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Abstract

Tool-augmented large language models
(LLMs) are attracting widespread attention
when accessing up-to-date knowledge and
alleviating hallucination issues. Nowadays,
advanced closed-source LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT)
have demonstrated surprising tool-usage
capabilities through prompting and in-context
learning techniques. To empower the capabili-
ties of open-source LLMs (e.g., LLaMA) in
manipulating tools, current efforts focus on
either template-driven or token-triggered tool-
usage. However, the former hampers LLMs’
flexibility to address diverse user’s queries
due to constrained tool interactions, while the
latter limits the generalizability when engaging
with new tools, since tool-usage learning is
based on task- and tool-specific datasets. To
alleviate these concerns, in this paper, we
propose a decision-aware and generalizable
tool-usage framework (DEER). Specifically,
we first construct the tool-usage samples with
multiple decision branches via an automatic
generation pipeline, thereby inspiring the
decision-making awareness of LLMs under
diverse scenarios. Meanwhile, we propose a
novel tool sampling strategy to enhance the
generalizability of LLMs over unseen tools.
Extensive experiments demonstrate that our
proposed DEER is effective and significantly
outperforms baselines across various datasets.
The source codes are available at https:
//github.com/Ericmututu/ToolDEER.

1 Introduction

Despite tremendous advancements in large lan-
guage models (LLMs) (Touvron et al., 2023a,b;
OpenAI, 2023), the issues of hallucination (Ji et al.,
2022) and unaccessible up-to-date knowledge limit
LLMs to address professional and real-time queries.
Tool-augmented LLMs, as a promising solution,
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User's queries LLMs

Can you give
me five tips for 
keeping happy?

How is the 
weather in New 

York today?

To call, or not to call, 
that is the question!

What are the 
new features 
of iPhone15?

What are the 
top-5 grossing 

movies?

Figure 1: Given diverse user’s queries, LLMs are ex-
pected to make optimal decisions for diverse queries to
reduce unnecessary tool-usage and accelerate inference.

are receiving extensive interest (Mialon et al., 2023;
Qin et al., 2023a). On one hand, tool-usage allows
LLMs to access domain-specific knowledge, which
is beneficial in alleviating hallucination issues. On
the other hand, the use of tools enables LLMs
to interact with external real-world, which pro-
vides more potential applications for LLMs, such
as weather querying, hotel booking, online shop-
ping, etc. Although some advanced closed-source
LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT, GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023))
have demonstrated surprising tool-usage capabil-
ities by leveraging the prompting and in-context
learning techniques, there is still a significant gap
in compact open-source LLMs (e.g., LLaMA (Tou-
vron et al., 2023a), Alpaca (Taori et al., 2023)).

Recent research on the tool-usage of open-
source LLMs can be generally categorized into
two paradigms, as illustrated in Figure 2: (i)
Template-driven tool-usage. First, the available
tools (including their names, descriptions, APIs)
are provided in the system prompt. Then, for
any user’s query, the model is constrained to in-
teract with tools following a specific format (e.g.,
“Thought-Action-Observation”). The final an-
swer is obtained when reaching the maximum
rounds of interaction or outputting a special termi-
nator. Representative works include ToolLLaMA
(Qin et al., 2023b), ToolAlpaca (Tang et al., 2023),
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Thought: Use GoogleAPI to find 
information about iPhone15 …
Action: GoogleAPI("iPhone15")
Observation: iPhone 15 and iPhone 
15 Plus. Dynamic Island …

Final Answer: The new features of
iPhone15 include dynamic island,
Type-C, 48MP main camera, …

Call: GoogleAPI("new 
features of iPhone15")
Response: Type-C,
dynamic island …

According to the 
latest news, the new 
features of iPhone15 
include type-c port …

No information was 
retrieved and I cannot 
answer this question.

There is no information 
about the iPhone15 as

my knowledge cutoff in 
September 2021.

What are the new features of iPhone15?

Should I search for a 
tool? Or answer the 

query by myself?

Is there a 
suitable tool?

Domain-specific Database

Optional

What are the new features of iPhone15?What are the new features of iPhone15?

(b) Token-triggered Tool-usage(a) Template-driven Tool-usage (c) Decision-aware Tool-usage (Ours)

User LLMs Candidate Toolset

The new features of iPhone15
include [GoogleAPI ("new 
features of iPhone15") ->

The new features of iPhone15
include [GoogleAPI("new 

features of iPhone15") -> Type-C, 
dynamic island, …] type-c port

and dynamic island …

Figure 2: Comparison of different tool-usage paradigms. (a) In template-driven tool-usage, for any query, the inter-
action with tools is continuously implemented following a specific format (e.g., “Thought-Action-Observation”)
until obtaining the final answer. (b) In token-triggered tool-usage, the tool can be triggered by generating a specific
token (e.g., “->”) during inference. (c) In our decision-aware tool-usage, we design multiple decision branches
(i.e., ①, ②, ③, ④) to address diverse user’s queries, deciding whether should search for tools and whether there are
suitable tools. Note that the candidate toolset indicates the set of currently provided tools for the model.

etc. (ii) Token-triggered tool-usage. During infer-
ence, the decoding process is paused when encoun-
tering a particular token (e.g., “->”). Then, the call-
ing command is extracted to request the correspond-
ing API. Next, the API’s response is appended to
the currently generated text before the decoding
process resumes. Representative works include
TALM (Parisi et al., 2022), Toolformer (Schick
et al., 2023), ToolkenGPT (Hao et al., 2023), etc.

Challenges & Motivations. Although these
methods achieve the interaction between LLMs
and tools, there are still some limitations: (i) Lack
of decision-making awareness for tool-usage. For
template-driven tool-usage, the interaction process
must follow a specific format for any user’s query,
which causes LLMs to lose flexibility when han-
dling diverse queries. In fact, an ideal scenario
in Figure 1 is that, for general queries (e.g., “Can
you give me five tips for keeping happy?”), LLMs
should give an answer with their own knowledge
rather than resorting to external tools. Besides, we
expect that LLMs could stop tool calls when there
is no suitable API in available tools, in case incur-
ring invalid tool-usage and sluggish inference. (ii)
Lack of generalization on unseen tools. For token-
triggered tool-usage, such as Toolformer, which
is trained on task- and tool-specific datasets, we
cannot transfer it directly to the new tools.

