticated documents en-
hances LM robustness for weak models The
experimental results presented in Tables 1 and 4
provide compelling evidence that robust training
significantly improves model resilience when pro-
cessing noisy documents. While base models ex-
hibit substantial performance degradation when
encountering noisy documents during inference,
models that undergo robust training maintain con-
sistent and superior QA performance across various
document selection strategies. A notable example
is the Llama-2-7b-chat-hf model’s performance

4
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(Table 1) on the HotpotQA dataset, where train-
ing with golden documents improves the EM score
from 3.3 (Base Model) to 30.67 (Golden Doc), indi-
cating increased resilience to document noise. This
pattern of improvement is consistently observed
across both Llama (Table 1) and Qwen (Table 4)
model families, strongly indicating that robust train-
ing effectively mitigates the base models’ inherent
vulnerability to noisy documents.

Training with random documents shows sur-
prising effectiveness We also notice that training
with randomly selected documents exhibits remark-
able effectiveness across all experimental config-
urations. Quantitative analysis shows that with
Llama-2-7b-chat-hf, this approach achieves su-
perior performance on WebQuestions compared to
more sophisticated strategies. Similar observations
emerge from experiments with Qwen1.5-7B-Chat,
where random document selection achieves 46.04
EM on WebQuestions, approaching the optimal per-
formance of 47.12 EM achieved by RetRobust. The
consistency of these results across distinct model
architectures suggests that the efficacy of random
document selection represents an inherent charac-
teristic of contemporary RAG systems.

Diminishing returns of sophisticated docu-
ment selections as models evolve Experimen-
tal results indicate that the performance gains
from sophisticated document selection strate-
gies diminish as models evolve. For in-
stance, comparing Llama-2-7b-chat-hf with
Llama-3-8B-Instruct, the improvement in per-
formance due to advanced document selection
strategies decreases significantly, with the ∆
(Worst → Best) metric for NQ dropping from
21.87% to 7.90% EM. A similar trend is ob-
served when comparing Qwen1.5-7B-Chat to
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, where the performance
improvement from sophisticated document selec-
tion also shows a noticeable reduction. These
results suggest that as models become more ad-
vanced, their ability to process and utilize informa-
tion improves independently of complex document
selection strategies, leading to diminished returns
from such methods.

4.2 Do Adversarial Loss Functions Matter?
To investigate whether the design of complex ad-
versarial loss functions contributes to model per-
formance, in Table 1 and 4, we also analyze the
robustness of various adversarial loss designs.

0.5B 1B 3B 7B 10B 30B 70B
Number of Parameters (Billions)
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Figure 2: Comparison of F1 Scores on the HotpotQA
dataset for training with Random Doc and Golden Doc
across models with varying parameter sizes from 0.5B
to 70B. We provide detailed results in Appendix Table 6.

Adversarial loss significantly enhances perfor-
mance for weaker models For the weaker model
(Llama-2-7b-chat-hf), incorporating adversarial
loss functions such as RAAT and IRM leads to a
substantial improvement in performance compared
to the base model or alternative document selec-
tion strategies. Specifically, while the base model
achieves an average EM / F1 of only 2.21 / 14.08,
applying adversarial loss functions boosts the per-
formance to 40.64 / 50.99 for RAAT and 46.72 /
57.72 for IRM. This highlights the effectiveness
of adversarial loss in improving model robustness
to noisy documents, significantly enhancing both
robustness and downstream inference performance.
Notably, in some cases, RAAT and IRM outper-
form traditional document selection strategies (e.g.,
top-1 Doc and golden doc), demonstrating their
value in scenarios where the model needs stronger
guidance to handle noisy retrievals.

Adversarial loss exhibits diminishing re-
turns for stronger models For the stronger
models, such as Llama-3-8B-Instruct and
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct, the benefits of adversarial
loss functions are less pronounced. The basic
Llama-3-8B-Instruct already achieves an aver-
age EM / F1 of 34.78 / 45.97, and the introduction
of adversarial losses (RAAT and IRM) results
in only modest improvements, with average EM
/ F1 scores of 44.31 / 54.44 and 46.86 / 58.00,
respectively. Similarly, Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
shows similar trends, with marginal gains from
adversarial loss functions. These improvements
are comparable to or even slightly worse than
the performance achieved by random document
selection (48.30 / 58.92) or top-1 document
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strategies (49.15 / 59.02). This indicates that the
models’ inherent robustness reduces the impact
of adversarial losses, and in some cases, may
even hinder performance. We hypothesize that
when the model’s internal robustness is already
well-developed, additional constraints from
adversarial losses may interfere with its ability to
optimize on clean and relevant inputs.

