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Abstract

Large language models (LLMs), such as GPT3.5, GPT4 and LLAMA?2 perform
surprisingly well and outperform human experts on many tasks. However, in
many domain-specific evaluations, these LLMs often suffer from hallucination
problems due to insufficient training of relevant corpus. Furthermore, fine-tuning
large models may face problems such as the LLMs are not open source or the
construction of high-quality domain instruction is difficult. Therefore, structured
knowledge databases such as knowledge graph can better provide domain back-
ground knowledge for LLMs and make full use of the reasoning and analysis
capabilities of LLMs. In some previous works, LLM was called multiple times to
determine whether the current triplet was suitable for inclusion in the subgraph
when retrieving subgraphs through a question. Especially for the question that
require a multi-hop reasoning path, frequent calls to LLM will consume a lot of
computing power. Moreover, when choosing the reasoning path, LLM will be
called once for each step, and if one of the steps is selected incorrectly, it will lead
to the accumulation of errors in the following steps. In this paper, we integrated and
optimized a pipeline for selecting reasoning paths from KG based on LLM, which
can reduce the dependency on LLM. In addition, we propose a simple and effective
subgraph retrieval method based on chain of thought (CoT) and page rank which
can returns the paths most likely to contain the answer. We conduct experiments
on three datasets: GenMedGPT-5k [[14], WebQuestions [2], and CMCQA [21].
Finally, RoK can demonstrate that using fewer LLM calls can achieve the same
results as previous SOTAs models.

1 Introduction

The advent of large language models (LLMs) [6} [19] represents a significant milestone in the realm
of pre-trained language models, garnering widespread acclaim. Through extensive unsupervised
training on vast datasets, these language models are deemed to have acquired substantial knowledge
and intelligence. However, their performance in domain-specific knowledge retrieval, particularly in
addressing queries within vertical domains, is suboptimal [[L]. Despite their excellent performance,
LLMs still have limitations in the following areas: (1) The problem of hallucination. LLMs often
generate responses that seem reasonable but are actually wrong [8]]. Especially in some vertical
domains, domain knowledge has a high degree of similarity, and LLMs often confuse questions or
answers. This has become one of the important factors hindering the application and promotion of
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LLMs in the domain. (2) The reasoning ability of complex tasks. LLMs used a large amount of rich
corpus during the pre-training stage, and from the actual test, they have a good ability to memorize
this knowledge. However, it is often difficult to achieve a satisfactory rate of correctness even when
using CoT when faced with tasks that require complex reasoning, because we are not sure whether
LLMs have learned the logical relations between knowledge. (3) LLMs lack interpretability. Due to
the lack of interpretability in deep neural network inference processes, LLMs are still considered a
black box model.

In preceding studies, the Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) [11]] architecture has been employed
to address hallucination issues. Researchers try to use the retrieval of question-related documents from
external or internal knowledge bases as the basis for LLMAaAZs responses [4} [16]. However, most
methods rely on text embeddings to determine semantic similarity, which can lead to the introduction
of a large number of semantically irrelevant documents that can affect LLM’s understanding of the
question. As an unstructured data, documents contain a large amount of redundant information,
especially when multiple documents are retrieved, the correlation between documents is sometimes
ignored by LLM. On the contrary, Triplets in the Knowledge Graphs (KGs) can represent the relations
between entities or events more concisely and efficiently. The application of KGs to enhance LLMs
in the context of question answering is a common methodology [15]. Some researchers [22} (13} 9]
have explored the use of KGs as external knowledge bases to stimulate the reasoning capabilities of
LLMs and alleviate the illusion of LLMs. The overall architecture of these methods is to retrieve
triples from KGs, and then use them as background knowledge to form prompts to participate into
LLM inference. These methods usually perform well on simple questions, while it is difficult to
obtain high-quality answers for questions that require multi-hop reasoning in KGs.

In this paper, we propose a new paradigm, termed Reasoning on Efficient Knowledge Paths (RoK).
The RoK can accurately and efficiently select knowledge paths from KG and can fully stimulate the
reasoning ability of LLMs. Figure[I|shows the overall framework of RoK. We evaluate our approach
on three datasets: GenMedGPT-5k, CMCQA and WebQuestions. The experimental results indicate
that RoK can achieve better results with the least number of LLM calls.

2 Related Work

In-Context Learning (ICL) [S]. is a method of using LLMs for natural language prompts, providing
a viable alternative to fine-tuning across various scenarios. The prompts utilized in ICL encompass
task descriptions, occasionally supplemented with example sets, serving as inputs to the model to
generate desired outputs. ICL facilitates the adaptation of models to diverse tasks without direct
parameter modifications. As outlined by [18]], ICL can be classified into demonstration example
selection, chain-of-thought, and multi-round prompting. Despite the remarkable advancements
achieved by LLMs facilitated by In-Context Learning (ICL), researchers continue to grapple with
the persistent issue of hallucinations. Retrieval Augmented Generation (RAG) is a promising
technique that can dynamically incorporate additional evidence into LLM inference [L1]. A prevalent
methodology involves vectorizing relevant documents to construct a related vector database. These
methods retrieve the document fragments that are most semantically relevant to the input content
through embedding, and then merge them into the prompt [7]. Recently, LLMs has made breakthrough
progress in understanding long contexts [10]], while this vector query approach often fails to accurately
match related document chunks and destroys the intrinsic structure between different document
chunks in the original document. Moreover, LLMs frequently fail to effectively utilize the retrieval
results, and disregarding the central portion of the input and exacerbating hallucination issues [17].
Consequently, these limitations curtail the applicability of LLMs in precision-critical domains such
as healthcare, industry, and productivity tools.

