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Abstract

We introduce an innovative RAG-based frame-
work with an ever-improving memory. Inspired
by humans’ pedagogical process, RAM utilizes
recursively reasoning-based retrieval and ex-
perience reflections to continually update the
memory and learn from users’ communica-
tive feedback, namely communicative learn-
ing. Extensive experiments with both simu-
lated and real users demonstrate significant
improvements over traditional RAG and self-
knowledge methods, particularly excelling in
handling false premise and multi-hop questions.
Furthermore, RAM exhibits promising adapt-
ability to various feedback and retrieval meth-
ods, showcasing its potential for advancing AI
capabilities in dynamic knowledge acquisition
and lifelong learning.

1 Introduction

“Learning, flexibility, and attention to the
partner are obviously fundamental char-
acteristics of the human way of communi-
cating, and things simply could not move
in the human direction until they were
present.”

—Tomasello (2010)

Human learning, extended as a lifelong process,
typically operates in a communicative and cooper-
ative framework among people via different forms
of interactions within the physical and social world,
as evidenced by the above quotes of Tomasello
(2010). From toddlers to academic graduates, the
learning process (referred to as pedagogy; Shul-
man (1987)) often involves two communicative
roles: a student that perceives, reasons and learns
over the communicative messages (e.g., conversa-
tions) to update his/her internal knowledge (a.k.a.
belief); and a teacher that delivers messages and
provides feedback based on his/her professionalism.
Such a learning paradigm, named communicative

learning (CL; Yuan and Zhu (2023)) or interactive
learning (IL; De Raedt and Bruynooghe (1992)),
is considered natural and transparent along with
numerous advantages that today’s artificial intel-
ligence (AI) systems seek to obtain, e.g., explain-
ability (Lakkaraju et al., 2022), life-long grown
skills (Dalvi et al., 2022), etc.

Empowered by the recent surge of large lan-
guage models (LLMs), many research works have
attempted to build complicated AI agents to per-
form a spectrum of tasks with emergent capacities,
such as Human-AI conversations, in-context rea-
soning (Wei et al., 2022), situated planning (Wang
et al., 2023a,b), etc. Despite the compelling suc-
cess, the immutability and uninterpretability of
pre-trained language models yield non-trivial chal-
lenges in building communicatively-learned AI
(CLAI) agents: (i) the implicit knowledge repre-
sentation makes it hard to revise or edit pre-trained
memory and may result in “hallucinations” (Lewis
et al., 2020); (ii) the limited context window size
constrains the potential to take in the entire con-
text history as memory (Li et al., 2023). More
recently, retrieval-augmented generation (RAG;
Lewis et al. (2020)) is proposed to enable access-
ing and precisely manipulating the memory with a
disentangled knowledge storage system; refer to §4
for details. However, conventional RAG augments
LLMs with a static and exterior knowledge to ad-
dress knowledge-intensive tasks. Fundamentally,
the main challenge of building CLAI agents lies
in determining when and how to update dynamic
and internal knowledge given communicative feed-
back.

In this work, we introduce an innovative
ever-improving memory system RAM (namely
Retrieval Augmented Memory), in analogy to the
fast-updated memory cache in computer systems
(see Fig. 1). Without periodically re-training with a
huge number of parameters, RAM enables LLMs
to obtain fresh knowledge and historical experience
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Memory

Geppetto,   also known as Mister Geppetto, is a fictional character in the 1883 novel  [......]
Giorgia Meloni (born 15 January 1977) is an Italy|Italian politician [......]

Recursive
Retrieval

Reasoning-based Retrieval
I need to search Mister Geppettos child, search 
its country of citizenship. Then search the head 
of government of that country.

Reflected Memory

Inference

？

Geppettos child Pinocchio, is a citizen 
of Italy. Giuseppe Conte is the head of 
government of Italy before 2019 and 
now it is Giorgia Meloni. 

The current head of state can change 
due to elections or other political 
events. Giuseppe Conte term ended in 
2019. 

Human Feedback (Hints)

Multi-step
Reflection

Continual
Update

Prompts

      Solve a question answering task 
with interleaving Thought, Action, 
Observation steps. […]

      You will be given a previous 
reasoning trial in which you had 
access to an external database and 
a question to answer. […]

      Given the latest relevant fact, 
please update/edit the existing 
memory based on the fact. […]

1

2

3

Question
Who is the head of government 
in the country which is the 
citizenship of Mister Geppetto's 
child?

Large Language
Models

RAM

Trial 1:  Geppettos child is a citizen of Italy, 
therefore the head of government is the 
President of the Italian Republic.
Trial 2:  Giuseppe Conte is the head of 
government in the country ...
Trial 3: 
Giuseppe Conte is the head of Italy where 
Mister Geppetto's child ... (same as history)

Figure 1: Learning framework of RAM. Blue boxes indicate LLMs’ in-context reasoning and the green box
indicates feedback from external users. ➊ Given a new question, LLMs take multi-step reasoning and inference
through self-reflection. If the current inference is the same as in previous trials, the human will provide additional
hints as feedback to help LLMs better answer. ➋ Relevant knowledge is recursively retrieved from memory based
on LLMs’ reasoning. ➌ LLMs generate a reflected memory learning from the feedback and the ground truth to
update the memory. All prompts are shortened for simplicity; refer to Appendix F for complete templates.

by dynamically improving and growing a continu-
ally updated memory through human communica-
tions (§2).

Specifically, RAM is composed of a recursive
reasoning-based retrieval and a memory-reflection
module: the former enables a faithful and self-
refined reasoning trajectory throughout a recur-
sively retrieval-based reasoning process (R3; §2.1);
the latter enriches the dynamic memory with cur-
rent observations and user feedback for further self-
improvement. To be close to real-world human
teaching, we investigate different forms of com-
mon human feedback (§2.3) to ablate RAM’s per-
formance. One close work to us is TeachMe (Dalvi
et al., 2022), which aims to create a teachable
QA system. However, TeachMe is restricted by
solely adding user-supplied corrections to erro-
neous model beliefs for further retrieval, in which
memory is far from well-updated and continually
maintained.

In §3, comprehensive experiments with both
simulated and real users empirically show that
RAM largely promotes the performance on var-
ious baselines, backbones and categories of knowl-
edge. Specifically, under the evaluation metric of
GPT4_score on two datasets, RAM achieves an

average improvement of 30% over self-knowledge
and 40% over RAG-only. Notably, RAM exceeds
methods with ground-truth updated memory. More-
over, RAM excelled in false premise and multi-hop
questions which current LLMs still struggle with. It
is worth noting that for novel questions, the model
gains 10-20% with self-reflected memory, allowing
learning ever-changing knowledge and improving
the reasoning capabilities in the long run. Finally,
we make robust ablation studies to demonstrate the
generalization of RAM to different ways of teach-
ing, feedback and retrieval chain types in practice.