Based on these findings, we conclude that both
adversarial loss functions and document selection
strategies are more beneficial for weaker models.
For smaller models, these techniques significantly
improve robustness by mitigating the impact of
noisy documents. For stronger models with inher-
ently robust performance, the advantages of com-
plex loss designs and sophisticated document se-
lection diminish, suggesting that simpler strategies
like random document selection may be sufficient.
This underscores the importance of tailoring train-
ing strategies to the model’s inherent capabilities.

4.3 Do Training Strategies Matter Across
Model Scales?

Through analyzing Tables 1 and 4, we observe
a counter-intuitive phenomenon: models trained
with random documents outperformed those with
golden documents, despite the latter containing
ground truth answers typically yielding optimal
results in standard SFT. To investigate whether
this phenomenon extends beyond 7B-8B models,
we conduct experiments across model scales from
0.5B to 70B parameters.

The results (detailed in Appendix Table 6) in
Figure 2 demonstrate that for smaller models (≤3B
parameters), training with golden documents leads
to superior performance. This suggests that smaller
models, limited by their inherent capabilities, ben-
efit more from high-quality golden documents
containing direct answers. However, as model
size increases, we observe that training with ran-
dom documents becomes more effective. This
shift can be attributed to larger models’ enhanced
question-answering abilities and improved robust-
ness. These models can better generalize to down-
stream tasks even when trained on random docu-
ments, which may contain noisier or less structured
information. This finding indicates that sophisti-
cated document selection strategies become less
crucial as model size increases, revealing an impor-
tant scaling property in model training.

Base Model Golden Doc Random Doc IRM
75

80

85

90

95

C
on

fid
en

ce
 S

co
re

 (%
)

Correct (Llama2)
Wrong (Llama2)

Correct (Llama3)
Wrong (Llama3)

Figure 3: Confidence scores for correct and wrong an-
swers on HotpotQA dataset, comparing Llama2 and
Llama3 models across various robust training methods.

5 Why Sophisticated Training No Longer
Matters in Powerful Models?

In this section, we conduct comprehensive experi-
ments to delve into the reasons why sophisticated
robust training strategies may no longer be crucial
in powerful models.

5.1 Powerful Models Enable Natural
Calibration

To understand whether powerful models inherently
possess the ability to distinguish reliable from un-
reliable answers, we take HotpotQA dataset as an
example to examine the confidence calibration ca-
pabilities for Llama2 (Llama-2-7b-chat-hf) and
Llama3 (Llama-3-8B-Instruct) models. Here,
confidence is the mean of token-wise probabili-
ties in the model’s generated answer, providing
a measure of the model’s certainty in its predic-
tions (Varshney et al., 2023; Xiong et al., 2024).
Figure 3 reveals striking differences in their cali-
bration patterns. In the base model, Llama2 shows
poor natural calibration levels, where confidence
scores for incorrect answers (95.8) abnormally ex-
ceed those for correct ones (93.8). In contrast,
Llama3 demonstrates inherently better calibration,
maintaining higher confidence for correct answers
(97.5) than incorrect ones (91.3) without any spe-
cialized complex training.

While robust training methods (Golden Doc,
Random Doc, and IRM) can effectively calibrate
confidence scores and improve the gap between
correct and incorrect answers for Llama2 from -2
to 12 with IRM, the marginal benefits of these com-
plex training strategies diminish as model architec-
tures advance. For Llama3, which already achieves
a 6.2 confidence gap naturally, the improvements
from these training methods become less signifi-
cant. This finding strongly suggests that advances
in model architecture can effectively eliminate the
need for complex robustness training procedures,
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Figure 4: Generalization performance comparison
across different strategies trained on HotpotQA (diago-
nal hatches bars) and evaluated on NQ, WebQuestions,
TriviaQA datasets (plain bars). More results available
in Appendix Table 8.

as newer models come with better built-in calibra-
tion capabilities.

5.2 Simple Training Strategies Generalize
Well in Powerful Models

We further investigate whether powerful models
can maintain robust generalization across different
datasets with simple training strategies. We fine-
tune models on HotpotQA using four document
selection approaches and evaluate their transfer per-
formance on NQ, WebQuestions, and TriviaQA.