KG enhanced LLM. The knowledge graph stands as a high-precision knowledge repository, dis-
playing notable complementarity with LLMs. Regarding LL.M-enhanced graphs, a novel approach
involves utilizing LLM to generate the foundational framework of the SPARQL query, while the
knowledge graph fills in comprehensive information [12]]. Some researchers use LLM to decompose
complex problems into distinct sub-problems, subsequently leveraging fine-tuned Llama to generate
executable SPARQL queries for retrieving knowledge from KGs [[L3]. However, KGs are usually not
all imported into LLM, which may result in LLM not being able to write SPARQL correctly from the
question description, especially for answers that require multi-hop queries.
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Figure 1: An overview of the architecture of RoK.

In the context of graph-enhanced LLMs, previous research [[15] illustrates the multifaceted role
knowledge graphs play in the training, prompting, and output phases of LLMs. Notably, the
integration of knowledge graphs into the prompting phase has given rise to the Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (RAG) architecture based on KGs. However, existing methods either focus solely on
KG-related tasks or simply recall retrieved facts, neglecting the underlying structure of the knowledge
graph. As LLMs comprehension were deeply explored, researchers extract key entities from the
question as seed nodes then use LLMs to select reasoning paths through these nodes on KGs. This
helps LLMs to better understand and fully utilize KGs. For instance, MindMap [20], beyond choosing
multi-hop structures, establishes knowledge paths connecting multiple seed nodes. Think-on-Graph
(Sun et al. 2023) constructs a beam search structure, facilitating the search and pruning optimization
process on the graph structure by LLMs, aiming to discover the main themes of the query and
relationships between these themes. While, these approaches usually rely on the selection of seed
entities and require multiple calls to LLMs in the subsequent reasoning path selection, which is not
optimistic in terms of operational efficiency.

In summary, our contributions in this paper are as follows:

1. We optimize the QA task framework by combining LLMs and KG, which requires at
least three calls to LLMs to obtain reasoning paths and high-precision answers, and the
dependency on LLMs is much smaller than the current methods.

2. We introduce the chain of thought to first extend the answer to the question in order to
obtain more candidate key entities. The rich candidate entities can increase the probability
of matching with entities in the knowledge graph, which ultimately improves the accuracy
of path selection.

3. We propose a new knowledge graph reasoning path selection method that can accurately
and comprehensively select the most relevant reasoning path for questioning.

3 Problem Definition

Our paper aims to inject domain knowledge into large language model by filtering question-related
path information from the knowledge graph. The domain knowledge is represented as a set of triples
G = {(es,1,e0)|es, €0 € E,r € R}, where e, e, denote subject and object entities and r is a
specific relation between two entities. Following prior work (Wen et al., 2023), we use a similar
knowledge graph construction method. Given a question g, LLM and knowledge graph generate a
response by maximizing the probability distribution p(a|G, ¢, q) where ¢ 1,p represents the
parameters of the large language model (LLM). However, limited by the length of input context
of LLM, we are unable to utilize the entire knowledge graph to construct prompts. To address this
challenge, we extract the entity e, mention in question through a large language model (LLM) and
then link entities £/; € F in knowledge graph G. The subgraph G, € G containing answers to the



question can be generated through the path between e € Ej;. Finally, the most relevant knowledge
paths ps,, can be further filtered through the subgraph G s,;,. We can rewrite p(a|G, ¢, q) as:

p(a|G, drrar, q) = plalpsub, roar)P(Psusld, Gsub) (D

4 Methods

RoK selects the path most relevant to the input question on the knowledge graph. Specifically,
RoK can expand the question or query ¢ through the chain of thought and then find more related
entities. These entities can be better aligned with our pre-constructed knowledge graph from multiple
perspectives. In many cases, the input question semantics are concise or use a variety of descriptors,
which will lead to failure to match entities with the knowledge graph. To address this problem, we
use CoT to obtain a richer entity set I/, from the question and link it to the knowledge graph to obtain
the aligned entity set £y = {651,, eg, s e’;}. RoK obtains the subgraph G, through path matching
between entity nodes and uses PageRank to filter out the top-N reasoning paths for the question.
These paths serve as domain knowledge prompts to input into the large language model and help it
obtain the accurate answer. We show the main framework in Figure [T} which comprises two main
components:

1. LLM generates reasoning steps for query: RoK leverages the CoT of LLM to expand the
question and derive the answer step by step, with the purpose of obtaining the entities in
the reasoning step. The rich entities are helpful for subsequent selection of more detailed
knowledge paths from the knowledge graph.