2 The RAM Framework

In this section, we provide detailed descriptions
of each key component of RAM and how they
collaborate in a unified framework. Fig. 1 depicts
the RAM architecture. Detailed implementations
are introduced in Appendix A.

2.1 R3: Recursive Reasoning-based Retrieval
Many previous methods have attempted to inter-
leave reasoning and acting (Yao et al., 2023; Shinn
et al., 2023) in a chain-of-thought (CoT) paradigm.
More recently, such strategies have also been in-
tegrated with retrieval-based tools during the rea-



Algorithm 1: Reasoning process of R3

Input: Query Q, memory buffer M, ground truth G,
action A = ∅, prompts ➊ and ➋ as in Fig. 1.

1 for tri = 1 to N do
2 while A ̸= Finish do

/* 1. Reasoning Step */
3 Get action A and keyword r with:

A, r ← LLM(Q; prompt➊ )
/* 2. Retrieval Step */

4 Get semantically relevant memory from M:
m∗ ← argmaxm∈M sim(r,m)

/* 3. Inference Step */
5 Get inference result:

Inf ← LLM(m∗,FB, Q; prompt➋ )
6 if Inf in historical inferences then
7 Get feedback with hints:

FB ← Feedback(Q,G)

8 if sim(Inf,G) > accept_threshold then
9 break

10 return (m∗
i , Infi, FBi), i ∈ [1, ..., N ]

soning trace (Luo et al., 2024). However, these
prompting methods, simply taking the query or its
variants for RAG, failed to consider the dynamic se-
mantics during the reasoning process. For instance
in Fig. 1, the initial key semantics of the query is
“Mister Geppetoś child”. Due to the nature of se-
mantic matching, most likely the RAG engine will
produce information w.r.t. “Mister Geppeto” or his
child. However, by deeply going further along the
reasoning trace, more extra information (e.g., “head
of Italy”) has to be taken into consideration. To this
end, we propose R3, a recursive CoT paradigm
that prompts the model to iteratively retrieve and
reason step-by-step to solve the question with a
vector-based memory.

Given a query Q and a memory buffer
M initialized with K outdated knowledge
M = {m1, · · · ,mK}. The whole R3 process runs
in a trial loop {tri, 1 ≤ i ≤ N}. At tri, R3 runs
a sequential steps of Reason-Retrieval-Inference.
Reason: R3 reasons on Q and decomposes it
into a few plausible actions A, e.g., “I need
to search ... Then search ... ”. We then
formalize the reasoning results to a sequence of ac-
tions Search using self-reflection. Retrieval: The
action Search with a reflected keyword or phrase r
(e.g., “Minster Geppetos child”) is the result
of reasoning on Q. R3 retrieves the most relevant
memory w.r.t. m∗ = argmaxm∈M sim(r,m). R3

continues the Reason-Retrieval process until it
finishes retrieval with an inference result. Infer-
ence: The model inferences on all the retrieved
memory to obtain an inference result Inf (e.g.,

“President of the Italian Republic” in
Trial. If Inf is judged wrong, a new trial tri+1 for
R3 starts for more attempts. Otherwise, the model
starts to update M (§2.2). Inferences and feedback
in all the trials are stored in the scratchpad for
memory update. The overall process can be seen in
Algorithm 1.

It has been shown from previous works (Gao
et al., 2024; Yan et al., 2024) that retrieval based
on text similarity is far from enough to cope with
complex tasks. Instead of a single call to retrieve
the answer directly, R3 proposed in RAM produces
a promising paradigm to discover a faithful rea-
soning trace leading to a probable correct answer
through multiple rounds of inference, reflection and
interaction with external user/environment. Itera-
tive retrieval provides sufficient contexts and sit-
uated evidence for forward reasoning, especially
when coupled with restricted knowledge. In the
meantime, interweaving reasoning on the track of
retrieval helps to clarify the search direction, de-
compose the complex multi-retrieval task through
planning, and narrow down the retrieval objective
to get the final answer.

Ask for help In RAM, we maintain a list
of historical inferences for each trial, i.e., Inf =
{Inf1, · · · , InfN}. During R3, if the current Infi
is semantically the same as any historical inference
result, an “ask-for-help” mechanism is activated by
querying human users for more hints to assist the
reasoning process. It is possibly due to a lack of
knowledge or a confined mindset on retrieval of
the model which needs external help. In §2.3, we
propose different categories of human feedback in
RAM.

2.2 An Ever-Improving Memory
Existing RAG-based methods (Tandon et al.,
2022a; Madaan et al., 2023; Sarch et al., 2023)
suppose the knowledge is up-to-date (Du et al.,
2023; Zhong et al., 2023) or can be acquired di-
rectly from a search engine (Vu et al., 2023). A
naive solution is to add all feedback FB to M
without dealing with knowledge fusion and align-
ment. The infinitely enlarging memory, however,
makes the retrieval process time-consuming and
inaccurate and is therefore infeasible for real-world
and complicated contexts.

Let Mold denote the initial memory buffer and
M cur denote the current memory buffer, the mem-
ory update process in RAM goes as follows. Given
a new query Q, after the R3 process ends with a cor-



rect Inf or reaches trN , we localize the most rel-
evant m∗ ∈ M cur and locally edit it. Specifically,
we start by collecting inferences and feedback in
all the trials as context and prompting the LLM
with the ground truth G to generate a reflected
memory mR = reflect(G, Inf1, FB1, Inf2, · · · ),
where reflect(·) denotes step ➌ in Fig. 1.
Then we utilize the semantic similarity to lo-
calize the most relevant memory piece m∗ =
argmaxm∈Mcur sim(m,mR) and update the
memory buffer to Mupd by replacing m∗ as mR.
The updated memory Mupd is extensive and adap-
tive to ever-changing knowledge in the real world
as the latest information is absorbed and outdated
data is modified or discarded.

2.3 Knowledge From Human Feedback
Interactively learning from feedback is crucial for
agents to avoid repeated errors from historical tri-
als and accelerate the learning process with limited
knowledge and capabilities. Closer to how humans
learn, there are various types of feedback, that can
benefit the model to get a reward/signal for its cur-
rent performance, an explanation of past behaviors,
instructions for future behavior learning through
iterative interactions. We describe three different
categories of human feedback in RAM as below.
Feedback without explanation It serves as an
automatic evaluator for Infi in tri for further re-
trieval and self-reflection. We compute the seman-
tic similarity between embeddings of Inf with G
based on the pre-defined threshold. Using auto-
matic similarity as FB provides more flexibility
than traditional n-gram matching while remaining
comparatively accurate with lower costs than em-
ploying LLM itself as an evaluator.
Feedback with hints Instead of offering ground
truth directly (or statements semantically the same),
it is expected to conditionally provide either ad-
ditional knowledge or a new direction for better
retrieval based on previous scratchpads and given
ground truth. It not only allows the model to learn
the association among multiple relevant pieces of
knowledge in a single problem but also teaches the
model the way of thinking to continually promote
its intricate reasoning capability from historical
trials.
Feedback with direct answers It retrievals can
provide clear and explicit correct responses. It is
more efficient to expedite the learning process
and eliminate ambiguity from being caught in a
dilemma after several rounds of recursive thinking

and actions. However, it cannot necessarily fos-
ter the problem-solving capabilities of the model
as it predominantly relies on human supervision,
seeming more like a “spoon-fed” approach; refer
to §3.2.1 for empirical results.