To address these limitations, in this paper, we

propose a novel decision-aware and generalizable
tool-usage framework (DEER) based on open-
source LLMs. For the first limitation, we devise
multiple decision branches based on the follow-
ing questions, e.g., “Should I search for a tool?
Or answer the query by myself?”, “Is there a
suitable tool?”, as shown in Figure 2(c). Then,
we construct the tool-usage dataset under diverse
branches via an automatic generation pipeline (see
Figure 3). To bolster the decision-making prowess,
we employ supervised fine-tuning (SFT) to train
the model on our designated dataset. For the sec-
ond limitation, we propose a mixture of sampling
strategies to boost the generalization of LLMs on
unseen tools, where Inter-class, Intra-class,
and Random sampling strategies (see Section 3.2
& 5.1) strengthen the diversity, consistency, and
randomness of the available tools, respectively.

To verify the effectiveness of our proposed
method, we perform extensive experiments on the
tool-usage datasets. The results demonstrate that
our models achieve state-of-the-art performance
against other baselines. For instance, our model
obtains 98.6% and 88.2% overall accuracy under
the decisions of searching and calling, respectively,
which significantly outperforms GPT-4 (78.1%,
87.6%). Moreover, our models also achieve su-
perior generalization on various datasets (with the
unseen tools) compared to other counterparts.



Filtering

AlarmClockAPI

CalculatorAPI

SearchAPI

CalendarAPI
⋮

Name: BuildResumeAPI

Description: Create impressive 
professional resume/CV ...

Function: BuildResumeAPI(action: str, 
resume_upload_link: str, …)
Query: I need help in creating a new 
resume from scratch.
Call: BuildResumeAPI(action=
'create_from_scratch', …)
							⋮Generating

Given the tool's function,
please check whether the 
query-call pair is reasonable.

Given a tool's name and 
description, please generate 
the possible call function
and 10 query-call pairs.

Query: I need help …
Call: BuildResume…

Query: I want to …
Call: BuildResume…

Sampling

AlarmClockAPI

CalendarAPI
⋮

Query: I want to modify my cv by …
IsSearch: Yes.
Toolset: [BuildResumeAPI, Alarm…]
Call: BuildResumeAPI(action=
'create_from_scratch', …)
…

Query: I want to modify my cv by …
IsSearch: Yes.
Toolset: [AlarmClockAPI, Calend…]
NoCall: There is no suitable API …
…

Is BuildResumeAPI in the 
current candidate toolset?

(Candidate Toolset)(Tool Pool)

Query: Can you give …
IsSearch: No.
…

Can you give me 
five tips for 

keeping happy?Sampling

(General Queries)

Figure 3: Pipeline of our sample generation. Detailed descriptions are presented in Section 3.1. Note that here we
simplify the prompt templates and contexts for clarity, and full prompt templates are provided in Appendix A.3.

To summarize, our contributions are as follows:

• We propose a novel decision-aware and gen-
eralizable tool-usage framework (DEER) to
enhance the decision-making awareness of
LLMs when addressing diverse queries.

• We investigate the effect of diverse tool sam-
pling strategies on model performance, and
propose a mixture strategy to improve the gen-
eralizability of LLMs on new tools.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our proposed method, and our
model obtains state-of-the-art performance in
diverse scenarios compared to other baselines.

2 Related Work

2.1 Tool-Augmented Language Models

Recently, several studies have demonstrated that
closed-source LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT, GPT-4 (Ope-
nAI, 2023)) have surprising tool-usage capabili-
ties via prompting and in-context learning tech-
niques (Wei et al., 2022; Press et al., 2023; Hsieh
et al., 2023). For example, ReAct (Yao et al., 2023)
synergies the reasoning and acting processes us-
ing LLMs. Similar works include Chameleon (Lu
et al., 2023), HuggingGPT (Shen et al., 2023), Rest-
GPT (Song et al., 2023), GPT4Tools (Yang et al.,
2023), and ART (Paranjape et al., 2023), which
are based on the top of closed-source LLMs. In
addition, some works propose benchmarks (e.g.,

API-Bank (Li et al., 2023), ToolQA (Zhuang et al.,
2023), MetaTool (Huang et al., 2023)) to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of LLMs’ tool-usage. Given
the comprehensive investigation of closed-source
LLMs, this paper primarily emphasizes enhancing
the tool-usage capabilities of open-source LLMs
(e.g., LLaMA (Touvron et al., 2023a), Alpaca
(Taori et al., 2023), Vicuna (Zheng et al., 2023)).

2.2 Tool-Usage with Open-Source LLMs

Currently, based on compact open-source LLMs,
some works have been proposed under the template-
driven paradigm, e.g., ToolLLaMA (Qin et al.,
2023b), ToolAlpaca (Tang et al., 2023), Go-
rilla (Patil et al., 2023), and Xu et al. (2023b).
Meanwhile, several studies are included in the
token-triggered paradigm such as TALM (Parisi
et al., 2022), Toolformer (Schick et al., 2023),
ToolkenGPT (Hao et al., 2023). Although these
methods allow LLMs to interact with external
tools, they neglect the decision-making awareness
and generalization of LLMs in diverse scenarios.
For this reason, in this paper, we propose multi-
decision branches of tool-usage and a novel tool
sampling strategy to address these concerns.

3 Methodology

3.1 Multi-Decision Branches Design

In contrast to previous methods that do not con-
sider query difficulty and tool suitability, we expect
the model to “Look Before You Leap” in differ-
ent scenarios, as illustrated in Figure 2(c). We



achieve this goal by constructing a customized
dataset with diverse branches and training our
model on it. Specifically, for each query, the model
is asked the first question “Should I search for a
tool? Or answer the query by myself?” (denoted
as Decision-Search). There are two cases: ① the
query can be directly answered by the model with-
out searching for tools; ② the query is beyond the
model’s knowledge, then the currently available
tools (denoted as Candidate Toolset) are pro-
vided to the model. Subsequently, based on case
②, the model is asked the second question “Is there
a suitable tool?” (denoted as Decision-Call).
There are also two scenarios: ③ the answer is no,
where the tool-usage process is terminated then the
query is still answered by the model itself (note that
we provide an optional retrieval process for those
domain-specific queries if the database has been
constructed); ④ the answer is yes, then the interac-
tion between LLMs and tools is indeed engaged,
where the model produces the API call command
then receives the corresponding response1.

Automatic Generation Pipeline. Based on the
above considerations, we construct the tool-usage
samples under diverse scenarios via an automatic
generation pipeline as shown in Figure 3. To begin
with, we provide the tool’s name and description
in the prompt and ask GPT-4 to generate plausible
function and 10 query-call pairs. Considering the
randomness of generation, we filter out unreason-
able pairs by leveraging GPT-4 again with another
specific prompt. Then, for each query, we build a
candidate toolset by sampling several tools from
the set of all tools (i.e., the tool pool). There are
two possible scenarios: (i) the optimal tool for the
current query lies in the candidate toolset, then we
fill the corresponding command of calling API in
the prompt, denoted as Call sample; (ii) otherwise,
we append the instruction that there is no suitable
tool, denoted as NoCall sample. Next, we sample
some queries from a general conversational dataset
for examples that do not need to search for tools
(denoted as NoSearch sample). Finally, our dataset
consists of NoSearch, NoCall, and Call samples.