2. Knowledge reasoning path generation: Select candidate paths containing the most use-
ful background knowledge by traversing multi-hop paths between key entities. These
background knowledge paths can prompt the LLM to find the correct answer to the query.

4.1 LLM generates reasoning steps for query

When using the knowledge graph to assist LLM in answering domain questions, we first need to
link the key entities in the question to the knowledge graph. The input question usually contains key
entities which can be linked to the knowledge graph. These entities can point to the answer entity
in KG through multi hop paths which can be called reasoning paths. Selecting the reasoning path
requires first extracting key entities from the question and linking them to the KG. While at this step,
there are often have the following issues: (1) The entities in the question cannot be linked to the
knowledge graph through text embedding. This may be caused by the lack of relevant training corpus
for the text embedding model. (2) Only one key entity in the question can be linked to KG. In this
case, the reasoning path just can be generated using a random walk or multiple calls to the LLM
to determine the path generation direction [18]]. To address these problems, we first use the CoT of
LLM to provide extension or reasoning answers to the questions step by step. And our main focus
is on the thinking process in answering, as well as the key entities that arise related to the question.
Although LLMs are not necessarily good at answering questions in domain fields, their rich corpus in
the pre-training stage is likely to contain rich domain knowledge. Therefore, the generated reasoning
steps or solution process usually contain a large number of key entities, which can be linked to the
knowledge graph. A case can be shown in Figure 2]

4.2 Knowledge reasoning path generation

Generating reasoning paths are divided into two main steps. The first step is to generate the main
reasoning paths through key entities and the second step is to generate the neighbor branching
paths.The overall reasoning paths selection algorithm of RoK is illustrated in Algorithm 1. The
algorithm consists of two parts: main reasoning paths selection and neighborhood branch reasoning
paths selection.

4.2.1 Main Reasoning Path Generation

We define the entities linked to the knowledge graph as entity candidate sets FE.,ng =
{e1,ea,...,enle € G}. In this stage, we construct candidate entities in pairs and record the n-
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Doctor, | have been experiencing a hoarse voice for a few weeks
now and it's not getting any better despite taking medication.
What could be the problem?

Generate the reasoning process step by step
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Hoarseness, or a change in voice quality, can be caused by various factors.
Here are a few potential reasons for your persistent hoarseness:
1. Acute laryngitis: This is the most common cause of hoarseness and is often
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Figure 2: An example workflow of generating reasoning process step by step related to the input
problem. Then we leverage LLM to extract key entities from the reasoning process and link to the
knowledge graph.

hop paths between them to obtain candidate sub-graphs. However, there are still some noisy entities
in the subgraph that are not suitable as prompt feed into LLM, we use PageRank to further filter the
reasoning paths.

Reasoning sub-graph Generation In section 4.1, we expand the number of key entities by providing
initial answers to questions through CoT. These key entities can be used as a summary description
of the entire question and they are generally connected within n hops in KG. Therefore, we use
the entities in the candidate set as the starting point and the ending point respectively to search
for possible paths which may contain the answer entities. We take out two entities v; and vo from
the candidate set in order each time and save all n-hop paths between them in p.qy, 4. Then vy was
removed from the candidate set of key entities. Traverse the n-hop path between entity v; and all
remaining entities, as shown in FigureE], v1 has paths with v and v3 in n-hop. In the next iteration,
v9 and v3 will be used as the start node. In this process, there may be some duplicate triples, so we
need to deduplicate the triples before each iteration. Finally, these triples can be combined to form a
subgraph Ggyp.

Selecting reasoning paths from subgraph based on PageRank aims to remain the triples which are
more relevant to the question. The sub-graph G5 contain the key entities which are highly relevant
to the answer. While, there are also noisy entities and relations in the sub-graph. Therefore, we filter
out top N reasoning paths that are more relevant to the question. Selecting reasoning paths includes
three steps:(a) We calculate the PR value of the entity node in the subgraph as PR.,) through the
PageRank algorithm. The specific calculation process is as shown in following function. Where
d(0 < d < 1) is the damping factor, n is the number of entity nodes, M is the transition matrix which
is the transition probability from a node to all nodes connected to it. The second term in function (3)
ensures that the PR value of all nodes is not zero.

PR(@j) 1—d .
Ile)) )+ - ,i=1,2,...,n 2)

PR(e;) =d( Y _
e; €Gsub
By introducing the transition matrix, the upper function can be rewritten as:
1-d
PRy =dMPR;_; + —1 (3)

n
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Figure 3: The generation process of the main reasoning path.

(b) Sorting the number of key entities e € E.,,,4 contained in the path P,,, 4 and calculate the average
PR value for each path. Then we divide the sorted paths into buckets according to the number of key
entities they contain. The range of buckets is (0, 1, ..., n), where n is the number of key entities.