3 Experiments

3.1 Setup

Datasets & Preprocessing We evaluate
the performance of RAM with two QA datasets:
FreshQA (Vu et al., 2023) and MQuAKE-T (Zhong
et al., 2023), both of which are newly constructed
and mostly contain the latest knowledge in 2023
to avoid data leakage (Liu et al., 2023; Zhou
et al., 2023). To be consistent with our memory
updating setting, we carefully select 462 QA
pairs (118/100/187/175 for false-premise/fast-
changing/slow-changing/never-changing world
knowledge, respectively) from FreshQA whose
knowledge comes only from Wikipedia articles; for
MQuAKE-T, we extract all the 96 1-hop questions,
based on which 386 multi-hop questions are further
sampled with the same distribution as the original
dataset to compose the subset (a total of 482 QAs).
It is worth noting that in the continual knowledge
learning setting, the training set is identical to
the testing set, i.e., whether the knowledge has
been learned or memorized by the model.
Models We use the chat version of LLaMA-2-7B
and LLaMA-2-13B (Touvron et al., 2023), which
are commonly used in open-sourced LLM evalua-
tion. We also involve Vicuna (Chiang et al., 2023)
which is instruction-tuned on LLaMA for compari-
son. For the commercial model, we utilize GPT-3.5-
turbo (OpenAI, 2023) from OpenAI with its default
parameters, which is deemed to have much larger
parameters and a stronger reasoning capability.
Evaluation metrics For each dataset, we
follow Baktash and Dawodi (2023) to use
GPT4_score and the semantic similarity based
BERTScore (Zhang et al., 2020; Zhu et al.,
2021) as the major evaluation metric widely used
for open-domain question answering. By setting
GPT4’s temperature to 0 and top_p to 1, we aim
for more deterministic predictions. We randomly
selected 400 questions (200 from each dataset) and
evaluated the accuracy from both GPT4’s and the
human perspective. Tab. 1 validates the agreement
between the GPT4 evaluator and human evaluation
with a high consistency score. To further assess
the relative performance variations under different



Dataset Human GPT4 Agreement

FreshQA 58.0 59.5 98.5
MQuAKE 44.0 46.5 96.5

Table 1: Evaluation agreement.

Dataset Method GPT4_score

FreshQA

Self-knowledge 36.36
RAG-only 33.77
RAM-R3 45.98
RAM 60.17
RAG-upd 63.85

MQuAKE

Self-knowledge 12.66
RAG-only 8.51
RAM-R3 27.41
RAM 48.96
RAG-upd 36.10

Table 2: Evaluation of retrieval-based methods on
FreshQA and MQuAKE. From GPT4_score, RAM’s
performance improves with feedback and growing mem-
ory over self-knowledge and RAG-only with 30%. It
comes close (3%) to or surpasses (12%) RAG-upd with
R3.

settings, we adopt automatic metrics True Positive
Rate (TPR), False Negative Rate (FNR) (Riehl
et al., 2023), refer to Appendix A.2 for computa-
tion.
Implementation and User Simulation We
mainly use LLaMA-2-7B (Touvron et al., 2023)
as the backbone for all experiments, refer to Ap-
pendix A.2, Tab. 7 and Tab. 12 for more set-
tings. Refer to Sec. 3.3 for detailed results and
Appendix D for implementation details.

3.2 Main Results

We measure the model’s ability to answer fresh
questions under five retrieval-based methods:

1. Self-knowledge: directly answering the ques-
tions with pre-trained self-knowledge;

2. RAG-only: answering the questions based on
retrieval from Mold;

3. RAM-R3: answering the questions only using
R3 based on Mold;

4. RAM: answering each question using RAM
process to obtain M cur. We use “Feedback with
hints” to provide simulated human feedback. We
fix the order of questions to produce consistent
memory update results.

5. RAG-upd (RAG with updated memory): us-
ing the direct answer as feedback for all learning
traces and providing RAG-only results based on

Self-knowledge RAG-only RAM RAG-upd
(a) FreshQA
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Figure 2: Evaluation on multi-hop questions using
RAM.

Mupd with the latest knowledge. The average sim-
ilarity between mR with the ground truth of each
question is 0.95 (FreshQA) and 0.91 (MQuAKE)
indicating that the memory contains all knowledge
of corresponding questions learned from RAM.

Tab. 2 illustrates the main performance of RAM.
As seen, RAM demonstrates outstanding perfor-
mance from GPT4_score, exceeding around 30%
compared to self-knowledge and RAG-only with
limited knowledge. With the help of feedback
with hints and partially updated memory, RAM
largely improves RAM-R3 (up to 20%) evalu-
ated by GPT4_score while RAM falls behind in
BERTScore. It is probably due to the computed
sentence similarity being higher in sentences with
more common words with the ground truth al-
though it may be a wrong answer.

Notably, the performance of RAM is even better
than RAG-upd on MQuAKE. We hypothesize that
the dataset requires multi-retrieval knowledge from
different documents which is not realized under the
default retrieval setting. Tab. 3 and Fig. 2 provide
more in-depth analysis on settings. We summarize
our main observations as follows.
RAM benefits largely when answering false
premise questions. There are plenty of false
premise questions (which include questions whose
premises are factually incorrect and thus have to be
rebutted) in FreshQA and it has been shown that



Method Vaild Premise False Premise

fast slow never < 2022 ≥ 2022 < 2022 ≥ 2022

Self-knowledge 14.14 29.84 53.72 56.64 17.41 47.31 32.00
RAG-only 7.07 15.32 60.33 58.04 7.96 53.76 28.00
RAM 14.14 46.77 81.82 81.11 27.36 94.62 76.00
RAG-upd 53.54 55.65 80.17 75.52 55.22 65.59 60.00

Table 3: Evaluation (GPT4_score) on various categories of ques-
tions in FreshQA.

Method BERTScore GPT4_score
Embedding 82.33 36.84

BM25 79.39 42.05
Ensemble 77.72 42.11

Embedding+Rerank 82.77 34.21
Ensemble+Rerank 83.07 34.21

Table 4: Performance using different re-
trieval methods in FreshQA.