As shown in Figure 4, simple strategies demon-
strate surprisingly strong generalization ability.
Random document selection matches or even
outperforms sophisticated IRM across all eval-
uation datasets, with performance gaps of less
than 1%. For instance, in TriviaQA, random se-
lection (69.5 F1) slightly surpasses both golden
(68.2 F1) and IRM (68.7 F1) approaches. This
trend becomes more pronounced in the powerful
Llama-3-8B-Instruct, where the performance
gap between simple and sophisticated strategies
further narrows. The consistent cross-dataset per-
formance, regardless of training strategy, indicates
that model capacity, rather than training sophisti-
cation, is the key driver of generalization ability.
These findings provide strong evidence that as mod-
els become more powerful, sophisticated training
strategies become increasingly unnecessary.

Query: What Brooklyn-based rapper has worked with both Rafeal Casal and Mos Def ?
Doc0: The purpose of the gallery is to say all art is equal …
Doc1: Dante born in Brooklyn .. named Mos Def … work alongside Talib Kweli
Doc2: .. collaborative album from MC KRS-One and producer Marley Marl.
Doc3: Fort Green [Brooklyn] projects on welfare until …
Doc4: had made the cut, along with tracks by Preservation …

Answer: Talib Kweli
Predicts
Base Model: KRS-One
IRM/Top-1/Random Doc:
Talib Kweli

Figure 5: Attention visualization for a QA case. Each
subplot shows attention distribution heatmaps across
different models, where cell (i, j) represents the aver-
age attention weight from the j-th attention layer to
document i. Text highlighted in green indicates the
correct answer and corresponding Doc1, blue indicates
key terms from the query, and red indicates incorrect
model predictions. The color intensity in the heatmaps
indicates attention strength.

5.3 Powerful Models Learn Effective
Attention Patterns with Simple Training

To provide a direct understanding of why simple
training can achieve good performance, we visu-
alize attention distributions across different train-
ing strategies. Figure 5 reveals that both sophisti-
cated robust training methods (IRM) and simple
approaches (random doc, top-1) achieve similar
attention patterns, with clear focus on Doc1 (con-
taining the correct answer) in middle layers (9-16).
In contrast, the base model fails to attend to the cor-
rect document, generating a wrong answer. This
finding provides direct evidence that powerful mod-
els can learn optimal attention mechanisms even
with simple training strategies, making sophisti-
cated training methods unnecessary.

5.4 Training with Random Docs: Better
Performance and Faster Convergence

We investigate why random training proves good
performance from two aspects.

More random docs lead to better performance
We first vary the numbers of random documents
(0 to 3) in training instances to examine how in-
creasing random documents affects model perfor-
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Figure 6: Performance comparison with different num-
bers of random documents during training. Increasing
the number of random documents consistently improves
model performance.
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Figure 7: Training curves comparison between
random and golden document strategies using
Llama-2-7b-chat-hf and LLama-3-8B-Instruct.

mance. As shown in Figure 6, increasing random
documents consistently improves F1 scores across
both datasets. For Llama-2-7b-chat-hf, using
3 random documents (versus zero) improves F1
scores by 3 points on HotpotQA and 4 points on
NQ. Llama-3-8B-Instruct shows similar gains,
suggesting that powerful models can effectively
learn from random documents, making sophisti-
cated document selection relatively unnecessary.

Faster convergence with random training The
training dynamics in Figure 7 provide another ev-
idence for why sophisticated document selection
becomes unnecessary. Random document training
not only achieves higher F1 scores (2-3 points im-
provement) but also reaches peak performance in
fewer steps compared to golden document training.
This faster convergence with better performance
holds true for both model scales, indicating that
simpler random training actually enables more effi-
cient learning in powerful language models.

6 Insights and Future Directions

Our findings reveal a fundamental shift in RAG
system: as models become more powerful, the

marginal benefits of sophisticated training strate-
gies diminish significantly. This observation has
several important insights:

Simplified RAG architecture design For power-
ful models, simple retrieval strategies (even random
selection) can achieve comparable performance to
sophisticated approaches. This enables streamlined
RAG architectures by replacing elaborate docu-
ment filtering mechanisms with simpler retrieval
methods, substantially reducing system complexity
without sacrificing performance.

Scalable RAG for open-domain tasks. Larger
models demonstrate robustness against noisy re-
trieval, suggesting that open-domain RAG systems
can function effectively with minimal retrieval su-
pervision. Instead of enforcing strict filtering of
retrieved documents, future large-scale RAG sys-
tems can leverage weakly supervised learning, in-
corporating large-scale web data and noisy retrieval
results to improve generalization.

Theoretical implications for model scaling.
This research reveals a previously unexplored as-
pect of scaling laws: the diminishing returns of
complex training strategies as models grow larger.
This challenges current theoretical frameworks and
calls for new ones that better explain how training
requirements evolve with model scale.