(c) We select the top k paths with the largest average PR value from the largest bucket. If k£ < n, the
path selection continues based on the PR value of the second bucket until £ = n. The final set of all
reasoning paths is represented as Pyqin = {pi|pi € Peand,t =1,2,..., N}

4.2.2 Neighbor branch reasoning path selection

The main reasoning path always focuses on the explicit answer in the question but may not
respond well to the implicit answer in the question. As a supplementary to main reasoning
path, we introduce the first-order neighbors of entities on the main path as branch of the rea-
soning paths. As shown in Figure [ it has two steps: (a) Get the first-order neighbor nodes
En = {e; € Gle; & Prain,t = 1,2,...n}. Iterate over every key entity in E.,;,4, take Figureas
an example, e; is connected to two entities eo and e}L through the same relation R;. In the same
relation, we first remain the entity on the main path and delete the neighbor entity el. (b) Then we
will check if all remaining neighbor triples are semantically relevant to the question by using LLM.
We observed that previous related work of knowledge graph retrieval-augmented LLMs often only
used the relations to judge their relevance to the question when searching paths. Due to missing
head and tail entities, the relations often contain incomplete semantic information. Judging semantic
relevance to the question only by the relation is usually inaccurate. In this work, we use the entire
triplet to determine its semantic relevance to the question. The structure of triples is semantically
more coherent. In this step of the process of filtering neighbor entities, all triples are fed into LLM at
once, therefore the LLM only need to be called once.

4.3 LLM generates answer by combining reasoning paths

To get accurate answer, the two reasoning paths are treated as background knowledge used to compose
the prompt for LLM. Usually, the main reasoning path contains the entities most relevant to the
question and the neighbor branch reasoning path contains descriptions or supplementary information
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Figure 4: The process of selecting neighbor triple in main reasoning path. The pruning process is
divided into two steps, which are removing repeat triples based on same relation and using LLM to
select question-related triples.

Table 1: The statistics and usage details of three datasets.

Dataset Domain Question Answer type Relationship  Entity
GenMedGPT-5k  Diagnose through interrogation (English) 516 Disease, Medication, Test 6 1122
WebQuestions Open-domain from Web (English) 400 Entities 237 14951
CMCQA Diagnose through interrogation (Chinese) 400 Disease, Medication, Test 12 62282

about key entities. The combination of the two paths allows for more comprehensive background
information to be included in the prompt. All these prompt templates are shown in Appendix.
LLMs use a rich corpus and knowledge in the pre-training stage. Since knowledge and reasoning are
not decoupled during the LLMs training process, we are not sure whether LLMs only remember all
the knowledge or fully understand the logical connections behind the knowledge. It has been proven
in many related works that even if domain data fine-tuning is used, LLM still suffers from illusion
problem that cannot be ignored when answering domain questions. The reasoning path extracted
from the knowledge graph contains both knowledge and reasoning process, so it can trigger and guide
LLM to generate the final correct answer. And the constraints on the path of reasoning through the
graph can effectively mitigate the illusion problem that exists in LLMs.

S Experiments

In this section, we evaluate our approach on three question-answering datasets: GenMedGPT-5k
[14], WebQuestions [2]], and CMCQA [21]]. We design the experiments to mainly answer the three
questions: (a) Whether the LLM enhanced by knowledge graph reasoning paths is superior to the
vanilla LLMs? (b) Does RoK perform better in QA than previous retrieval-augmented LLMs? (c)
Does RoK can choose the most relevant and correct reasoning paths for the question.

5.1 Experiment Settings
5.1.1 Datasets

GenMedGPT-5k Generate conversations between patients and doctors using ChatGPT and disease
databases. We selected 516 QA pairs from GenMedGPT-5k.

WebQuestions contains 6,642 QA pairs and the most questions are popular ones asked on the website.
The questions are supposed to be answerable by Freebase [3]]. Freebase is a large knowledge graph



Algorithm 1 Optimal Reasoning Paths Selection

Require: Entities matched from the question Eq = {eg1,€q2, ..

max_hop=N; top_rel=M; top_paths=k
Output: Reasoning paths
1: function FINDNODESPATH(e, Eq)

., €gn}; question prompt gp;

path =Find all paths between entity e and other entity in the candidate_list within max_hop

match_entities=Record nodes in paths except for e

return paths, match_entities

: function GEN_MAIN_REASONING_PATHS(F(q)

e < candidate_list[0]
all_path « |]
9: while Eq is not empty do

2
3
4
5: end function
6
7
8

10: paths, match_entities=FindNodesPath(e, Fq)
11: FEq.remove(e)

12: e=match_entities

13: all_paths.append(paths)

14: end while

15: MainReasoningPaths=BucketSelPath(all_paths,top_paths) > Select the top k paths using
the average PageRank value of the path and the number of key entities they contains

16: return M ainReasoningPaths
17: end function

18: function GEN_NEIGHBOR_PATHS(F,, all_paths)

19: final_rdf + ||
20: for e in I, do

21: rdfs=find_one_hop_path(e) > Finds the first-order neighborhood triplet of entity e
22: for rdf in rdf s do

23: if rdf not in all_paths and LLM determines the the rdf is related to the question then
24: final_rdf.append(rdf)

25: end if

26: end for

27: end for

28: return final_rdf
29: end function

Table 2: The BERTScore and GPT-4 ranking of all methods for GenMedGPT-5k and CMCQA.