Dataset Method GPT4_score TPR FNR

FreshQA
RAG-rel 22.56 (20.12) ∆=+6.70 ∆=+4.20
RAM-rel 62.20 (56.70) ∆=+6.10 ∆=+0.60

MQuAKE
RAG-rel 10.48 (6.48) ∆=+5.20 ∆=+1.00
RAM-rel 71.51 (43.60) ∆=+31.40 ∆=+3.50

Table 5: Effect of the ever-improving memory in
RAM. In each subset, we select one question for mem-
ory update and test the rest questions with Mupd using
RAG-only (RAG-rel) and RAM (RAM-rel). The results
using Mold are in the parentheses as baselines.

current LLMs struggle with these questions that
are not pre-trained on (Vu et al., 2023). In Tab. 3,
RAM significantly contributes to the false premise
questions (over 40% accuracy improvements) and
shows impressive performance above RAG-upd,
even when the ground truth is in the memory. In-
terleaving R3 helps to dramatically diminish the
presence of unreasonable and hallucinated answers
to questions proposed without valid premises. It
leverages deeper step-by-step thinking rather than
answering directly without sufficient evidence to
obtain a reliable answer.
RAM boosts the learning of slow/never-
changing knowledge. Tab. 3 reveals that RAM
especially promotes the learning of slow-changing
and never-changing questions to a large extent. It is
mainly because the recent knowledge in these two
categories probably has close associations with ex-
isting memory and can be further deduced through
multi-hop reasoning or computations. Additionally,
questions before and after 2022 can benefit from
RAM even with outdated knowledge. We find that
the model still suffers on questions involving fast-
changing information beyond their knowledge cut-
off date. The feedback with hints from GPT4 (with
knowledge before April 2023) has minimal gains
on these fast-changing questions, which indicates
the outcomes of communicative learning are also
limited by the scope of knowledge and skills of
teaching.
RAM is helpful for multi-hop questions with

Dataset Feedback Text
similarity

GPT4
_score TPR FNR

FreshQA
Direct answer

0.28
83.11

∆=+11.90 ∆=+3.60
Hints 91.34

MQuAKE
Direct answer

0.24
53.52

∆=+26.80 ∆=+6.00
Hints 74.27

Table 6: Performance using feedback with hints and
direct answers. The text similarity is computed by co-
sine similarity between embeddings of the direct answer
and hints.

deeper depths. Fig. 2 shows that the model with
RAM produces notable gains on multi-hop ques-
tions, especially for MQuAKE. RAM offers larger
improvements on 3-hop questions than others,
leveraging recursive reasoning-based retrieval on
more complex QA tasks. The performance of RAM
in multi-hop questions for MQuAKE dramatically
improves from 7% to 50% on 2-hop and 6% to 53%
on 3-hop, which substantially exceeds the accuracy
of RAG-upd.

3.2.1 Ablation Studies
Recursive reasoning based retrieval (R3) As
depicted in Fig. 3, for trials ended with a different
number of steps in RAM, the average text simi-
larity gradually gets higher as the step increases.
R3 advances the learning process in the right di-
rection to acquire a probable correct answer. How-
ever, there are intermediate steps with a similarity
decrease, which indicates that the pieces of knowl-
edge retrieved as context are not always similar
in texts with common phrases/keywords. It’s far
from enough for QA using RAG only, particularly
for questions that need complicated reasoning. The
effect of using the most commonly used retrieval
methods (Zhao et al., 2024) on FreshQA are evalu-
ated in Tab. 4 implemented by LangChain12 under
default configuration. It illustrates that embedding-
based retrieval used in RAM achieved competi-
tive performance on the selected datasets. Methods

1https://python.langchain.com/docs/integrations/retrievers
2https://python.langchain.com/docs/modules/data_connect

ion/retrievers/ensemble
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Figure 3: Evaluation of multi-step trials. Each sub-figure indicates step-wise average text similarity between the
Inf and G.

combined with BM25 achieve high by GPT4_score
while the ensemble with rerank performs the best
by BERTScore. It is desirable that different re-
trieval methods are carefully designed in various
application scenarios for better use.
Continual knowledge in improving memory In
order to validate the effectiveness of Mupd, we
manually check and group relevant questions into
several question subsets. In FreshQA, relevant ques-
tions refer to the same topic/event/entities while
in MQuAKE, those multi-hop questions using the
same single-hop facts are grouped w.r.t. assessment
in Tab. 5. In FreshQA, each question in the group
can be the selected question while in MQuAKE, the
selected question should be a single-hop question
only. To our expectation, RAG-rel and RAM-rel
increase their performance respectively by leverag-
ing the additional knowledge from Mupd in histor-
ical trials. This suggests that maintaining a grow-
ing memory is helpful to continuously learn from
experience across different questions/tasks in the
long run. Besides, the performance of RAM-rel in
MQuAKE surprisingly raises a lot due to the ex-
plicit relevance among constructed multi-hop ques-
tions with sharing 1-hop facts than questions from
FreshQA. The performance delta in each setting is
computed as a comparison with its corresponding
baseline.
Feedback We first run RAM to get Mupd un-
der different feedback strategies. Later we eval-
uate RAG-upd on the same question set with the
Mupd and the results are in Tab. 6. The average text
similarity between both settings is extremely low
showing their discrepancy. RAM with hints yields
a +8% and +20% higher accuracy than the other in
each dataset respectively. Relevant knowledge in

Model BERTScore GPT4_score
Self-knowledge RAM Self-knowledge RAM

LLaMA-7B 80.27 83.25 36.36 60.17
LLaMA-13B 79.97 83.44 40.56 70.09
Vicuna-7B 79.95 80.24 35.71 59.68

GPT3.5-turbo 81.87 83.21 46.54 58.87

Table 7: Performance of different models.

hints (although it is not the exact ground truth to
any other question) provides further gains across
questions that have implicitly shared knowledge.
The relative TPR and FPR gains for hints com-
pared with the direct answer empirically validate
that feedback with hints effectively teaches and
stimulates the model to better use self-knowledge
and inner capability to deal with upcoming new
knowledge.
Performance on different base models Tab. 7
presents that all the tested models gain from RAM
to a great degree to show the generalization of
RAM on different models. For open-sourced mod-
els, LLaMA2-13B is much more accurate than
LLaMA2-7B with a larger knowledge base and
stronger reasoning capability. Meanwhile, Vicuna-
7B underperforms the others due to degraded per-
formance in in-context few-shot learning based on
RAG after instruct-tuning. Compared with GPT3.5-
turbo, it can be induced that a smaller model
with fewer advantages in self-knowledge is able to
achieve more advanced performance using RAM.

3.3 Results with Real Users
In Tab. 8, we empirically show the effectiveness of
communicative learning with real users. Compared
with Tab. 2, it proves that feedback in RAM largely
contributes to LLMs’ performance in both tables
than the other retrieval-based methods. Besides,



Dataset Method Human Acc.

FreshQA

Self-knowledge 20.00
RAG-only 26.67
RAM 64.76
RAG-upd 69.05

MQuAKE

Self-knowledge 13.33
RAG-only 13.33
RAM 56.19
RAG-upd 44.76

Table 8: Accuracy evaluated by real users with inter-
action. The Human Acc. indicates the averaged accu-
racy of QA evaluated by different users.