3.2 Tool Sampling
The reason why we need to construct the candidate
toolset is that, limited by the maximum input length

1In fact, this process can be repeated several times, similar
to the template-driven method. However, the difference in our
setting is that, the model requires to determine the necessity
of tool-usage before indeed implementing.

(a) Random Sampling (b) Inter-class Sampling (c) Intra-class Sampling

Clustering

(Candidate Toolset)

Clustering

(Candidate Toolset)(Candidate Toolset)

Tool Pool Tool Pool Tool Pool

Figure 4: Illustration of different sampling strategies.

of LLMs, it is impractical to incorporate all tool
information into the prompt at once. Furthermore,
in real-world applications, new tools may become
available and be required after model training and
deployment. Therefore, we expect the model to
have a good generalization capability when the
unseen tools lie in the candidate toolset.

To this end, we propose to train our model un-
der randomly sampled candidate toolsets with or
without ground-truth tools, which is similar to the
“Dropout” strategy during training DNNs (Srivas-
tava et al., 2014). Specifically, we assume the
set of all tools T = {ti}Ni=1, where N is the
number of tools and each tool (t) consists of its
name (n), description (d), and function (f ), i.e.,
t = {n, d, f}. For the query (q) that invokes
the tool (tq), the candidate toolset (Tc) is con-
structed in the following three ways: (i) Random:
we randomly take k tools from T as Tc, i.e.,
Tc = {ti|ti ∈ T }ki=1. (ii) Inter-class: we
first obtain the vectorized representation of tool
e(t) by embedding the tool’s description d, i.e.,
e(t) = embedding(t(d))2. Then, leveraging the
K-means algorithm, we categorize all tools into m
clusters, where the whole cluster set Ω =

⋃m
i=1Ci

and each cluster Ci = {t(i)1 , t
(i)
2 , · · · , t(i)|ci|} and

|ci| ≥ k. Last, the candidate toolset is formed by
Tc = {t|t ∈ Ci, Ci ∈ Ω}ki=1, where we first ran-
domly select k clusters Ci ∈ Ω, and then randomly
select one tool t in each Ci. (iii) Intra-class:
in contrast to Inter-class sampling, Tc is con-
structed as follows: Tc = {ti|ti ∈ C∗, C∗ ∈
Ω}ki=1, where we select one cluster C∗ that in-
cludes the query needed tool tq, and ti is randomly
sampled from C∗. In Section 5.1, we investigate
the effectiveness of each sampling strategy, and find
that the optimal performance can be obtained by

2In our experiments, we take the SentenceTransformer
(Reimers and Gurevych, 2020) as the embedding model.



mixing Random, Inter-class, and Intra-class
in a certain proportion (see Figure 5). The overall
comparison of these three sampling strategies is
illustrated in Figure 4, and the detailed algorithmic
process is described in Appendix A.1.

4 Experiments

4.1 Setup
Datasets & Evaluation Protocols. Firstly, we
collect 977 tools (including their names and de-
scriptions) by filtering ChatGPT-Plugins JSON3.
Then, in Decision-Call scenario (i.e., Search),
we construct a total of 8, 650 samples based on
900 randomly selected tools, where the number of
samples in NoCall and Call are 3, 460 and 5, 190,
respectively. For those NoSearch samples, we ran-
domly select 2, 000 queries from general conversa-
tional dataset (Xu et al., 2023a). To evaluate the
generalizability of models on unseen tools, we con-
struct 743 test samples based on 77 additional tools
(which are not involved in training), where the num-
ber of samples under NoCall and Call are 298 and
445, respectively. Detailed statistics of our datasets
are shown in Table 2. In addition to our test set, we
also conduct experiments on ToolBench (Qin et al.,
2023b) and ToolCorpus (Tang et al., 2023)4.

To verify the effectiveness of our approach, we
propose the following evaluation protocols: (i) In
Decision-Search scenario, we define that

PNoSearch = nnos
Nnos

,PSearch = ns
Ns

,PDS = nnos+ns
Nnos+Ns

(1)

where nnos, ns refer to the number of correctly
predicted samples in NoSearch, Search, respec-
tively; Nnos, Ns indicate the total number of sam-
ples in NoSearch, Search, respectively. (ii) In
Decision-Call scenario, we can define that

PNoCall =
nnoc
Nnoc

,PCall =
nc
Nc

,PDC = nnoc+nc
Nnoc+Nc

(2)

where nnoc, nc refer to the number of correctly
predicted samples in NoCall, Call, respectively;
Nnoc, Nc indicate the total number of samples in
NoCall, Call, respectively. Here, Ns = Nnoc+Nc.

Baselines. Current advanced LLMs such as Chat-
GPT5 and GPT-4 (OpenAI, 2023) are introduced as

3https://github.com/copilot-us/
chatgpt-plugins/tree/main

4For ToolBench, we choose G1-Category (Qin et al.,
2023b) as the test set; for ToolCorpus (we named), the test set
consists of the real and simulated sets (Tang et al., 2023).

5Note that ChatGPT and GPT-3.5-Turbo are equivalent in
our statements, unless otherwise specified.

our strong baselines. To compare with the original
model, we also introduce LLaMA2-13B-Chat (Tou-
vron et al., 2023b) as a baseline. To evaluate their
decision-making capabilities, we adopt the prompt-
ing and in-context learning techniques (where 2,
4, 6 demonstrations are employed, respectively) to
ask them to make optimal decision towards diverse
queries. Besides, we also introduce ToolLLaMA
(Qin et al., 2023b) and ToolAlpaca (Tang et al.,
2023) as the counterparts when evaluating the gen-
eralizability on unseen tools. In the experiments,
our model is named as ToolDEER.

Implementation. In our experiments, LLaMA2-
7B and LLaMA2-13B (Touvron et al., 2023b) are
leveraged as the backbone models. During training,
we fine-tune these models for several epochs on
the training set via supervised fine-tuning (SFT)
(Ouyang et al., 2022), then we directly evaluate the
fine-tuned models on the validation and test sets.
Note that the validation set is not involved in the
training. In addition, to preserve the model’s orig-
inal knowledge and general conversational capa-
bilities as much as possible, we adopt LoRA-style
(Hu et al., 2022) parameter-efficient fine-tuning.
Finally, detailed configurations of hyperparameters
(e.g., learning rate) are reported in Appendix A.2.