Broader impact on machine learning. Our find-
ings suggest that as models become more power-
ful, practitioners should prioritize architectural im-
provements and data quality over complex training
strategies. This insight could lead to more efficient
resource allocation in model development across
various applications, from computer vision to natu-
ral language processing.

7 Conclusions

In this study, we systematically investigate whether
complex robust training strategies remain neces-
sary for RAG systems as model capacity grows.
Our extensive experiments consistently show that
while sophisticated training methods significantly
enhance weaker models’ performance, their bene-
fits diminish dramatically in more powerful mod-
els. Through the systematic analysis, we find that
advanced models inherently possess strong confi-
dence calibration, cross-dataset generalization, and
effective attention patterns even with simple train-
ing. These findings suggest that RAG systems can
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benefit from simpler training strategies as models
become more powerful, enabling more scalable
applications with minimal complexity.

Limitations

While our study provides valuable insights into
the impact of adversarial loss functions and docu-
ment selection strategies on RAG model robustness,
several limitations remain. First, our analysis is re-
stricted to dense transformer-based models, leaving
the effectiveness of these techniques on sparse mod-
els, such as mixture-of-experts (MoE) architectures,
unexplored. Future work could investigate whether
similar trends hold for sparsely activated models
with dynamic routing mechanisms. Second, al-
though we analyze the effectiveness of adversarial
training, we do not explicitly examine its long-
term stability or convergence properties, which
may vary depending on hyperparameter choices
and optimization dynamics. Additionally, while we
demonstrate that stronger models exhibit diminish-
ing returns from adversarial losses and document
selection strategies, the precise mechanisms behind
this phenomenon remain unclear. Further research
is needed to understand how model capacity inter-
acts with retrieval robustness.

Ethics Statements

Our study focuses on improving the robustness of
RAG models, but several ethical considerations
must be acknowledged. First, while adversarial
training enhances model reliability, it does not elim-
inate the risk of biased or misleading outputs, par-
ticularly when retrieval sources contain inherent
biases or misinformation. Future work should ex-
plore fairness-aware adversarial training to miti-
gate potential harms. Second, our findings suggest
that stronger models require less intervention in
document selection and loss design, which may
influence resource allocation in real-world applica-
tions. Researchers and practitioners should ensure
that model improvements do not disproportionately
benefit well-resourced institutions while leaving
smaller models less robust. Lastly, our experiments
are conducted on widely used benchmark datasets,
which may not fully reflect the diversity of real-
world information needs. We encourage further
research on robustness evaluation across varied
domains, including low-resource languages and
specialized knowledge fields, to ensure equitable
advancements in RAG technology.
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A Related Work

A.1 Retrieval-Augmented Generation

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) has been
developed to enhance the reasoning and gener-
ation capabilities of LLMs by integrating exter-
nal information. RAG improves the overall per-
formance of LLMs by retrieving relevant docu-
ments that provide additional context and support
for the generation process. However, dense re-
trievers are not always perfect and can sometimes
recall irrelevant or erroneous documents, which
can degrade performance (Jiang et al., 2023; Deng
et al., 2023; Ding et al., 2024). To mitigate this is-
sue, adaptive retrieval techniques and robust RAG
training methods have been proposed. Adaptive
retrieval techniques retrieve external information
only when LLMs encounter unknowns, reducing
the risk of integrating misleading or incorrect infor-
mation (Jiang et al., 2023; Mallen et al., 2023; Asai
et al., 2023). Additionally, robust training focuses
on enhancing LLMs’ response to various retrieval
noises, aiming to efficiently obtain adversarial ex-
amples that improve model robustness while reduc-
ing training overhead (Fang et al., 2024; Zhu et al.,
2024a; Xiang et al., 2024).

A.2 Robust Training for RAG Systems

The performance of LLMs in RAG systems can
be compromised by irrelevant context (Cuconasu

et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2024). Recently, researchers
have focused on this issue and proposed effective
adversarial training methods to enhance the robust-
ness of LLMs against noisy documents. RetRo-
bust (Yoran et al., 2024) suggests using a mix of
relevant and irrelevant documents to train LLMs
to withstand noisy contexts. RAAT (Fang et al.,
2024) and ATM (Zhu et al., 2024a) employ adver-
sarial training to dynamically adjust the model’s
training process, aiming to maintain robustness
against noise and generate accurate answers. Ro-
bustRAG (Xiang et al., 2024) proposes to enhances
RAG model robustness against retrieval corrup-
tion attacks through an isolate-then-aggregate strat-
egy to achieve certifiable robustness. Additionally,
there is a body of work focused on identifying
key documents from noisy contexts to facilitate
effective question answering through knowledge
rewriting, refinement, or filtering (Zhu et al., 2024b;
Qiao et al., 2024; Jin et al., 2024; Zeng et al., 2024).
However, these robust training approaches are pri-
marily applied to small or weak LMs with fewer
than 7 billion parameters. Thus, there’s an urgent
need to explore whether complex robust training is
still necessary to improve the robustness and gener-
alization of bigger or stronger models when dealing
with noisy contexts.