RAM with feedback from real users increases by
20% than GPT4, indicating the customized feed-
back conditionally provided by users contributes
more than LLM-as-teacher. Divergent content and
methodologies of feedback have a great influence
on the effectiveness of learning from communi-
cations, which needs to be further explored in fu-
ture works. With deeper analysis, 32% users pro-
vided feedback by decomposing questions into a
sequence of actions and 22% provided relevant
facts as hints. Further, 18% users only responded
the given answer was wrong without explanation.
Some 13% users provide direct answers as feed-
back and 5% make further clarification on the query.
Above 90% users combine multiple ways of teach-
ing during interactions. Although there is no limi-
tation on the feedback, most users first choose to
provide hints to assist the model thinking rather
than telling the ground truth directly for one hit to
our expectation. More analysis and examples can
be seen in Appendix C and Appendix E.

4 Related Work

Retrieval augmented generation (RAG) Re-
trieval Augmented Generation (Lewis et al., 2020;
Mao et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2021; Parvez et al.,
2021; Jiang et al., 2023; Trivedi et al., 2023) lever-
ages the external knowledge base and helps LLMs
with limited knowledge to solve dynamic prob-
lems without the need for repeated fine-tuning.
TeachMe (Dalvi et al., 2022) allows real users to
provide correct beliefs and store them in dynamic
memory, which can be retrieved to avoid previous
mistakes in the next turn. Jarvis-1 (Wang et al.,
2023b) leverage memory with historical action se-
quences as experience for RAG for better planning.
Lift-Yourself-Up (Cheng et al., 2023) focuses on

using human-written references as a memory for
RAG to enhance text generation. However, these
models rely solely on the semantic similarity be-
tween the question and external corpus, making it
difficult to pursue a suitable and precise answer.
Continual learning for LLM-as-agent Exist-
ing methods to update LLMs with fresh knowl-
edge are always costly and temporary. Continual
Learning for LLM-as-agent (van de Ven and To-
lias, 2019; De Lange et al., 2022; Buzzega et al.,
2020; Wang et al., 2020) is driven to cope with the
ever-changing world knowledge and continuously
adapt to evolving tasks and environments in a life-
long time. Reflexion (Shinn et al., 2023) employs
self-reflection in “verbal” reinforcement, guiding
agents to learn from errors and achieve in-context
continual learning from historical experience. FB-
NET (Tandon et al., 2022b) prevents similar mis-
takes in script generation using dynamic memory.
Critically, there is still a lack of delicately designed
data acquisition and maintenance in memory.
Learning from human feedback Human feed-
back (Christiano et al., 2017; Bai et al., 2022;
Casper et al., 2023; Lin et al., 2020) has been
applied in various domains for LLM enhance-
ment through iterative interactions with humans.
RLHF (Ziegler et al., 2019) presents a method
for fine-tuning language models using human pref-
erences, applied to tasks such as summarization
and continuing text generation. Eureka (Ma et al.,
2023) generates and refines the reward functions
for reinforcement learning, enabling dexterous ma-
nipulation and gradient-free learning from human
feedback. In situ bidirectional human-robot value
alignment (Yuan et al., 2022) uses human feedback
to align with the user’s values in decision-making.
In RAM, instead of answering directly, users pro-
vide hints to help LLM develop their own way of
thinking.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we propose RAM, an effective sys-
tem to learn fresh knowledge using RAG and com-
municative learning from human feedback. It is
a training-free and RAG-based system that builds
continually updated memory with fresh knowledge
and historical experience via communicative learn-
ing. The compelling results show that RAM applies
to learning fresh knowledge in the ever-changing
world, which delivers a more natural and effective
learning paradigm for AI agents.



Limitations

In this study, we utilize a vector embedding
database to store relevant documents as external
memory. We encourage future work to extend
the memory component of RAM with more ad-
vanced structures such as other structured knowl-
edge graphs or traditional relational databases. Con-
sidering the limited context window of LLMs, fu-
ture work may study how the RAM performs with
varying learning capacities from RAG.

Despite our thorough experiments with different
backbones, it may not be precisely reflected due
to several factors, including the limitation of the
model size and diversity of models, a lack of ad-
equate hardware resources, and the potential for
more efficient prompts and techniques to further
stimulate the model’s abilities. Limited by the hu-
man/model expertise and biases, potentially lead-
ing to inconsistent results.

Ethics Statement

Various reasoning strategies such as Chain-of-
Thought (CoT), ReAct and others can be applied in
this pipeline. Meanwhile, plenty of retrieval meth-
ods are supported and can be customized for RAM
under specific memory configurations. These di-
verse methods allow us to provide valuable insights
into their performance and effectiveness within this
system.

There is always limited memory capacity for
learning the ever-changing knowledge in the real
world. Similar to humans, the continually learned
memory can be reorganized and induced to high-
level rulesskills for later use instead of memorizing
all the naive facts directly learned from scratch.
Building an abstractive memory continually in-
duced from existing facts helps better and quicker
retrieval as well as fewer storage resources needed
for memory.

In the future, we will further explore the way of
Teach and its impact on learning. Apart from how
the feedback is generated (hints or direct answers)
in Section 3, mechanisms such as replay, exercise,
and induction can be involved and delicately de-
signed with well-organized tasks and knowledge.
RAM has demonstrated its interaction with both
GPT4 and real users in our experiments. We believe
that the lack of GPT4 knowledge and user experi-
ence also limits the contribution of human feedback
in RAM, which could be further evaluated.

Another key challenge for feedback is to deter-

mine the stages in the task-solving process where
human intervention is most beneficial and effective,
aligning to minimize human involvement while
maximizing task performance. The model is ex-
pected to learn to ask for feedback proactively
when it meets self-knowledge deficiency or stucks
in the loop. It takes less manual cost to provide
as little feedback as possible to avoid redundancy
since the essential feedback is customized and pro-
vided on needs.

We are also looking forward to the performance
and generality of RAM not only in knowledge-
intensive QA tasks but also in other tasks like plan-
ning, code generation, etc. Although we believe
RAM is easy to instantiate on different tasks, we ac-
knowledge and leave the evaluation on other tasks
as future work.
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A Implementation Details

A.1 Implementation Details for RAM
Recursive reasoning-based retrieval In this paper, we employ ReAct (Yao et al., 2023) as the reasoning
strategy to choose steps of thought, action, and observation. We replace the lookup/search action in the
original ReAct using RAG from the existing memory with limited knowledge. The max number of trails
and steps is set to 4 and 6, respectively. Prompts used in this process can be found in Appendix F.