BERT Score GPT-4 average Ranking
Precision Recall F1 Score

GPT-3.5 GenMedGPT-5k:0.772  0.811 0.791 3.44
CMCQA:0.916 0.913 0.915 3.37

Embedding retrieval 0.778 0.816 0.797 3.07
0.922 0.919 0.921 3.11

MindMap 0.798 0.806 0.802 1.94
0.939 0.936 0.937 1.76

RoK(ours) 0.817 0.813 0.815 1.53
0.941 0.929 0.934 1.78

and contains many triples that are not related to WebQuestions, therefore we chose FB15k-237 as the
knowledge base. The knowledge base of FB15k-237 is a subgraph composed of a small number of

subject words taken from Freebase.

CMCAQA is a huge conversational QA dataset in Chinese medical field. It comes from the Chinese
Medical Conversation QA website, which has medical conversation materials in 45 departments,
including male, otolaryngology, obstetrics and gynecology. Specifically, CMCQA has 1.3 million

complete conversations and 650 million tokens.



Table 3: The key entities average match accuracy for GenMedGPT-5k and CMCQA.

Methods Key Entities Average Match Accuracy
GPT-3.5 GenMedGPT-5k:52.6
CMCQA:85.6

Embedding retrieval 732

88.4
MindMap 75.5

91.0
RoK 81.3

914

Table 4: The key entities match accuracy for WebQuestions.

Methods Accuracy
GPT-3.5 68.5
Embedding retrieval 76.0
MindMap 79.8
RoK(ours) 80.5

To construct the knowledge graph for the two datasets GenMedGPT-5k and CMCQA, we referred to
the method in MindMap [20]]. The statistics and usage details of three datasets are shown in Table|T]

5.1.2 Evaluation Metrics

For GenMedGPT-5k and CMCQA, we used BERTScore [23] to measure the semantic similarity
between the generated answer and the ground truth. GPT-4 is used to evaluate the accuracy of
the three parts of the answer: Disease (Diagnose possible diseases), Medication (Recommended
medication), and Test (Recommend relevant tests based on possible disease). We used two methods
to evaluate three-part answers: (a) GPT-4 ranking. Specifically, we asked GPT-4 to rank the answers
obtained by different methods according to the correctness. Then we calculate the average value
based on the ranking of these answers. The lower the score, the closer the answer is to the reference
answer. (b) Key entities average match accuracy. We calculate the average entity hit rate for Disease,
Medication and Test separately.

For WebQuestions, we use accuracy (Hits@ 1) as evaluation metric, because most of the answers are
single entity or multiple entities.

5.2 Main Results

5.2.1 Comparison to Other Methods

We compare with different QA methods based on LLM, including GPT-3.5, MindMap and Document
embedding retrieval. Table [2] presents the BERTScore and GPT-4 ranking of GenMedGPT-5k and
CMCOQA these two datasets. BERTScore mainly measures the semantic similarity between the
generated answer and reference answer. Since the generated answer is a sentence rather than an
entity, its length may affect the final result. It can be seen from Table 2 that the BERTScore of
these methods are relatively close. Since the final generated results are dependent on the LLM, there
will be some similar template words in the answers. To better evaluate the generated answers, we
use GPT-4 average Ranking and key entities average match accuracy. Specifically, we leveraged
GPT-4 to generate an accuracy ranking of the answers for the four methods and then calculated the
average Ranking. In the GenMedGPT-5k dataset, The GPT-4 average Ranking of RoK shows a
significant improvement compared to the vanilla baseline GPT-3.5. Compared with other retrieval
enhancement methods the GPT-3.5 had the worst answer accuracy. As can be seen in , most of
the medical knowledge in the GPT 3.5 responses was correct, but the knowledge was not well
established logically thus leading to a final incorrect answer. This demonstrates that LLMs may have
a sufficiently rich corpus of domain knowledge and they can memorize the knowledge well, but they
do not sufficiently learn the logical relations between the knowledge.



MindMap, also belonging to retrieval enhancement methods, performs much better than embedded
retrieval. This demonstrates that compared to using large sections of documents as prompts, structured
reasoning paths as prompts can better stimulate the understanding and reasoning abilities of LLMs.
Since using GPT-4 as a discriminator is not the most objective evaluation method, we introduce a
new metric approach. As we can see in Figure [6] and Figure[7] the accuracy of the answer mainly
depends on the key entities. Therefore, we also measured the key entity matching accuracy as shown
in Table 3. It can be seen from Table 3, RoK achieved the best performance. By further analyzing the
results, we find that the obtained reasoning path contains most of the correct entities. MindMap also
achieves good performance, but the effect decays significantly when it is unable to link to entities
from the knowledge graph or extract entities from the question. RoK can effectively mitigate this
problem by extending key entities.