4.2 Main Results

The decision awareness of tool-usage. The re-
sults are reported in Table 1, from which we can
draw the following observations: (i) Regarding the
first level of Decision-Search, although powerful
LLMs show somewhat discriminative capability,
for example, GPT-4 achieves 78.1% accuracy with
the help of 6 demonstrations, they still fall short
of a satisfactory performance. From the compari-
son, our models achieve significant improvements
after fine-tuning. For instance, ToolDEER-7B and
ToolDEER-13B obtain 97.7% and 98.6% accuracy,
respectively, in terms of determining whether a
tool is needed for the query. (ii) Regarding the
second level of Decision-Call, for these base-
lines (LLaMA2-13B-Chat, GPT-3.5-Turbo), their
best discriminative capabilities (56.9%, 58.2%) are
slightly better than random selection (50%). In
comparison, GPT-4 achieves a highly competitive
result of 87.6%. This is understandable since our
datasets are generated by GPT-4. Nonetheless,
ToolDEER-13B still outperforms GPT-4 by a sig-
nificant margin. Considering the small-scale and
open-source properties, our models are quite ap-

https://github.com/copilot-us/chatgpt-plugins/tree/main
https://github.com/copilot-us/chatgpt-plugins/tree/main


Method
Decision-Search Decision-Call

PNoSearch PSearch PDS PNoCall PCall PDC

LLaMA2-13B-Chat (2-shot) 55.3±11.6 66.5±8.5 64.0±6.4 54.5±11.9 53.9±3.9 54.2±2.4

LLaMA2-13B-Chat (4-shot) 46.9±7.6 73.7±6.6 68.8±6.7 50.1±11.5 55.7±7.4 52.0±8.4

LLaMA2-13B-Chat (6-shot) 44.4±9.1 74.4±12.9 70.0±7.5 73.5±9.7 47.7±9.8 56.9±1.5

GPT-3.5-Turbo (2-shot) 53.2±7.8 63.3±8.8 61.4±6.1 69.0±10.1 51.5±9.1 58.5±2.2

GPT-3.5-Turbo (4-shot) 46.8±5.8 68.3±4.4 64.4±2.8 61.2±7.4 55.6±10.5 57.9±1.9

GPT-3.5-Turbo (6-shot) 43.8±6.5 72.5±1.4 67.3±0.9 59.2±11.7 57.4±6.9 58.2±0.7

GPT-4 (2-shot) 61.6±9.8 78.4±4.9 75.3±2.8 87.1±2.9 86.9±1.4 86.9±0.6

GPT-4 (4-shot) 70.3±10.1 77.3±5.2 76.1±2.5 87.4±2.2 87.2±0.4 87.3±0.8

GPT-4 (6-shot) 74.3±5.7 78.9±3.7 78.1±2.3 87.3±1.4 87.7±0.8 87.6±0.3

ToolDEER-7B 94.1±1.6 98.4±2.4 97.7±2.1 83.5±2.7 83.7±1.8 83.4±1.9

ToolDEER-13B 95.9±1.9 99.2±0.4 98.6±0.3 88.9±3.1 88.4±2.3 88.2±2.0

Table 1: The comparison of model’s decision-making awareness under Decision-Search and Decision-Call
scenarios, respectively. Here, the baselines (i.e., LLaMA2-13B-Chat, GPT-3.5-Turbo, GPT-4) are equipped with 2, 4,
6 demonstrations, respectively, within in-context learning. Each result is averaged over six trials, where the subscript
is the standard deviation. The first and second best results are marked with bold and underline, respectively.

#NoSearch
#Search

#Total
#NoCall #Call

Train 1, 807 3, 114 4, 664 9, 585
Valid 193 346 526 1, 065
Test - 298 445 743

Table 2: Statistics of our datasets. # refers to the number
of samples in the corresponding decision scenario.

pealing compared to closed-source LLMs.

The generalization of tool-usage on unseen tools.
The results are shown in Table 3, where we can
observe that: (i) ToolDEER-13B achieves state-of-
the-art performance across various datasets, which
demonstrates the superior generalization of our
method on new tools. For example, on our dataset,
ToolDEER-13B obtains PDC = 89.2% and even
achieves 91.5% accuracy in Call case. Moreover,
based on ToolBench and ToolCorpus, ToolDEER-
7B and ToolDEER-13B also outperform their coun-
terparts with significant improvements, especially
on ToolBench. (ii) Our models not only main-
tain high generalization on unseen tools, but also
keep high accuracy in NoCall scenario. In contrast,
ToolLLaMA and ToolAlpaca have almost no such
capability on our dataset and ToolCorpus. Note that
on ToolBench, they have 16.3%− 28.8% accuracy,
which we speculate that this may be attributable to

the disparate difficulty levels of these datasets.

5 Analysis

5.1 The Effect of Tool Sampling Strategy

In the main experiments, we achieve high ac-
curacy and strong generalization on the valida-
tion and test sets, respectively, by mixing Random,
Inter-class, and Intra-class sampling strate-
gies. Therefore, a natural research question is: How
do different sampling strategies affect model per-
formance? To this end, we individually employ
each sampling strategy during training and then
explore its impact on the validation set (with seen
tools) and test set (with unseen tools). Here, we use
consistent experimental setups with Section 4.1.

The comparisons are reported in Figure 5, where
we can observe that: (i) Under Random sampling,
the model only obtains moderate accuracy and gen-
eralization on the validation and test sets. (ii) Un-
der Inter-class sampling, the model achieves
superior accuracy on the validation set, but the gen-
eralization on the test set is unsatisfactory. (iii)
Under Intra-class sampling, while the accuracy
is decreased on the validation set, surprisingly, the
gains on the test set are significant. Therefore, we
can draw the following conclusions: Inter-class
sampling could enhance the accuracy but limits the
generalization; in contrast, Intra-class sampling
decreases the accuracy yet significantly benefits the



Method
Our Dataset (Test) ToolBench (Qin et al., 2023b) ToolCorpus (Tang et al., 2023)

PNoCall PCall PDC PNoCall PCall PDC PNoCall PCall PDC

LLaMA2-13B-Chat† 76.5±11.7 48.1±9.4 58.4±3.7 77.4±5.4 33.3±4.3 53.2±5.6 74.5±9.7 72.0±9.3 73.1±5.7

GPT-3.5-Turbo† 61.5±4.7 59.6±2.4 60.4±1.3 82.1±5.8 64.9±4.6 71.6±2.3 56.4±12.8 86.9±5.7 74.9±6.3