Since the facts in both datasets are mostly after 2023, we affiliate the model with old knowledge for
RAG to test its ability of continual learning. We manually crawled outdated Wikipedia articles (before
April 2021) from the official website3 as the source to corresponding QAs. Each article is encoded as an
embedding in the vector database ChromaDB4(supported in LangChain (Pandya and Holia, 2023)) using
the sentence transformers model all-MiniLM-L6-v25 with default parameters. The default chain type for
retrieval is "stuff", which retrieves the top-1 relevant document as context based on L2 similarity in each
call. The model generates the observation through in-context learning based on the context. The document
will be truncated if its length is larger than the limited context window of the model.
Feedback For feedback without explanation, the text similarity used in the paper is computed by co-
sine similarity using sentence transformers bert-base-nli-mean-tokens6 to encode the inference result
and the ground truth into text embeddings EmbPred, EmbG. Per a predefined threshold of 0.9, the
feedback can be generated based on the cosine similarity between both embeddings: Feedback =
The answer is correct if sim > 0.9; otherwise wrong, where:

sim =
EmbPred · EmbG∣∣EmbPred

∣∣× ∣∣EmbG
∣∣ (1)

For feedback with hints, we exploit GPT4 as the teacher using its strong in-context learning capability
to provide feedback situated on the known ground truth G and previous scratchpads S: Feedback =
Prompting(G,S)
Updated memory After RAM ends with a correct prediction or reaches max number of trials, we utilize
semantic similarity to localize the most relevant knowledge and locally edit it. There are two steps to
update the memory: 1) We first collect the inference result and feedback in all the trials as context.
Based on the ground truth, we prompt the model to generate a reflected memory; 2) Then we compute
BM25(Askari et al., 2023) similarity between the reflected memory and each sentence for each document.
The most relevant sentence among those whose similarity scores are above the predefined threshold is
extracted and replaced.

A.2 Experiment Settings
In evaluation, the implementation parameters of models and metrics are in default settings. Due to the
inference-only nature of RAM, all the implementations for LLaMA-2-7B and 13B can be run on a single
Nvidia A100 80GB GPU, 32GB memory, 128 Core AMD CPU. The average time cost(second) for
LLaMA-2-7B for each step and each trial is 8s and 30s respectively per question.

For each dataset, the increased number of questions predicted from wrong to right is FT . Reversely,
the increased number of questions predicted from right to wrong is TF . Total is the total number of
questions in the dataset. The True Positive Rate (TPR) and False Negative Rate (FNR) can be computed
using the formula below:

TPR =
FT

Total
, FNR =

TF

Total
(2)

B Further analysis and results

We provide further ablation studies in different configurations in RAM using LLaMA2-7B mainly on
FreshQA as below:

3https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Main_Page
4https://github.com/chroma-core/chroma
5https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-MiniLM-L6-v2
6https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/bert-base-nli-mean-tokens



Method BERTScore GPT4_score
BM25 91.11 78.95
LDA 90.32 65.79
BERT 90.60 65.79

Table 9: Similarity methods.

Retrieval chain type BERTScore GPT4_score Trials / Steps

Default 81.09 48.96 2.38 / 9.34
Map_reduce 93.93 41.42 2.44 / 9.58

Refine 91.65 45.89 2.27 / 9.96
Map_rerank 91.98 46.88 2.23 / 8.76

Table 10: Retrieval chain types on MQuAKE.

Threshold BERTScore GPT4_score
0.80 91.06 65.79
0.85 90.36 65.79
0.90 91.11 78.95
0.95 91.05 65.79

Table 11: Feedback thresholds.

Model Avg. no. of step Avg. no. of trial
LLaMA-7B 4.98 1.39

LLaMA-13B 4.72 1.39
Vicuna-7B 6.23 1.40

GPT3.5-turbo 4.64 1.22

Table 12: Efficiency of different mod-
els in RAM.

Top k BERTScore GPT4_score
1 91.11 78.95
2 90.37 60.53
3 90.30 63.16

Table 13: TopN documents in R3.

Efficiency on Different Base Models In terms of efficiency in RAM, it is mainly evaluated by the
number of steps and trials used to answer the question. Considering the performance in Tab. 12, we find
that to get the correct answer, LLaMA-13B needs 0.2 steps per trial fewer than LLaMA-7B with higher
efficiency. This is mainly due to the stronger reasoning ability of the 13B model. When compared with
GPT3.5, the external feedback to the smaller model LLaMA-13B could compensate for the deficiency in
its self-knowledge and lack of reasoning ability achieving a better result with comparative efficiency.
Thresholds for feedback without explanation We evaluate the effect of thresholds defined for feedback
without explanation and the result is in the Tab. 11. RAM exhibits notably superior performance for both
Bert_score and GPT4_score at 0.9, surpassing other selected thresholds for comparison. The result proves
the threshold value selected in this paper is reasonable to some extent.
Similarity computation methods for memory update We compare different text similarity computa-
tion methods used for memory update in Tab. 9. The results indicate that using BM25 employed in RAM
shows a slight advancement in both metrics than other traditional similarity computation methods like
LDA (Blei et al., 2001) and Bert (Devlin et al., 2018). This demonstrates the design choice in RAM that
only the sentence with the highest relevance is used for updating to avoid interfering with other existing
knowledge in the memory.
Retrieval chain types We also evaluate and compare the performance in Tab. 10 using different retrieval
chain types7 for reference. It can be seen that the default type in RAM performs slightly better than
the other types on the selected two datasets by keeping the original content of the retrieved documents.
Moreover, the type "Map_rerank" ranks behind by selecting the answer with the highest score to locate
the most relevant answer with minimum trials.
Number of documents for retrieval in R3 We undertake the experiment on the number of documents
for retrieval in R3 in Tab. 13. The result indicates that retrieval for top-1 documents employed in RAM
shows more advancement in both metrics. This demonstrates that answers to FreshQA mostly lie in the
top document with the highest text similarity using one single retrieval. Our implementation in RAM also
helps to avoid noise caused by irrelevant context retrieved with lower similarity.

C Failure Cases Analysis from User Interaction and Potential Improvements

We identify the underlying cause of failure cases in RAM enabling further improvement. We randomly
chose 25 cases from user simulation and distinct categories of causes are as below:

40% (10/25) bad retrieval: cases where the model either retrieves the incorrect document or hits the
right document without finding the exact answer.

Since there is outdated knowledge in the current memory for retrieval, semantic-based RAG is no
longer enough to pursue the correct answer. We have evaluated the performance using different retrieval
chain types in Tab. 10 and show the advancement of reasoning-based retrieval in RAM in Tab. 2. Mean-
while, there are various works on better retrieval proposed in both research studies and engineering

7https://www.langchain.com.cn/modules/chains/index_examples/qa_with_sources



implementations for future enhancement.
32% (8/25) model hallucination: Evidence and facts of predictions are not shown up in the memory

and generated by LLM itself from nowhere.
There are a few solutions to alleviate the model hallucination. We are encouraged to have more

advanced structured knowledge in memory of RAM such as knowledge graphs or traditional relational
databases. While carefully designed prompts for controlled inference could provide guidance to outputs,
the continual learning from up-to-date knowledge dynamically from the external user/environment allows
for self-verification and correction to reduce hallucination.

12% (3/25) question misunderstanding: The model deviates in comprehending the intention of
queries and fails to decompose the complicated multi-hop questions, leading to irrelevant facts retrieved
from the context.