Table 4 shows the comparison results for WebQuestions, it can be seen that the performance of the
last three methods is not significantly different. Because most questions based on this dataset do not
require complex reasoning, ordinary embdding retrieval can also perform well. And RoK is better
suited for reasoned answers to complex questions.

5.2.2 Extensibility of Key Entities

As shown in Figure 2] we use CoT to get an initial answer to the question through the vanilla LLM
to be able to capture a portion of the key entities related to the question. Even if the final answer
obtained is incorrect, it does not affect the expansion of the key entities. Matching to more key
entities means we can derive richer background knowledge and reasoning paths from KG. From
Figure[2] it can be seen that only the entity 'house voice’ can be matched in the question. It is difficult
to obtain accurate reasoning paths from KG with only one key entity. Expanding to more key entities
can better guide the selection of reasoning paths. We show the final answer result in Figure [5]in
Appendix, from this case, it can be seen that RoK provided the correct answer. While, MindMap,
which also uses the same method of obtaining reasoning paths in KG, generates incorrect answer due
to matching too few entities.

5.2.3 Accuracy analysis of main reasoning path selection

As shown in Figure[6]in Appendix, the highlighted red section in the reference answer is the key entity
of the answer and the blue color represents incorrect answer. By comparing the selected reasoning
paths, it can be found that the starting key entities are all "headache’, but the paths selected are quite
different. And the reasoning paths have a direct impact on the final answer result. In RoK, we get
the reasoning paths by iterating over all the pairwise multi hop paths between all key entities. This
method ensures that potential connections between key entities can be fully explored.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an effective method for solving QA problems based on knowledge-based
reasoning paths combined with LLM, which can help LLM improve performance on domain-specific
knowledge required tasks. By optimizing the generation method of the reasoning path, the final
result can be obtained by calling LLM only three times. By introducing external knowledge, the
hallucination issue of LLM can be effectively mitigated. Through experiments on three datasets, we
demonstrate that our method performs better than the vanilla LLMs and other retrieval-enhanced
LLM generation methods.
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A Appendix

Question:Doctor, | have been experiencing a hoarse voice for a few weeks now and it's not getting any better despite

taking medication. What could be the problem?

Reference Answer:

for any related such as

ic and otologic diag!

It's possible that you have a vocal cord polyp. To confirm this, we need to conduct tracheoscopy and laryngoscopy with a biopsy. We may also need to conduct
an occupational therapy assessment such as speech therapy, other diagnostic procedures like an interview or consultation, physical therapy exercises, as well as
diagnostic procedures on your nose, mouth, and pharynx to rule out any other underlying conditions. Additionally, we may need to evaluate your eyes and ears
is and treatment.

MindMap

Based on the symptoms described, the patient may have laryngitis, which is
inflammation of the vocal cords. To confirm the diagnosis, the patient
should undergo a physical examination of the throat and possibly a
lar which is an ination of the vocal cords using a scope.
Recommended medications for laryngitis include anti-inflammatory drugs
such as ibuprofen, as well as steroids to reduce inflammation. It is also
recommended to rest the voice and avoid smoking and irritants. Note: The
provided medical knowledge information does not mention any specific
disease related to hoarse voice. Therefore, based on the symptoms described
by the patient, laryngitis seems to be the most likely cause. However, it is
always recommended to consult with a healthcare professional for an
accurate diagnosis and appropriate treatment.

RoK

Based on the symptom description of experiencing a hoarse voice for a few
weeks, the possible disease could be Vocal Cord Polyp. To confirm the
diagnosis, the patient should undergo medical tests such as Tracheoscopy
and lar i
therapy), Other di:
Physical therapy exerclses (Exercises), Diagnostic procedures on nose;
mouth and pharynx,
0

with biopsy, (0] therapy

(interview;

(Speech

Other physical therapy and rehabilitation,

is and treatment.

ic and otologic di

Figure 5: Comparison of RoK and MindMap’s final answers.

Question:

Doctor, | am experiencing persistent headaches and vision problems. My vision has become blurry and I have been struggling to focus on objects lately.

Reference Answer:

Based on your symptoms, it is likely that you have a pituitary adenoma. To confirm the diagnosis, we will need to conduct a few medical tests. The first one will be a

magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) to obtain detailed images of your brain. We will also need to conduct i ination and

(eye exam) to check for

any visual abnormalities. Additionally, we may need to evaluate your breast, pelvic area, nose, mouth, and pharynx, and conduct sigmoidoscopy or colonoscopy for any

other symptoms you may be experiencing.