B Robustness Training for RAG

B.1 Retrieval-augmented Adaptive
Adversarial Training

To improve the robustness of retrieval-augmented
language models (RALMs) against retrieval noise,
RAAT (Fang et al., 2024) incorporates an adver-
sarial loss into the standard supervised fine-tuning
(SFT). The model processes one golden context
and three adversarial samples at each iteration, op-
timizing for the most challenging perturbation. The
adversarial objective follows a min-max strategy:

Lmax = max
da∈DA

L(θ, da(q), a), (2)

where L represents the generation loss function
to noisy retrievals, and q′ = da(q) represents the
augmented noise context of q. A regularization
term controls excessive sensitivity to noise:

Lada = Lmax + wreg · |Lmax − Lmin|22, (3)

The adversarial loss Lada combines both terms,
where the regularization term helps stabilize train-
ing by mitigating excessive sensitivity to retrieval
noise. The regularization term, calculated as the
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square of the difference between Lmax and Lmin, en-
courages a more balanced optimization, preventing
the model from overreacting to the most challeng-
ing perturbations.

B.2 Multiagent Iterative Tuning Optimization

ATM (Zhu et al., 2024a) steers the generator to
have a robust perspective of useful documents for
question answering with the help of an auxiliary
attacker agent. The generator is trained to maxi-
mize answer correctness while minimizing its sen-
sitivity to adversarial perturbations. It receives the
user query along with a document list, which may
contain both relevant and fabricated information
introduced by the attacker. Its objective is to gener-
ate accurate responses as long as sufficient truthful
information is present while reducing the impact
of misleading or fabricated content. To achieve
this, the generator learns to identify and leverage
relevant documents while ignoring noisy ones, re-
gardless of whether they originate from the original
retrieval D or adversarial perturbations D′. This
can be formalized as maximizing the objective:

G(a | q,D′)− dist
[
G(a | q,D), G(a | q,D′)

]
, (4)

where G(·) represents the language model probabil-
ity of generating an answer, and dist [·] measures
the divergence between outputs under different doc-
ument conditions. The generator and the attacker
are tuned adversarially for several iterations. After
rounds of multi-agent iterative tuning, the genera-
tor can eventually better discriminate useful docu-
ments amongst fabrications.

B.3 Invariant Risk Minimization

Invariant Risk Minimization (IRM) aims to learn
representations that remain stable across differ-
ent environments, improving generalization un-
der distribution shifts. To enhance the robustness
of retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) across
varying retrieval conditions, the V-REx objec-
tive (Krueger et al., 2021) can also be adapted to
enforce risk invariance across different retrieval
environments. Given retrieval environments E =
{1, . . . ,m}, where each e ∈ E corresponds to a
specific retrieval scenario (e.g., golden documents,
top-k retrieved, noisy retrieval), we define the em-
pirical risk Re(θ) of the model parameterized by θ.
The training objective is formulated as:

RV-REx-RAG(θ) =β Var({R1(θ), ...,Rm(θ)})

+

m∑
e=1

Re(θ),
(5)

where β ≥ 0 controls the trade-off between mini-
mizing average risk and enforcing risk invariance
across retrieval environments. A higher β reduces
performance discrepancies caused by retrieval vari-
ations, improving generalization under both high-
quality and noisy retrieval conditions.

C Appendix

C.1 Dataset Statistics
Detailed statistics of these datasets we used are
listed in Table 2.

Dataset Type # Train # Dev

NQ single-hop 79,168 8,757
WebQuestions single-hop 2,474 278
TriviaQA multi-hop 78,785 8,837
HotpotQA multi-hop 90,447 7,405

Table 2: Statistics of different datasets

C.2 Implementation Details
For model training, we utilize the LLaMA-Factory
library to facilitate efficient LLM finetuning. We
train our models with a learning rate of 1e-6 and set
the maximum number of epochs to 3. To optimize
the training process, we employ bfloat16 precision
and DeepSpeed ZeRO-3 for distributed training.
The gradient accumulation steps are set to 2 with a
batch size of 8. For inference, we leverage vLLM
to ensure efficient model serving. We maintain
the default decoding parameters for each model
during inference, including the default tempera-
ture and top-p sampling probabilities, to ensure fair
comparison across different model variants. All
training and inference procedures are conducted on
8x NVIDIA A100 80GB GPUs.