One way to reduce the problem could be prompting the LLM to rewrite the question into a few sub-
questions for iterative retrieval and inference. It can decompose the question into subgoals and better
figure out the intention, especially for long-horizon multi-step question reasoning. Besides, the model can
also make post-verification after each step of reasoning together with the original question/task.

12% (3/25) knowledge deficiency: Since the memory in RAM only contains knowledge before April
2021, the lack of essential context would be one potential cause even with enhanced retrieval methods.

It is predictable in the setting of RAM with outdated knowledge in the current memory for the latest
QA. Many studies have shown that it’s extremely challenging for LLM in the ever-changing world with
pre-trained knowledge. RAM proposes insightful inspiration to continual learning paradigm with dynamic
memory and we will move on to apply it to generalized tasks in practical applications in future works.

4% (1/25) bad reasoning: There are still a few instances due to the limited reasoning and mathematical
computation capability of LLM leading to degraded performance.

The reasoning capability of LLM is crucial in RAM for in-context learning the retrieval/user-feedback
knowledge for further improvement: In general, a larger size base model could provide strong reasoning
capability and more self-knowledge in RAM. Besides traditional paradigms like CoT, and ReAct, many
iterative interaction systems through prompting can be validated to promote LLM reasoning.



D RAM Interactive Interface

The graphical interactive interfaces for RAM are presented in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5. Users are prompted to
determine the accuracy of the current observation. If deemed correct, the current trial concludes; otherwise,
the model persists in reasoning and retrieval. In cases where the model generates and detects the same
observation, the user is solicited for feedback to aid in addressing the question. This iterative process
continues until the observation is validated as correct or the maximum number of steps is reached.

Figure 4: User feedback without explanation

Figure 5: User feedback with hints



E More Examples of RAM

Question: What year did the film Metropolis enter the public domain in Germany?
Ground truth: The film Metropolis will enter the public domain in Germany at the end of 2046. It is currently still
under copyright.

Recursive reasoning based retrieval

Trial 1
Thought 1: I need to search when Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany.
Action 1: Search [Metropolis_(1927_film)]
Observation 1: The film Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany in 1970.
Thought 2: In 1970, Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany.
Action 2: Finish [The film Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany in 1970.]

Reflecting: I should have searched for the year when the film entered the public domain in Germany instead
of just searching for Metropolis.

Trial 2
Thought 1: I need to search when Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany.
Action 1: Search [Metropolis_(1927_film)]

(Same generated observation detected)

GPT4 Feedback: You should consider the copyright laws in Germany, Typically, a work enters the public
domain 70 years after the death of its creator, In this case, you need to find out when Fritz Lang, the director
of Metropolis, died and add 70 years to that.
Observation 1: According to Wikipedia, Fritz Lang died on August 2nd, 1976, so the film Metropolis
entered the public domain in Germany in 2046.
Thought 2: Fritz Lang died on August 2, 1976, so Metropolis will enter the public domain in Germany 70
years after 1976 + 70 = 2046.
Action 2: Finish [The film Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany in 2046.]

The answer is correct!

Memory update

Existing memory: The film Metropolis entered the public domain in Germany in 1970.
You should consider the copyright laws in Germany, Typically, a work enters the public domain 70 years
after the death of its creator, In this case, you need to find out when Fritz Lang, the director of Metropolis,
died and add 70 years to that.
According to Wikipedia, Fritz Lang died on August 2nd, 1976, so the film Metropolis entered the public
domain in Germany in 2046.
Ground truth: The film Metropolis will enter the public domain in Germany at the end of 2046. It is
currently still under copyright.
Reflected memory: The film Metropolis will enter the public domain in Germany at the end of 2046, 70
years after director Fritz Langs’s death. It is currently still under copyright.



Question: What is the best-selling video game franchise of all time?
Ground truth: The best-selling video game franchise of all time is Mario.

Recursive reasoning based retrieval

Trial 1
Thought 1: I need to search best-selling video game franchise and find the answer.
Action 1: Search [List_of_best-selling_video_game_franchises]
Observation 1: Based on the information provided in the text, the best-selling video game franchise of all
time is Minecraft with over 200 million copies sold.
Thought 2: I need to search best-selling video game franchise, and find the answer.
Action 2: Finish [The best-selling video game franchise of all time is Minecraft with over 200 million copies
sold]

Reflecting: I did not use enough context to understand the question. I should have read the entire passage to
understand that the question was asking about the best-selling video game franchise of all time, rather than
searching for general information on best-selling video games.

Trial 2
Thought 1: I need to search best-selling video game franchise of all time, find the answer.
Action 1: Search [List_of_best-selling_video_game_franchises]

(Same generated observation detected)

GPT4 Feedback: You should consider the sales figures of various popular video game franchises like Mario,
Call of Duty, and Pokemon to determine who has sold the most copies.
Thought 2: I will look at the sales figures of popular video game franchises like Mario, Call of Duty, and
Pokemon to determine which one has sold the most copies.
Action 2: Search [List_of_best-selling_video_game_franchises]
Observation 2: Based on the information provided in the article, the best-selling video game franchise of
all time is Mario, with over 380 million copies sold worldwide.

The answer is correct!

Memory update

Existing memory: Based on the information provided in the text, the best-selling video game franchise of
all time is Minecraft with over 200 million copies sold.
You should consider the sales figures of various popular video game franchises like Mario, Call of Duty, and
Pokemon to determine who has sold the most copies.
Based on the information provided in the article, the best-selling video game franchise of all time is Mario,
with over 380 million copies sold worldwide.
Ground truth: The best-selling video game franchise of all time is Mario.
Reflected memory: The best-selling video game franchise of all time is Mario, with over 380 million copies
sold worldwide.



Question: The longest unbeaten streak of all time in the Premier League is how many matches?
Ground truth: The longest unbeaten streak of all time in the Premier League is 49 matches.

Recursive reasoning based retrieval

Trial 1
Thought 1: I need to search Premier League, find the longest unbeaten streak, and determine how many
matches it is.
Action 1: Search [Premier_League_records_and_statistics]
Observation 1: According to the provided text, the longest unbeaten streak of all time in the Premier League
is 38 matches, achieved by Manchester United F.C. during 1998–99 season.
Thought 2: Manchester United F.C. had an unbeaten streak of 38 matches in the Premier League. I need to
find out when this happened.
Action 2: Search [Premier_League_records_and_statistics]

(Same generated observation detected)

GPT4 Feedback: The information you found is incorrect, The longest unbeaten streak in the Premier
League was not held by Manchester United.
Thought 3: Ah, my mistake! Thank you for correcting me. Based on the provided context, the longest
unbeaten streak in the Premier League is actually held by Arsenal, with 49 matches without defeat between
October 1997 and April 2004.
Action 3: Finish [The longest unbeaten streak in the Premier League is 49 matches, held by Arsenal.]

The answer is correct!

