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Abstract
The proliferation of fake news has had far-
reaching implications on politics, the economy,
and society at large. While Fake news detec-
tion methods have been employed to mitigate
this issue, they primarily depend on two es-
sential elements: the quality and relevance of
the evidence, and the effectiveness of the ver-
dict prediction mechanism. Traditional meth-
ods, which often source information from static
repositories like Wikipedia, are limited by
outdated or incomplete data, particularly for
emerging or rare claims. Large Language Mod-
els (LLMs), known for their remarkable rea-
soning and generative capabilities, introduce a
new frontier for fake news detection. However,
like traditional methods, LLM-based solutions
also grapple with the limitations of stale and
long-tail knowledge. Additionally, retrieval-
enhanced LLMs frequently struggle with is-
sues such as low-quality evidence retrieval and
context length constraints. To address these
challenges, we introduce a novel, retrieval-
augmented LLMs framework—the first of its
kind to automatically and strategically extract
key evidence from web sources for claim ver-
ification. Employing a multi-round retrieval
strategy, our framework ensures the acquisition
of sufficient, relevant evidence, thereby enhanc-
ing performance. Comprehensive experiments
across three real-world datasets validate the
framework’s superiority over existing methods.
Importantly, our model not only delivers ac-
curate verdicts but also offers human-readable
explanations to improve result interpretability.

1 Introduction

The escalation of fake news poses a severe threat,
dwarfing extensive efforts to mitigate its impact on
political, economic, and social landscapes (West
and Bergstrom, 2020). Fake news detection ap-
proaches to combat this issue generally fall into
three categories: content-based (Zhou and Za-
farani, 2021; Capuano et al., 2023), evidence-
based (Kotonya and Toni, 2020; Min et al., 2022),

Evidence

(a) Bert-driven models

(b) One-shot retrieval-enhanced LLMs

(c) Strategic Internet-base LLMs

In November 2004, voters statewide voted to 
allow Miami-Dade and Broward counties to 
put questions on the ballot about adding slot 
machines at facilities...

After legalizing slot machines in Miami-Dade and 
Broward counties. They were promised $500
million per year for schools. However, they only 
generated a paltry 20 percent...

Claim: Slot machines in Miami-Dade and Broward counties have generated 20
percent of the promised $500 million per year for schools.

Miami-Dade County is a county located in...

Methods

Figure 1: A motivating example of our model. (a) Bert-
driven methods: up-to-date evidence cannot be retrieved.
(b) One-shot retrieval-enhanced LLMs: only partial ev-
idence can be retrieved. (c) Strategic Internet-based
LLMs: multi-round retrieval of evidence from the Inter-
net facilitates more comprehensive and accurate assess-
ments.

and social context-based methods (Collins et al.,
2021; Grover et al., 2022).

However, existing methods (Zhou and Zafarani,
2020; Zhang and Ghorbani, 2020) are typically
tailored to specific datasets, thereby inherently con-
straining their scalability, transferability, and ro-
bustness. In light of these constraints, there arises
an imperative for the development of a more versa-
tile model that can efficiently detect fake news in a
zero-shot or few-shot learning manner.

Large Language Models (LLMs) have shown
remarkable capabilities across various applica-
tions (Wei et al., 2022a). Current methodologies
utilizing Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG)
and Large Language Models (LLMs) often depend
on specific databases such as Wikipedia or employ
a simple one-step retrieval process (Izacard et al.,
2023; Guu et al., 2020a). However, in the context
of real-world fake news detection, there are sig-
nificant systemic challenges that necessitate more
sophisticated solutions. These challenges encom-
pass the growing issue of AI-generated disinfor-
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mation, the limitations inherent in depending on
a limited number of data sources, the obstacles of
ensuring real-time updates in a constantly changing
news environment, and the long-tail effect where
rare or niche false information may remain unde-
tected (Chen and Shu, 2023). In response to these
obstacles, we propose an innovative multi-round
LLM-based RAG framework.

We introduce STEEL (STrategic rEtrieval
Enhanced with Large Language Model), a compre-
hensive, automated framework for fake news detec-
tion that combines ease-of-use and interpretability.
Our framework leverages the reasoning and uncer-
tainty estimation capabilities of LLMs, offering
more robust evidence retrieval. It also sidesteps
the limitations of relying on a solitary predefined
corpus by sourcing evidence directly from the ex-
pansive Internet. As illustrated in Figure 1, STEEL
employs an adaptive multi-round retrieval process,
using a Large Language Model to generate targeted
queries for missing information when initial evi-
dence is insufficient. In addition, it can sharpen
the focus of subsequent retrievals and save crucial
evidence already obtained for the next judgment.

In this work, we make the following contribu-
tions.

• We propose a novel framework, STEEL, for
automatic fake news detection through strate-
gic Internet-based evidence retrieval. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first frame-
work that leverages LLMs for fake news de-
tection via strategic evidence retrieval from
the Internet.

• We provide an open-source implementation
that is designed for out-of-the-box use, elimi-
nating the need for complicated data process-
ing or model training.

• Extensive experiments on three real-world
datasets demonstrate that STEEL outperforms
state-of-the-art methods in both prediction and
interpretability.

2 Related Work

2.1 RAG LLMs

The retrieval-augmented language model assists
text generation by retrieving relevant documents
from a vast external knowledge base (Nakano et al.,
2021). This combats long-tail, outdated knowledge,

and hallucination issues (Kandpal et al., 2023). Re-
cent work has shown that retrieving additional in-
formation can improve performance on a variety
of downstream tasks (Yao et al., 2023b), including
open-domain Q&A, fact-checking, fact completion,
long-form Q&A, Wikipedia article generation, and
fake news detection (Yu et al., 2023; Guu et al.,
2020b; Asai et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023; Wang
and Shu, 2023).