GPT-4† 88.6±3.1 89.4±1.5 89.0±1.2 86.5±4.9 84.7±3.2 85.9±2.4 74.4±8.3 97.9±4.6 84.2±5.4

ToolLLaMA-7B 5.4±1.7 79.3±2.7 49.7±2.8 24.7±2.1 78.0±0.9 55.0±2.2 5.2±1.7 91.8±0.9 56.3±0.7

ToolAlpaca-7B 1.0±0.9 84.1±1.2 50.8±0.8 28.8±1.6 58.3±0.4 46.5±0.7 5.4±2.3 90.7±1.6 56.6±1.2

ToolAlpaca-13B 2.7±1.7 90.3±0.8 55.2±0.9 16.3±3.7 66.7±3.1 46.5±2.9 7.8±1.5 93.9±1.8 58.2±1.4

ToolDEER-7B 84.0±1.9 85.2±2.1 84.5±1.6 85.4±0.7 83.3±1.2 84.5±0.9 80.4±2.1 96.0±1.0 89.7±0.6

ToolDEER-13B 88.0±2.3 91.5±1.5 89.2±1.6 88.5±1.4 86.7±0.8 87.0±1.3 81.6±2.9 97.3±2.3 90.5±1.0

Table 3: The comparison of generalizability on unseen tools. The baselines† are equipped with 6 demonstrations
within in-context learning. The first and second best results are marked with bold and underline, respectively.
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Figure 5: Comparisons of diverse tool sampling strategies (in the first row) and sampling ratios (in the second
row, where “Random : Intra-class : Inter-class” in the x-axis). Here, the experiments of the first, second,
and third columns are conducted on the NoCall, Call, and Decision-Call scenarios (i.e., PNoCall, PCall, PDC),
respectively. Note that the valid(ation) and test sets are built on seen and unseen tools, respectively.

generalization; Random makes a trade-off between
accuracy and generalization. This is understand-
able, here we provide some intuitive explanations
from the perspective of contrastive learning. For
Inter-class sampling, it enhances the diversity
of candidate toolset by introducing “negative” tools
from different clusters, which allows the model to
identify the optimal tool in an easy mode. How-
ever, it also hinders the model from distinguishing
among similar tools. In contrast, Intra-class
sampling builds the candidate toolset by introduc-
ing “positive” tools from the cluster where the opti-
mal tool is located, which results in highly similar
tools in the current candidate toolset. Nevertheless,
the model can still select the optimal tool through
SFT training, which strongly boosts the model’s

understanding and discriminative capabilities for
diverse tools. This may explain to some extent why
the generalization on the test set is significantly
improved under Intra-class strategy.

Based on above observations, we propose to mix
these three sampling strategies to achieve both high
accuracy and strong generalization. The experimen-
tal results also support our assumption, referring
to the Mixture sampling in Figure 5. In addition,
we also explore the influence of sampling ratio
in the second row of Figure 5, where the state-
of-the-art performance is obtained when Random :
Intra-class : Inter-class = 2 : 1 : 2.
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Figure 6: Ablation experiments of hyperparameters, where the dashed line refers to the average of all metrics, #
indicates the number (or size) of corresponding item, and * denotes the setting we used in our experiments.

Method BLEU ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-L

ToolLLaMA-7B 3.5 26.0 9.3 16.6
ToolAlpaca-7B 5.7 31.0 12.7 18.9
ToolDEER-7B 10.9 42.7 20.8 26.5

Table 4: The comparison with the original model on
maintaining general conversational capacity.

5.2 Ablation Study

In this section, we mainly investigate the following
research questions6. RQ1: How many samples in
NoSearch scenario can preserve the model’s gen-
eral conversational capability? RQ2: How does the
size of tool pool (|T |) affect model performance?
RQ3: How does the number of tools in the candi-
date toolset (|Tc|) affect the performance? RQ4:
In Intra- and Inter-class sampling, does the
number of clusters (|Ω|) affect the performance?
To answer these questions, we conduct extensive
experiments under various settings in Figure 6,
from which we can observe that: (i) Overall, the
performance is improved with the increasing of
NoSearch samples and |T |. (ii) The model is more
likely to identify the most appropriate tool when
the size of |Tc| and |Ω| are 5 and 30, respectively.
And, more tool clusters may yield negative effects
rather than further improving the performance.

5.3 Assessment of General Dialogue Capacity

As we illustrated in Section 1, previous paradigms
such as template-driven tool-usage would limit
LLMs’ general conversational capabilities, since
they are constrained to following specific genera-
tion templates to answer user’s queries. To this end,
in our tool-usage strategy, we reserve a quick deci-
sion path (i.e., NoSearch), where the query can be
directly answered by LLMs without searching for

6The experiments in this section are performed on the vali-
dation set using LLaMA-7B as the backbone model. More ex-
periments on hyperparameters are presented in Appendix A.2.

I want to go to New York, and what’s the weather like there?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_weather”,
“description”: “get the current or upcoming weather 
conditions for a location.”, “function”: “get_weather
(location: str, days: int)”}, {...}, ...] #CallAPI# get_wea
ther(location=“New York”, days=1) #APIResponse# The 
weather condition is moderate rain, where the average 
temperature is 7.15°C ... #End# The weather of New 
York is moderate rain with a temperature of 7.15°C and
the human perception of temperature is 3.12°C ...

How has Apple’s stock price changed from 20 to 24 in 2023.11?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_stock_exchange”,
“description”: “get the stock’s price, exchange rate, ...”,
“function”: “get_stock_exchange(symbol: str, start: str,
end: str)”}, {...}, ...] #CallAPI# get_stock_exchange
(symbol=“AAPL”, start=“2023.11.20”, end=“2023.11.24”)
#APIResponse# {‘symbol’: ‘AAPL’, ‘historical’: [{‘date’: 
‘2023-11-24’, ‘open’: 190.87, ‘high’: 190.9 ...} #End# In 
this period, Apple’s stock price has fluctuated. On 2023-
11-24, the stock opened at 190.87 and closed at 189.97...

Figure 7: Examples of calling the real-world APIs (e.g.,
get_weather, get_stock_exchange)7, where the gray
is an intermediate reasoning step (invisible for the user),
the green is final response to the user’s query.

the tool. To demonstrate the effectiveness of our
strategy, we provide quantitative comparisons with
baselines in Table 4. Specifically, on 1, 000 queries
randomly selected from the general conversational
dataset, we take the output of original model as
the ground-truth, and then measure the discrepancy
between diverse model’s output and ground-truth
via BLEU and ROUGE-1/2/L (F1 score) metrics
(Papineni et al., 2002; Lin, 2004). As can be seen
from Table 4, the outputs of our model have a high
consistency with the original model compared to
baselines, which suggests that our method greatly
maintains the general dialog capability. More de-
tailed examples are presented in Appendix A.2.