MindMap:
Based on the provided information, the patient's persistent headaches and vision
problems, including blurry vision and difficulty focusing on objects, may
indicate several possible conditions. One potential diagnosis is an eye alignment
disorder, which can cause double vision and diminished vision. To confirm this
diagnosis, the patient should undergo an ophthalmologic examination and
evaluauon. which may |nc|ude tests such as evaluating eye movement and

Ri i for treating an eye alignment disorder
may | include:1. Fluoresceln It is used for diagnostic purposes to assess eye

2. Benzy | Polylysine (Pre-Pen): This medication is used
for diagnostic purposes to test for penicillin allergy.3. Colloidal Oatmeal
Topical: This topical medication can help soothe and relieve eye-related
symptoms.4. Orlistat (Alli): Although primarily used for weight loss, Orlistat
may be prescribed for certain eye conditions.5. Atropine (Uaa): Atropine eye
drops can help relax the eye muscles and improve eye alignment.6.
Phenylephrine (Duramax): Phenylephrine eye drops can help dilate the pupils
and improve vision.

RoK:

Based on the symptoms described, the patient may have a condition such as
Pituitary adenoma, Eye alignment disorder, or Diabetic retinopathy. To confirm the
diagnosis, the patient should undergo the follnwmg medlcal tests: 1. Other
diagnostic  procedures  (interview; I 2.0
examination and evaluation (Eye exam). 3.Magnetic resonance imaging (MRI). 4.
Radiographic imaging procedure.

Headache->possible _ di ' Rilmsfest symptom->Di

vision->Dil ible  dit Diabetic i h

symptom->Double vision-: >D0uble vision->possible di Eyi i R s L a

disorder e L - y & A SIEmalmale

Head: ; s | APt . R di Diabetic has symp! Double vision-
iy g Al >) >|

vision->Di possible d "omeal i sapy Pt poislble dlsease Eye alignment dlsorder X i Jision

N S| ek ible di i i e o " -

Double vision->Double dlsorder >poss|ble Diabetic has sympt Double possibl

Headache»>poss|ble dlsease»>Vun Hlppel -Lindau dlsease»>has symptom-
>Dil vision->Dil Diabetic
retinopathy->has symptom->Double vision-: >Double vision->possible disease-
>Eye alignment disorder

disease->Eye alignment disorder

Figure 6: A case of comparison between MindMap and RoK approaches on reasoning paths. The
right answer is highlighted with red color, and the wrong answer is highlighted with blue color.

A.1 The Comparison of Experimental Cases

In this section, we presented the comparison of the answer results between RoK and other methods.
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Question:
Doctor, | have been experiencing severe muscle pain, fatigue, and sleep disturbances for a few months now. | have done some research and I think | might have fibromyalgia,
can you help me confirm it?

Reference Answer:
I'm sorry to hear that you've been experiencing those symptoms. Based on what you've told me, it is possible that you have fibromyalgia. In order to confirm the diagnosis, we
will need to run multiple medical tests. These will include physical therapy exercises, magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), other ic procedures,

screen (dep! i other physical therapy, and rehabilitation, as well as a bone density scan. These tests will help us to determine the
underlying cause of your symptoms and develop an effective treatment plan to manage your condition.

GPT35:

I'm sorry to hear that you're experiencing these symptoms. | can try to assist you by providing some general information on fibromyalgia. Fibromyalgia is a chronic disorder
characterized by widespread musculoskeletal pain, fatigue, and sleep disturbances. It is often ied by other p such as , cognitive difficulties, and
mood disorders. The exact cause of fibromyalgia is unknown, but it is believed to involve a ination of genetic, envi tal, and psychological factors. To confirm a
diagnosis of fibromyalgia, it's best to consult with a healthcare professional, such as a rheumatologist. They will take a detailed medical history, conduct a physical
examination, and may order additional tests to rule out other possible causes of your symp . Treatment for fibromyalgia usually involves a combination of medication,

lifestyle changes, and therapies. Medications such as pain relievers, antidepressants, and anti-seizure drugs may be prescribed to help manage symptoms. Lifestyle changes,
including regular exercise, stress management techniques, and improving sleep hygiene, can also be beneficial. Additionally, therapies such as cognitive-behavioral therapy
and physical therapy may be recommended.

RoK:
Based on the provided symptom descriptions, the patient may have fibromyalgia. Fibromyalgia is a chronic condition characterized by widespread muscle pain, fatigue, and
sleep disturbances. To confirm the diagnosis of fibromyalgia, the patient should undergo a series of medical tests. These tests may include physical therapy exercises,

magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), other therapeutic procedures, ing, and bone density scan. These tests can help rule out
other possible causes of the symptoms and provide a more accurate diagnosis.For the treatment of flbromyalgla there are several recommended medications. These may
include rifaximin, ergotamine, naratriptan (Amerge), ine (Tavist), cevimeline (Evoxac), preg: (Lyrica), nortriptyline, milnacipran (Savella), chlorzoxazone, and

oxymorphone (Opana). These medications can help manage the symptoms of fibromyalgia and improve the patient's quality of life.