C.3 Prompt Instruction
We present the prompt used to guide LM inference
on noisy contexts in Table 3. Specifically, we con-
catenate the top-5 retrieved documents into a single
passage, append the input question afterward, and
prompt the LM to generate a concise answer.
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You need to answer my question and complete the question-and-answer pair following the format
provided in the example. The answers should be short phrases or entities, not full sentences.
Here are some examples to guide you.

Example 1:
Question: What is the capital of France?
Answer: Paris
Example 2:
Question: Who invented the telephone?
Answer: Alexander Graham Bell
Example 3:
Question: Which element has the atomic number 1?
Answer: Hydrogen

### Retrieved Documents: {}
### Question: {}
### Answer:

Table 3: The generator prompt we used in our experiments.

Model RAG Scenario HotpotQA NQ WebQuestions TriviaQA AVERAGE
EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1

Q
w

en
1.

5-
7B

-C
ha

t

Base Model 24.15 34.06 24.31 35.27 23.02 38.65 48.43 57.65 29.98 41.41
RALM 24.44 34.23 29.83 40.22 44.24 53.46 46.40 55.96 36.23 45.97
RetRobust 29.05 40.99 34.82 45.92 47.12 55.39 49.16 59.01 40.04 50.33
Top-1 Doc 29.68 41.57 34.16 45.44 43.88 52.71 49.61 59.03 39.33 49.69
Golden Doc 28.66 40.55 32.93 43.99 43.88 52.74 49.25 58.87 38.68 49.04
Random Doc 28.83 40.66 33.96 45.09 46.04 53.21 48.75 58.54 39.40 49.38
Irrelevant Doc 28.12 39.87 32.74 43.94 43.88 52.67 48.33 58.18 38.27 48.67
IRM 26.95 38.67 30.59 41.83 47.84 55.68 45.52 56.24 37.73 48.11

∆ (Worst → Best) 21.44% 21.44% 16.73% 14.17% 9.02% 5.71% 8.99% 5.49% 10.52% 9.48%

Q
w

en
2.

5-
7B

-I
ns

tr
uc

t Base Model 25.10 35.02 26.97 38.15 25.90 42.46 53.86 62.73 32.96 44.59
RALM 26.37 36.30 31.43 42.00 41.73 51.98 53.92 62.74 38.36 48.26
RetRobust 30.47 42.26 34.60 46.00 45.68 53.80 54.43 63.63 41.30 51.42
Top-1 Doc 30.24 42.61 34.72 46.20 46.04 54.13 53.65 63.01 41.16 51.49
Golden Doc 30.28 41.84 33.77 45.11 44.60 53.18 54.35 63.55 40.75 50.92
Random Doc 30.25 42.22 34.08 45.47 44.24 53.30 54.29 63.54 40.72 51.13
Irrelevant Doc 29.76 41.67 33.64 44.87 42.09 52.72 53.38 63.01 39.72 50.57
IRM 29.58 41.73 32.79 44.17 46.40 54.80 53.45 64.26 40.56 51.24

∆ (Worst → Best) 15.55% 17.38% 10.47% 10.00% 11.19% 5.43% 1.97% 2.42% 7.64% 6.70%

Table 4: Performance comparison of different LLMs (Qwen1.5-7B-Chat and Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct) across
different robust RAG scenarios on four datasets (HotpotQA, NQ, WebQuestions, and TriviaQA). The row ∆ (Worst
→ Best) represents the performance gain achieved by the best method compared to the worst strategy among these
training strategies, highlighting the benefit of sophisticated robust training methods.

Model Document Distribution HotpotQA NQ WebQuestion TriviaQA AVERAGE
EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1

Llama-2-7b-chat-hf

Base Model 3.30 12.34 1.21 10.61 0.00 13.08 4.32 20.27 2.21 14.08
1 Golden Doc 30.67 42.78 36.50 47.77 39.93 52.11 50.25 63.28 39.34 51.49
1 Random Doc 30.94 43.11 38.16 49.78 42.45 53.97 52.72 65.52 41.07 53.10
0 Random + 3 Golden 31.79 44.03 36.68 47.90 43.02 53.43 56.55 64.97 42.01 52.58
1 Random + 2 Golden 32.82 44.77 36.70 48.21 43.38 54.34 56.93 65.67 42.46 53.25
2 Random + 1 Golden 33.32 45.45 37.07 48.67 44.10 54.82 57.56 65.90 43.01 53.71
3 Random + 0 Golden 34.74 46.79 37.35 49.34 45.18 55.70 57.77 66.40 43.76 54.56