5.4 Case Study: Call the Real-World APIs

Although our datasets are partially synthesized by
GPT-4, in fact, this would not affect the usage of
real-world tools based on our proposed framework.
To demonstrate this, we provide some practical
examples of calling real-world APIs in Figure 7.
It can be seen that our model could generalize to
real-world tools well, simply by describing the new
tool following our format in the candidate toolset.
More examples are shown in Appendix A.2.

7For the weather: https://openweathermap.org/; for
the stock: https://site.financialmodelingprep.com/.

https://openweathermap.org/
https://site.financialmodelingprep.com/


6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a decision-aware and
generalizable tool-usage framework (DEER) to en-
hance LLMs’ decision-making awareness when
addressing diverse user’s queries. Meanwhile, we
propose a mixture of tool sampling strategy to fur-
ther improve the generalization of LLMs over un-
seen tools. Extensive experiments demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed methods.

Limitations

In this work, we propose a decision-aware and
generalizable tool-usage framework for large lan-
guage models and demonstrate its advantages com-
pared to the baselines through extensive experi-
ments. However, there are some limitations so far:
(i) Considering that collecting numerous tool APIs
from the real-world is labor-intensive and time-
consuming and in this paper we focus on explor-
ing the LLMs’ decision-making awareness and the
generalizability of tool-usage, therefore, it is feasi-
ble to synthesize diverse tool APIs through GPT-4.
In addition, we also demonstrate in Section 5.4
that this tool-usage framework we proposed can di-
rectly generalize the real-world tool APIs. (ii) Lim-
ited by computational resources, we do not scale
our method on larger LLMs (e.g., LLaMA2-70B).
Nonetheless, the improvements are observed from
LLaMA-7B to LLaMA-13B, thus we believe that
better results can be obtained with larger models.

Ethics Statement

Our proposed tool-usage framework can effectively
reduce the resource consumption of LLMs when
manipulating diverse tools. It could be helpful
in decreasing carbon emissions, thus making the
application and deployment of LLMs more envi-
ronmentally friendly and sustainable. In addition,
all models and datasets used in our experiments
are publicly available and have not been reported
to carry social bias against any sensitive attributes,
and the method we propose would not explicitly
introduce new negative societal impacts.
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A Appendix

A.1 More Details of Implementation

In our experiments, we employ the transformers
library from HuggingFace to fine-tune our models,
where the default configurations of Trainer (e.g.,
AdamW optimizer) are used in the training process.
Meanwhile, we deploy the LoRA-style parameter-
efficient fine-tuning by using HuggingFace PEFT
library. In addition, we also leverage Flash Atten-
tion (Dao et al., 2022) and DeepSpeed8 technolo-
gies to reduce the requirement of GPU memory
in our experiments. Note that all experiments are
conducted on 8 NVIDIA V100 GPUs (32G). In ad-
dition, we describe the detailed algorithmic process
of sampling strategies in Algorithm 1.

A.2 More Experimental Results

To determine the optimal setting of hyperparame-
ters during training, we conduct extensive experi-
ments on the bottleneck size of LoRA, the batch
size, the learning rate, and the number of epochs.
The results are shown in Figure 8. Here, we also
provide more practical examples in Figure 9 to
demonstrate that our tool-usage framework can
seamlessly transfer to real-world tools. In addi-
tion, more comparisons of general conversational
capability are presented in Figure 10 and Figure 11.

A.3 More Details of Templates

In this section, we present all the templates used
in our experiments. In the data generation pro-
cess, we first prompt GPT-4 to generate tool’s API
and the corresponding query-call pairs using the
template in Figure 12, and then check whether the
generated query-call pair is reasonable by using
the template in Figure 13. During the training and
inference, we employ the template in Figure 14
as the system template. Besides, to evaluate the
decision-making awareness of baselines (i.e., Chat-
GPT, GPT-4, LLaMA2-13B-Chat), we adopt the
template in Figure 15 with some demonstrations.
Similarly, the template in Figure 16 is utilized in
the Decision-Call. Finally, for the inference of
ToolAlpaca and ToolLLaMA on unseen tools, we
use their original templates except for introducing
a new tool (i.e., “NoCallAPI”) as a flag for not call-
ing the tool, as shown in Figure 17 and Figure 18.
Note that ${...}$ in templates refers to the variable
that will be populated in the implementation.

8https://github.com/microsoft/DeepSpeed

Algorithm 1 Sampling Strategies for Constructing
the Candidate Toolset
Input: The set of all tools T = {ti}Ni=1, the user’s
query q and corresponding tool tq (with its descrip-
tion d). The number of candidate tools and clusters
are k and m, respectively. The sampling strategy is
mode ∈ {random, inter-class, intra-class}.
Output: The candidate toolset Tc.

1: # Step-1: Embedding
2: for ti ∈ T do
3: e(ti) = embedding(ti(d))
4: end for
5: The tool’s vectorized set E = {e(ti)}Ni=1.
6: # Step-2: Clustering
7: Ω← K-means(E ,m)

8: where Ω =
⋃m

i=1

(
Ci = {t(i)1 , t

(i)
2 , · · · , t(i)|ci|}

)
.

9: # Step-3: Sampling
10: if mode == random then
11: for 1 ≤ i ≤ k do
12: ti ← T # randomly sampling
13: end for
14: Tc = {ti}ki=1

15: else if mode == inter-class then
16: Ωc ← Ω # randomly sampling
17: where Ωc = {Ci}ki=1.
18: for Ci ∈ Ωc do
19: ti ← Ci # randomly sampling
20: end for
21: Tc = {ti}ki=1

22: else if mode == intra-class then
23: C∗ ← Ω
24: where we ensure that tq ∈ C∗.
25: for 1 ≤ i ≤ k do
26: ti ← C∗ # randomly sampling
27: end for
28: Tc = {ti}ki=1

29: end if

9Weather API: https://openweathermap.org/; Stock
API: https://site.financialmodelingprep.com/;
Wikipedia API: https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.
php?search={}; Wolframalpha API: https://products.
wolframalpha.com/api/; Coordinates & Distance API:
https://lbsyun.baidu.com/faq/api?title=webapi.

https://github.com/microsoft/DeepSpeed
https://openweathermap.org/
https://site.financialmodelingprep.com/
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?search={}
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?search={}
https://products.wolframalpha.com/api/
https://products.wolframalpha.com/api/
https://lbsyun.baidu.com/faq/api?title=webapi
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Figure 8: More experiments on hyperparameters during training. * denotes the setting we used in our experiments.