MindMap:
Based on the symptoms described, the patient's dition may be wil is a chronic disorder characterized by widespread
musculoskeletal pain, fatigue, and sleep disturbances. The patient's severe muscle pain, fatigue, and sleep I align with the of fibr lgia. To confirm

the diagnosis of fibromyalgia, the patient should undergo a thorough medical evaluation. This may include a physical examination, medical history review, and assessment of
the patient's symptoms. Additionally, specific tests may be recommended to rule out other possible causes and to support the diagnosis. The tests that may be considered
include:1. Tender point examination: A doctor may check for the presence of specific tender points on the body, as outlined by the American College of Rheumatology.2.
Blood tests: Although there are no specific blood tests to diagnose fibromyalgia, certain blood tests may be performed to rule out other conditions with similar symptoms,

such ast i arlhmls and hypothyroidism.As for the it's important to note that fibromyalgia treatment usually involves a combination of
and pp Some icati !hat may be considered for the management of fibromyalgia symp!oms include:1. Analgeslcs Over-the-

counter pain relievers like i or no i it y drugs (NSAIDs) may help alleviate muscle pain.2. p : Certain
icati such as i (Cymbalta) or amitriptyline (Elavil), may be prescribed to help reduce pain and improve sleep.3. Anticonvulsants Medications like
(Lyrica) or in) may be used to help manage pain and improve sleep quality. 4. Muscle relaxants: Medications like cyclobenzaprine (Flexeril)

or tizanidine (Zanaflex) may be prescribed to help relieve muscle pain and stiffness.

Embedding retrieval:

Based on the symptoms described by the patient (severe muscle pain, fatigue, and sleep disturbances), and considering the provided medical knowledge information, it is
unlikely that the patient has the specific disease mentioned in the information. However, based on the symptoms mentioned, it is possible that the patient may be experiencing
symptoms of fibromyalgia, as they mentloned in their initial statement. Fibromyalgia is a chronic condition characterized by widespread musculoskeletal pain, fatigue, and
sleep di To confirm a diag of fil ia, there is no specific medical test available. Dlagnusls is typically made based on the patient's symptoms, medical
history, and a physical examination. It is important for the patient to consult with a suchas a who can evaluate their symptoms and
provide a proper diagnosis. Regarding treatment options for fibromyalgia, there is no known cure for the condition. However, there are various approaches to manage
symptoms and improve quality of life. Treatment may involve a comhlnanon of medications, lifestyle changes, and therapies. Commonly prescrlbed medlcanons for
fibromyalgia include pain relievers, such as or iti y drugs (NSAIDs), antidep , and i It is
important for the patient to discuss treatment options with their healthcare professional to determine the most suitable approach for their specific case.

Figure 7: A case of comparison of final answers for all methods. The highlighted red area indicates
the key entities that have been matched. And these key entities typically contain the correct answer.

A.2 The Prompts Used for Experiments

In this section, we show all the prompts to be used in the experiments. The first prompt initializes an
extended answer to the question by introducing the chain of thought, which does not use background
knowledge from the knowledge graph. The second prompt extracts key entities from the extended
responses as anchor entities for later obtaining the reasoning path from the knowledge graph. The
third prompt is used to filter out neighborhood triples related to the question as part of the background
knowledge. The last prompt receives the reasoning path and gives the final answer.

A.2.1 Extending entities through the chain of thought

Template="""

You are an excellent AI doctor, and you can give disease
diagnosis suggestions and analysis process and recommend
medications step by step based on the patient’s question.

Patient’s question: {}

Output:

mmn

A.2.2 Key entity extraction related to question

Template="""
extract the key entities for the following text: {}
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The types of key entities that need to be extracted are
related to disease diagnosis, treatment protocols,
medications, tests that need to be done, possible disease
names, etc

Output:

mmn

A.2.3 Filter neighborhood triples

Template="""

mmn

Please select the triplets related to the patient’s question
and the content that needs to be answered. Please refer to

the following background knowledge when answering.

PatentdAZs question:

#H#{}

The content that needs to be answered:

1.What disease does the patient have?

2.What tests should patient take to confirm the diagnosis?

3. What recommended medications can cure the disease?

background knowledge:

###{}

Triplets:

###{}

Output:

In-Context One-shot

A.2.4 Final Answer

Template="""

You are an excellent AI doctor, and you can diagnose diseases
and recommend medications based on the symptoms in the
conversation.

Patient input: {}

You have some medical knowledge information in the following:

#H#{ )

#H##{}

The final answer consists of three parts:

1.What disease does the patient have? If it 1is not possible to

determine from the MEDICAL background knowledge given
above what disease the patient is suffering from then this
section can be left unanswered or the patient can be
referred for tests to determine what disease he may have.
2.What tests should patient take to confirm the diagnosis?
3.What recommended medications can cure the disease? Think
step by step.

Output: The answer includes disease and tests and recommended
medications.

There is an output sample:

Output:

Based on your symptoms, it sounds like you may have acute
pancreatitis. To confirm this, we will need to run a
series of medical tests. We will start with a blood test
and a complete blood count (CBC), as well as a
radiographic imaging procedure to determine the extent of
the pancreatitis. We may also need to provide intravenous
fluid replacement and perform kidney function tests and
glucose level measurements. Additionally, a urinalysis
will be necessary to check for any kidney damage.
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