Memory update

Existing memory: According to the provided text, the longest unbeaten streak of all time in the Premier
League is 38 matches, achieved by Manchester United F.C. during 1998–99 season.
The information you found is incorrect, The longest unbeaten streak in the Premier League was not held by
Manchester United.
Ground truth: The longest unbeaten streak of all time in the Premier League is 49 matches.
Reflected memory: The longest unbeaten streak of all time in the Premier League is 49 matches, achieved
by Arsenal. Manchester United did not hold this record.



Question: Who is the head of state of the country that The Fireballs originated from?
Ground truth: The Fireballs originated from the United States, and the head of state of the United States is Joe
Biden.

Recursive reasoning based retrieval

Trial 1
Thought 1: I need to search The Fireballs, find the country of origin and the head of state.
Action 1: Search [The_Fireballs]
Observation 1: I don’t know the answer to your question. The Fireballs were an American rock and roll
group, so they did not originate from any particular country.
Thought 2: Maybe The Fireballs were formed in multiple countries. I need to search more.
Action 2: Search [Deep_Purple]
Observation 2: The head of state of the country that The Fireballs originated from is Queen Elizabeth II.
Thought 3: Queen Elizabeth II is the head of state of the United Kingdom, but The Fireballs did not
originate from the United Kingdom.
Action 3: Finish [I could not find the country of origin of The Fireballs or the head of state.]

Reflecting: I tried searching for the country of origin of The Fireballs but could not find it. Then I thought
maybe they were formed in multiple countries, but I could not find any information on that either. Finally, I
realized that The Fireballs were an American rock and roll group and did not originate from any particular
country.

Trial 2
Thought 1: I need to search The Fireballs, find their country of origin, then find the head of state of that
country.
Action 1: Search [The_Fireballs]

(Same generated observation detected)

Human Feedback: You already said it is an American group, so it is originated form America.
Thought 2: Head of state of United States is Joe Biden.
Action 2: Finish [Joe Biden is the head of state of the country where The Fireballs originated from.]

The answer is correct!

Memory update

Existing memory: I don’t know the answer to your question. The Fireballs were an American rock and roll
group, so they did not originate from any particular country.
The head of state of the country that The Fireballs originated from is Queen Elizabeth II.
You already said it is an American group, so it is originated form America.
Ground truth: The Fireballs originated from the United States, and the head of state of the United States is
Joe Biden.
Reflected memory: The Fireballs originated from the United States, and the head of state of the United
States is Joe Biden.



Question: Who is the head of government in the country where Genichiro Tenryu’s sport originated?
Ground truth: The head of government in the country where Genichiro Tenryu’s sport originated, which is Japan,
is Fumio Kishida.

Recursive reasoning based retrieval

Trial 1
Thought 1: I need to search Genichiro Tenryu and find the country where his sport originated, then find the
head of government of that country.
Action 1: Search [Genichiro_Tenryu]
Observation 1: I dont know the answer to this question because it doesnt provide any information about
Genichiro Tenryu or his sport. It appears to be a completely unrelated question about the head of government
in some unspecified country. Please clarify or provide additional context so I can assist you.
Thought 2: This question seems nonsensical because Genichiro Tenryu is a fictional character and there is
no real person or sport associated with him. Therefore, it is impossible to determine the head of government
in the country where his sport originated.
Action 2: Search [Yasushi_Akimoto]
Observation 2: I don’t know the answer to your question because Genichiro Tenryu is not a real person and
there is no country where his sport originated.
Thought 3: You may want to check the spelling or formatting of your question, as it appears to contain
typos or inconsistencies. If you meant something else, please clarify or provide more context so I can assist
you better.
Action 3: Finish [I cannot answer your question as it is based on false assumptions and lacks clarity.]

Reflecting: I realized that the question was nonsensical because Genichiro Tenryu is a fictional character
and there is no real person or sport associated with him. I tried to search for more information about him but
couldnt find anything. I also noticed that the question contained typos and inconsistencies, which may have
contributed to my confusion.

Trial 2
Thought 1: I need to search Genichiro Tenryu and find the country where his sport originated.
Action 1: Search [Genichiro_Tenryu]

(Same generated observation detected)

Human Feedback: You have already find who is Genichiro Tenryu, then the next step you should do is to
find what his sport is, and find out where it is originated.
Thought 2: Since Genichiro Tenryus sport originated in Japan, the head of government in Japan is the one
responsible for the sport.
Action 2: Search [Fumio_Kishida]
Observation 2: The head of government in Japan is Fumio Kishida.

The answer is correct!

Memory update

Existing memory: I don’t know the answer to this question because it doesn’t provide any information
about Genichiro Tenryu or his sport. It appears to be a completely unrelated question about the head of
government in some unspecified country. Please clarify or provide additional context so I can assist you.
I don’t know the answer to your question because Genichiro Tenryu is not a real person and there is no
country where his sport originated.
You have already found who is Genichiro Tenryu, so the next step you should do is to find what his sport is,
and find out where it originated.
The head of government in Japan is Fumio Kishida.
Ground truth: The head of government in the country where Genichiro Tenryu’s sport originated, which is
Japan, is Fumio Kishida.
Reflected memory: Genichiro Tenryus sport originated in Japan, and the head of government in Japan is
Fumio Kishida.



F Prompts
F.1 QA Task Evaluation by GPT4

Instruction: Given one question, there is a ground truth and a predicted answer. Please decide
whether they are the same or not in semantics. Please only output True or False.
Question: {Question}
ground truth = {Reference answer}
predicted answer = {Generated output}

F.2 Recursive Reasoning-based Retrieval

Instruction: Solve a question-answering task with interleaving Thought, Action, and
Observation steps. You will be given a previous reasoning trial in which you were given access
to an external database and a question to answer.
(1) Thought can reason about the current situation, and Action can be two types:
(2) Search[keywords or phrases], which retrieve the relevant knowledge from the external
database as context.
(3) Finish[answer], which returns the answer and finishes the task.
You may take as many steps as necessary.

Here are some examples: {examples}
Question: {question}{scratchpad}

F.3 Feedback

Instruction: There are two roles (Student and Teacher) in the question-answering task below.
The Student is unsuccessful in answering the question because it has limited relevant context.
You are the Teacher who is an expert in rich world knowledge and can provide additional facts
as feedback for the Student. You will be given the reasoning steps of Student in previous trials
and the Ground truth as a direct answer. You will be punished if the feedback is semantically
similar to Ground truth or contains the same knowledge as Ground truth in different expressions.

Here are some examples: {examples}
Question: {question}
Ground truth: {ground truth}

Student: {scratchpad}
Teacher feedback:

F.4 Memory Update

Instruction: Given the latest relevant fact, please generate a reflected memory to update/edit
the existing memory based on the ground truth.
If the given fact has nothing to do with the existing memory and there is no need to update/edit,
then output ’None’.

Here are some examples:{examples}
Existing memory: {existing memory}
Ground truth: {Ground truth}
Reflected memory:



F.5 Inference

Question: {question}
Feedback: {feedback}
Retrieval memory: {retrieval document}
Answer:
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