What's the weather like in Beijing today?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_weather”,
“description”: “get the current or upcoming weather 
conditions for a location.”, “function”: “get_weather
(location: str, days: int)”}, {...}, ...] #CallAPI# get_wea
ther(location=“Beijing”, days=1) #APIResponse# The 
weather condition is that sky is clear, where the average 
temperature is -0.88°C... #End# Today, the sky of Beijing
is clear with a temperature of -0.88°C and the human 
perception of temperature is -6.19°C. The probability ...

What is Tencent's stock price today?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_stock_price”,
“description”: “get the stock’s price, ...”, “function”:
“get_stock_price(symbol: str)”}, {...}, ...] #CallAPI#
get_stock_price(symbol=“TCEHY”) #APIResponse#
{‘symbol’: ‘TCEHY’, ‘name’: ‘Tencent Holdings Limited’, 
‘price’: 41.26, ‘changesPercentage’: -0.2177, ‘change’: -
0.09, ‘dayLow’: 40.88, ‘dayHigh’: 41.27, ‘yearHigh’: 52.88, 
‘yearLow’: 36.13, ‘marketCap’: 392004233257, ...} #End#
Tencent's stock price today is $41.26.

Can you tell us more about Jackie Chan’s life and filmography?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_wikipedia_info”,
“description”: “get the entity’s Wikipedia profile”,
“function”: “get_wikipedia_info(entity: str)”}, {...}, ...]
#CallAPI# get_wikipedia_info(entity=“Jackie Chan”)
#APIResponse# Jackie Chan SBS MBE PMW (Chinese: 
成龍, Yale romanization: Sìhng Lùhng, Jyutping: Sing4 
Lung4; lit. “becoming the dr ... #End# Jackie Chan, born 
on April 7, 1954, is a renowned Hong Kong actor, 
filmmaker, martial artist, and stuntman. He emerged ...

What is the integral of e^x between 1 and 5?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_wolframalpha”,
“description”: “get the result of the current expression”,
“function”: “get_wolframalpha(expression: str}, {...}, ...]
#CallAPI# get_wolframalpha(expression=“What is the 
integral of e^x between 1 and 5?”) #APIResponse#
integral_1^5 e^x dx = e (e^4 - 1)≈145.69 #End# The 
answer is approximately equal to 145.69.

What are the exact latitude and longitude of Shanghai?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_coordinates”,
“description”: “get the coordinates of latitude and 
longitude of some place.”, “function”: “get_coordinates
(location: str)”}, {...}, ...] #CallAPI# get_coordinates
(location=“Shanghai”) #APIResponse# latitude: 
22.548456, longitude: 114.064552. #End# The exact
latitude and longitude of Shanghai are 22.548456 and
114.064552, respectively.

What is the straight-line distance from Beijing to Shanghai?

#Begin# Need to look up the API Pool. #SearchAPI#
The API Pool including: [{“name”: “get_distance”, “descri
ption”: “get the straight-line distance between the two 
places.”, “function”: “get_distance(start: str, end: str)”},
{...}, ...] #CallAPI# get_distance(start=“Beijing”, end=
“Shanghai”) #APIResponse# straight-line distance:
1217.24 kilometers #End# The straight-line distance 
between Beijing and Shanghai is 1217.24 kilometers. 

Figure 9: More examples of calling the real-world APIs (e.g., get_weather, get_stock_price,
get_wikipedia_info, get_wolframalpha, get_coordinates, get_distance)9, where the gray is an intermedi-
ate reasoning step (invisible for the user), the green is final response to the user’s query.



To improve your productivity at work, consider 
the following tips: 

1. Prioritize your tasks: Make a list of 
everything you need to do and prioritize them 
based on importance and urgency. 

2. Set specific goals: Set clear and achievable 
goals for yourself, both short-term and long-
term. 

3. Minimize distractions: Identify things that 
distract you the most, such as social media or 
email, and eliminate them while you work. 

4. Take breaks: Take regular breaks 
throughout the day to recharge and avoid 
burnout. 

5. Stay organized: Keep your workspace 
organized and clutter-free, this will help you 
stay focused and avoid wasting time searching 
for things. 

6. Learn to say no: Be mindful of taking on too 
much work or responsibilities, and learn to say 
no when necessary. 

7. Use productivity tools: Experiment with 
different productivity tools, such as project 
management software, time tracking apps, or 
browser extensions, to find what works best for 
you.

How can I improve my productivity at work?

#Begin# Don't need to look up the API Pool, I 
can answer this question with my own 
knowledge. #End#

1. Prioritize your tasks: Make a list of all the 
tasks you need to complete and prioritize them 
based on their importance and urgency.

2. Set clear goals: Set specific, measurable, 
achievable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) 
goals for yourself. This will help you stay 
focused and motivated.

3. Minimize distractions: Identify the things 
that distract you the most (e.g., social media, 
email, phone calls) and eliminate them while 
you work.

4. Take breaks: Take regular breaks 
throughout the day to recharge and refocus.

5. Stay organized: Keep your workspace 
organized and clutter-free. This will help you 
stay focused and avoid wasting time searching 
for misplaced items.

6. Learn to say no: Don't overcommit yourself 
by taking on too many tasks. Learn to say no 
to requests that don't align with your goals or 
values.

7. Use technology: Use technology to your 
advantage by setting reminders, using 
productivity apps, and automating repetitive 
tasks.

LLaMA2-7B-Chat (Original) LLaMA2-7B-Chat (fine-tuned)

Figure 10: An example of comparing general conversational capability based on LLaMA2-7B.



Sure, here are five tips for keeping happy:

1. Practice gratitude: Take time each day to 
reflect on the things you are thankful for. This 
can help shift your focus away from negative 
thoughts and cultivate a more positive mindset.

2. Get enough sleep: Lack of sleep can 
negatively impact your mood and overall well-
being. Aim for 7-9 hours of sleep each night to 
help you feel rested and refreshed.

3. Exercise regularly: Physical activity releases 
endorphins, which are chemicals in the brain 
that act as natural painkillers and mood 
elevators. Find an activity you enjoy and aim 
to do it for at least 30 minutes each day.

4. Connect with others: Social connections are 
important for our emotional well-being. Make 
an effort to stay in touch with friends and 
family, and try to meet new people through 
hobbies or social activities.

5. Practice mindfulness: Mindfulness is the 
practice of being present in the moment, 
without judgment. This can help you let go of 
worries about the past or future and focus on 
the present moment. Try incorporating 
mindfulness into your daily routine through 
activities like meditation or deep breathing.