Llama-3-8B-Instruct

Base Model 23.31 32.60 30.04 41.59 26.98 43.25 58.80 66.45 34.78 45.97
1 Golden Doc 35.52 48.31 41.35 53.13 48.92 58.41 58.26 66.99 46.01 56.71
1 Random Doc 35.98 49.05 43.37 55.43 53.24 62.55 60.62 68.64 48.30 58.92
0 Random + 3 Golden 35.96 49.01 40.88 52.91 50.25 59.13 54.95 66.48 45.51 56.88
1 Random + 2 Golden 36.22 49.07 41.22 53.13 50.41 59.97 55.27 66.77 45.78 57.24
2 Random + 1 Golden 36.77 49.59 41.75 53.48 51.49 61.02 55.39 66.74 46.35 57.71
3 Random + 0 Golden 37.33 50.30 42.45 54.32 52.05 61.16 56.20 67.83 47.01 58.40

Table 5: Experimental comparison of RAG robust training using different numbers of random documents and golden
documents mixed together, with Llama-2-7b-chat-hf and Llama-3-8B-Instruct models across four datasets.
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Model RAG Scenario HotpotQA NQ
EM F1 EM F1

Qwen2.5-0.5B-Instruct

RetRobust 17.69 26.63 17.16 25.44
Top-1 Doc 18.28 27.38 18.00 26.52
Golden Doc 19.11 28.04 19.32 27.49
Random Doc 18.10 27.23 16.27 24.62

Qwen2.5-1.5B-Instruct

RetRobust 23.35 34.13 25.01 35.35
Top-1 Doc 24.08 34.31 25.53 35.75
Golden Doc 23.70 34.03 25.61 35.52
Random Doc 23.50 33.68 24.63 34.89

Qwen2.5-3B-Instruct

RetRobust 26.29 37.34 29.46 40.38
Top-1 Doc 26.17 37.33 29.86 40.67
Golden Doc 26.17 37.16 30.08 40.41
Random Doc 26.28 37.26 29.34 40.09

Mistral-7B-Instruct-v0.2

RetRobust 35.92 49.03 43.19 55.51
Top-1 Doc 35.80 49.08 44.35 56.29
Golden Doc 34.67 47.46 41.52 53.41
Random Doc 35.52 48.71 43.87 55.84

Qwen2.5-32B-Instruct

RetRobust 33.96 46.28 35.67 48.77
Top-1 Doc 34.47 46.88 35.90 48.80
Golden Doc 33.68 45.62 35.29 47.69
Random Doc 33.81 46.31 36.09 49.03

Llama-2-70b-chat-hf

RetRobust 36.22 49.58 41.49 54.73
Top-1 Doc 35.45 48.75 40.39 53.92
Golden Doc 34.27 47.72 39.23 51.69
Random Doc 34.90 48.31 40.39 53.92

Llama-3-70B-Instruct

RetRobust 40.78 54.67 45.84 59.25
Top-1 Doc 40.61 55.37 46.05 59.61
Golden Doc 40.65 54.15 44.80 57.85
Random Doc 39.91 54.71 43.71 57.86

Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct

RetRobust 37.06 49.96 39.99 52.70
Top-1 Doc 37.52 50.30 39.87 52.81
Golden Doc 36.73 49.66 38.86 51.73
Random Doc 36.75 50.05 39.95 52.86

Table 6: Performance comparison of LLM with different parameter sizes (from 0.5B to 72B) in different robust
RAG scenarios on HotpotQA and NQ datasets.

Models RAG Scenario HotpotQA NQ WebQ TriviaQA
Correct Wrong Correct Wrong Correct Wrong Correct Wrong

Llama2-7b-chat-hf

Base Model 93.80 95.82 95.25 95.87 0.00 96.21 94.56 96.04
Golden Doc 96.33 86.80 96.28 87.78 97.11 89.42 89.69 79.29
Random Doc 96.45 84.54 96.06 85.58 96.13 89.00 89.22 78.60
IRM 95.78 83.33 95.77 85.09 97.06 91.67 92.96 80.47

Llama-3-8B-Instruct

Base Model 97.53 91.30 97.59 91.30 97.90 89.22 98.15 90.08
Golden Doc 96.78 85.82 96.36 86.48 94.86 85.89 93.03 76.31
Random Doc 96.46 83.63 96.15 84.50 94.71 84.83 96.08 81.97
IRM 95.84 80.68 95.55 82.33 98.63 93.16 89.31 76.55