Can you give me five tips for keeping happy?

#Begin# Don't need to look up the API Pool, I 
can answer this question with my own 
knowledge. #End#

1. Practice gratitude: Make a conscious effort 
to focus on the positive aspects of your life and 
express gratitude for what you have. Keep a 
gratitude journal to help you stay on track. 

2. Get enough sleep: Lack of sleep can 
negatively impact your mood and overall well-
being. Aim for 7-9 hours of sleep each night 
and establish a consistent bedtime routine. 

3. Exercise regularly: Regular exercise can 
boost your mood and energy levels. Find an 
activity you enjoy and aim to do it at least 
three times a week. 

4. Connect with others: Social connections are 
important for our happiness and well-being. 
Make an effort to stay in touch with friends 
and family, join a club or group that interests 
you, and volunteer in your community. 

5. Practice mindfulness: Mindfulness involves 
paying attention to the present moment 
without judgment. Practice mindfulness 
through meditation, deep breathing, or simply 
paying attention to your senses.

LLaMA2-13B-Chat (Original) LLaMA2-13B-Chat (fine-tuned)

Figure 11: An example of comparing general conversational capability based on LLaMA2-13B.



Here is a tool for you, which can help it solve users' requests better. 
The tool's name, the description of users, and the description of 
ChatGPT are as follows: 

The name of tool: ${tool_name}$

The description of users: ${des_user}$

The description of ChatGPT: ${des_gpt}$

Please devise an API function (including potential parameters) to 
call this tool, and give 10 examples where you would use this tool to 
answer a user's query and you should tell me what users will say and 
how to call the API function. 

Please ensure that the provided examples are distinct from one 
another. Feel free to employ various sentence styles, such as 
instructions or requests, and vary the level of detail as needed. 

The format of your answer should be like: 

API function: ${tool_name}$(args1: str, args2: int, ...)

1. {"query": "xxx", "call": "${tool_name}$(args1=xxx, args2=yyy, ...)"}

2. {"query": "xxx", "call": "${tool_name}$(args1=xxx, args2=yyy, ...)"}

…

Note that
(1) the args filled in the call should appear in query or can be inferred 
from query; 

(2) the generated sample with {} can be successfully loaded by 
json.loads().

Template for generating APIs and query-call pairs

Figure 12: Template of GPT-4 for generating the tool’s API and the corresponding query-call pairs.



Now, giving the following information:

The API function's format: ${api_function}$
The user's query: ${query}$
The user's call: ${call}$

Please check whether the user's call meets the following conditions:

1. Conform to the call format of the API;

2. The parameters filled in the call appear in query or can be inferred 
from query;

Please give your answer [YES] or [NO], without additional output.

Template for checking the generated query-call pairs

Figure 13: Template of GPT-4 for checking whether the generated query-call pairs make sense.

A chat between a curious user and an artificial intelligence assistant 
who can use external tools and APIs to solve the user's question. The 
assistant gives tools and APIs calling processes or final answer to the 
human's question.

Human: ${query}$

Assistant:

Template of system prompt

Figure 14: Template of system prompt in our all experiments (including training and inference).



Now, you need to decide whether to select an external tool to address 
the current user's query. Here are two possible scenarios:

1. If you can answer the user's query with your own knowledge, please 
output: #NoSearchAPI#
2. If the user's query is beyond your knowledge and need to call an 
external tool, please output: #SearchAPI#

Note that DO NOT output extra content or explanation. Below are 
some examples:
${demostration_1}$
…
${demostration_n}$
Query: ${query}$
Answer:

Template of baselines in (No)Search scenario

Figure 15: Template of baselines (i.e., ChatGPT, GPT-4, LLaMA2-13B-Chat) in Decision-Search scenario.

Now, you need to select an appropriate API from the API Pool to 
address the current user's query. There are two possible scenarios:

1. If there is a suitable tool API to address the user's query, please 
output the tool's name in the following format: #CallAPI# api_name 
#EndAPI#
2. If there is no suitable tool API to address the user's query, please 
directly output: #NoCallAPI#

Note that DO NOT output extra content or explanation. Below are 
some examples:
${demostration_1}$
…
${demostration_n}$
Query: ${query}$
API: ${candidate_toolset}$
Answer:

Template of baselines in (No)Call scenario

Figure 16: Template of baselines (i.e., ChatGPT, GPT-4, LLaMA2-13B-Chat) in Decision-Call scenario.



Answer the following questions as best you can. You have access to 
the following tools:

${candidate_toolset}$
NoCallAPI: If you believe that there are no suitable tool to address 
the query, you can use this.
Parameters: {"is_call": "bool."}
Output: Successful response.

Use the following format:

Question: the input question you must answer
Thought: you should always think about what to do
Action: the action to take, should be one of ${tool_list}$
Action Input: the input to the action, in JSON format.
Observation: the result of the action
... (this Thought/Action/Action Input/Observation can repeat N 
times)
Thought: I now know the final answer
Final Answer: the final answer to the original input question

Begin!

Question: ${query}$
Thought:

Template of ToolApaca in tool-usage scenario

Figure 17: Template of ToolAlpaca for evaluating the generalization on unseen tools.



System: You are AutoGPT, you can use many tools(functions) to do 
the following task.
First I will give you the task description, and your task start.
At each step, you need to give your thought to analyze the status now 
and what to do next, with a function call to actually excute your step. 
Your output should follow this format:
Thought:
Action
Action Input:

After the call, you will get the call result, and you are now in a new 
state.
Then you will analyze your status now, then decide what to do next...
After many (Thought-call) pairs, you finally perform the task, then 
you can give your finial answer.
Remember: 
1.the state change is irreversible, you can't go back to one of the 
former state, if you want to restart the task, say "I give up and 
restart".
2.All the thought is short, at most in 5 sentence.
3.You can do more then one trys, so if your plan is to continusly try 
some conditions, you can do one of the conditions per try.
Let's Begin!
Task description: You should use functions to help handle the real 
time user querys. Remember:
1.ALWAYS call "Finish" function at the end of the task. And the final 
answer should contain enough information to show to the user,If you 
can't handle the task, or you find that function calls always fail(the 
function is not valid now), use function Finish->give_up_and_restart.
2.Do not use origin tool names, use only subfunctions' names.
You have access of the following tools: [${candidate_toolset}$, 
{'name': 'NoCallAPI', 'description': 'If you believe that there are no 
suitable tool to address the query, you can use this.', 'parameters': 
'{}'}]

User: 
${query}$

Assistant:

Template of ToolLLaMA in tool-usage scenario

Figure 18: Template of ToolLLaMA for evaluating the generalization on unseen tools.