Qwen1.5-7B-Chat

Base Model 98.00 93.66 98.50 94.03 97.64 92.34 98.00 92.80
Golden Doc 96.33 83.87 95.94 84.39 94.20 84.82 92.90 76.17
Random Doc 95.55 80.39 95.13 80.39 93.68 82.59 95.15 83.18
IRM 95.07 78.05 93.99 77.91 98.41 91.10 89.87 72.35

Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct

Base Model 98.52 94.54 98.98 95.42 97.15 95.54 98.62 93.80
Golden Doc 96.25 83.91 96.00 84.83 95.33 87.23 96.24 82.33
Random Doc 95.92 80.28 95.57 80.46 95.28 84.24 96.51 82.87
IRM 96.04 80.20 95.31 80.68 97.75 91.73 93.78 78.70

Table 7: Comparison of answer confidence scores for different models after robust training strategies on HotpotQA,
NQ, WebQ and TriviaQA datasets.
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Model RAG Scenario HotpotQA NQ WebQuestions TriviaQA
EM F1 EM F1 EM F1 EM F1

Ll
am

a-
2-

7b
-c

ha
t-

hf

Base Model 3.30 12.34 1.21 10.61 0.00 13.08 4.32 20.27
RALM 26.21 36.42 27.90 38.41 30.22 46.22 55.36 63.44
RetRobust 31.29 43.65 30.72 43.69 30.94 48.52 59.56 68.58
Top-1 Doc 31.76 43.95 31.31 44.02 30.94 49.73 59.99 68.67
Golden Doc 30.67 42.78 30.59 42.52 30.22 46.58 58.59 67.25
Random Doc 30.94 43.11 31.08 43.92 30.58 48.58 60.42 69.16
Irrelevant Doc 31.01 42.98 31.10 43.41 29.14 46.70 59.25 67.92
IRM 34.38 47.11 30.79 43.06 31.29 49.51 59.57 68.26

Ll
am

a-
3-

8B
-I

ns
tr

uc
t Base Model 23.31 32.60 30.04 41.59 26.98 43.25 58.80 66.45

RALM 27.64 38.10 30.34 41.25 30.22 44.94 58.72 66.90
RetRobust 36.06 48.99 34.05 47.10 31.65 49.53 61.62 70.99
Top-1 Doc 36.72 49.30 34.32 47.12 30.22 49.96 62.16 71.28
Golden Doc 35.52 48.31 33.78 46.45 29.86 47.26 60.72 69.89
Random Doc 35.98 49.05 34.13 47.30 28.70 47.94 61.94 71.16
Irrelevant Doc 35.31 47.92 33.80 47.03 31.65 50.63 61.37 70.77
IRM 35.19 48.08 34.29 47.15 30.94 49.09 61.68 70.80

Q
w

en
1.

5-
7B

-C
ha

t Base Model 24.15 34.06 24.31 35.27 23.02 38.65 48.43 57.65
RALM 24.44 34.23 25.00 35.02 23.74 37.56 49.97 58.42
RetRobust 29.05 40.99 25.84 37.67 27.34 43.27 52.97 61.93
Top-1 Doc 29.68 41.57 25.21 37.12 25.18 42.39 52.27 61.90
Golden Doc 28.66 40.55 25.43 36.84 24.46 41.78 51.26 60.34
Random Doc 28.83 40.66 25.88 38.04 26.62 43.43 52.47 61.78
Irrelevant Doc 28.12 39.87 24.67 36.46 25.54 42.16 51.45 60.55
IRM 26.95 38.67 25.98 37.63 25.54 41.77 52.02 61.37

Q
w

en
2.

5-
7B

-I
ns

tr
uc

t Base Model 25.10 35.02 26.97 38.15 25.90 42.46 53.86 62.73
RALM 26.37 36.30 26.98 37.68 26.98 42.99 54.43 62.86
RetRobust 30.47 42.26 28.58 41.25 28.78 45.61 58.52 67.21
Top-1 Doc 30.24 42.61 28.85 41.41 28.78 46.31 58.74 67.34
Golden Doc 30.28 41.84 28.93 41.10 28.78 46.68 57.64 66.39
Random Doc 30.25 42.22 28.73 41.19 28.42 44.72 58.40 67.38
Irrelevant Doc 29.76 41.67 28.40 41.00 27.70 43.90 58.40 67.38
IRM 29.58 41.73 28.77 41.47 25.54 42.84 58.28 67.17

Table 8: Comparison of different document selection strategies on three datasets (NQ, WebQuestions, TriviaQA)
after training on HotpotQA. The gray cells indicate results evaluated on HotpotQA, while the orange cells
indicate results evaluated on other datasets to assess generalization ability.
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