STEEL differs notably from other retrieval
methods in the RAG+LLM framework, like
FLARE (Jiang et al., 2023), Replug (Shi et al.,
2023), ProgramFC (Pan et al., 2023), and
SKR (Wang et al., 2023b). While FLARE, Pro-
gramFC, and SKR focus mainly on text blocks,
Replug on documents, STEEL retrieves both doc-
uments and text blocks. Unlike methods relying
on Wikis, STEEL uses the Internet as its source.
It shares context-based retrieval timing with other
methods but introduces active search features, in-
cluding LLM feedback utilization and answer ver-
ification, enhancing its flexibility and depth in re-
trieval tasks within the RAG+LLM framework.

2.2 Natural Language Inference LLMs

Natural Language Inference (NLI) is used to pre-
dict the logical connection between the claim and
the provided evidence. Recent studies have made
strides in enhancing LLMs’ reasoning. Chain of
Thought (Wei et al., 2022b) achieved significant
improvements with simple prompt modifications.
ReAct (Yao et al., 2023b) integrates reasoning and
acting capabilities in LLMs for better performance
in tasks requiring complex reasoning. Tree of
Thoughts (Yao et al., 2023a) enables deliberate
decision-making in LLMs by exploring reasoning
paths and facilitating self-evaluation. In contrast,
our work focuses on evidence-retrieval strategies
for news verification. Currently, main application
paradigms can be divided into: Prompting (Ram
et al., 2023), Fine-tuning (Borgeaud et al., 2022),
and Reinforcement learning (Liu et al., 2023). Ex-
isting industrial solutions like NEW BINGBING 1

and Perplexity.ai 2 integrate LLMs with search en-
gines for performance but aren’t optimized for fake
news detection. In this task, evidence quality is
crucial due to LLM input length limits. STEEL
addresses this by using LLM feedback and multi-
round evidence retrieval.

1https://www.bing.com/new
2https://www.perplexity.ai/

https://www.bing.com/new
https://www.perplexity.ai/


LLMs

Claim: One 
in every five 
families in 
the state of 
New Jersey 
has a loved 
one with a 
mental illness, 
a serious 
mental illness, 
and today, we 
don’t care.

Retrieval module Reasoning module

Re-search

……

Web Page 1

Web Page 2

Web Page N

Sorted web pages Doc semantic sorted

Doc 1 embedding

𝒞𝒞

𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖

Claim: 𝒞𝒞

Aggregated evidence: 𝐸𝐸𝑣𝑣

Prompt:𝒫𝒫 𝐿𝐿(𝐶𝐶,𝐸𝐸𝑣𝑣,𝑃𝑃)

�̂�𝑧 =

𝛼𝛼 < 50%

Prompt Engineering Model InferenceWeb Search

The claim … is supported by multiple sources and organizations…
Therefore, based on the available information, the claim is true.

……

true

false

NEI

Context length limit

Established evidence

[1]  In New Jersey...

𝐸𝐸𝑥𝑥

Compress

Re-search queries

Query 1: New Jersey average household size

…

Figure 2: The overview of the STEEL framework. Our framework unfolds in three parts: (a) Retrieval module.
Use claim or updated queries to search for evidence via the search engine, sort and select based on the similarity
between the searched documents and paragraphs of the claim. (b) Reasoning module. Feed the obtained evidence
and established evidence to LLMs via carefully designed prompts, and LLMs will reason and output one of the
three situations "true, false, or NEI (Not Enough Information)" with confidence levels. Even when the output is
"NEI", LLMs will compress the newly obtained information to the pool of established evidence for subsequent
search. (c) Re-search mechanism. Re-search for more evidence when the output is "NEI" or the confidence level is
below 50%. We use LLMs to generate "updated queries" to improve the quality of retrieval evidence.

3 Methods

In this section, we present our model, STEEL. The
input of this method consists of a claim C. Initially,
a set of relevant evidence Ev = {E1, E2, E3, ...}
are retrieved from the Internet. Subsequently,
LLMs evaluate the sufficiency of the gathered ev-
idence. If the evidence is deemed adequate, the
results will be output promptly. Otherwise, the
search for additional evidence continues. To con-
struct an affordable, ready-to-use framework, we
leverage the APIs (Application Interfaces) of lead-
ing AI (Artificial Intelligence) companies. Specif-
ically, we utilize BING Search for web evidence
retrieval and OPENAI’s GPT-3.5-turbo (OpenAI,
2022) for verification. The output is the predic-
tion of this claim ŷ, along with explanatory text
Ex = L(C,Ev). Here, L refers to the LLMs re-
sponsible for generating the output. y is a binary
classification, where y ∈ {true, false} indicates
the assessment of the news claims as true or false.

As shown in Figure 2, our model mainly com-
prises two key components: a retrieval module and
a reasoning module. These two modules are in-
tegrated within the overarching framework of the
re-search mechanism.

3.1 Retrieval Module

Unlike prior studies that separate web retrieval and
semantic retrieval, we integrate both stages. A
claim C is first processed by a web retrieval API to
obtain document links Us containing pertinent evi-
dence. Typically, 10 links are retrieved; however,
due to constraints imposed by the context length of
Large Language Models (LLMs), not all links are
utilized.

For source credibility, we implement a basic fil-
tering mechanism. Based on previous research (Pa-
padogiannakis et al., 2023), we use a list of 1, 044
known fake news websites as a filter, discarding
any matches during web search.

The documents retrieved online are initially or-
ganized based on the relevance algorithm of the
search engine, with the document deemed most
relevant positioned at the top of the list. Our analyt-
ical process adheres to the sequence of this sorted
list, beginning with the first document. Specifi-
cally, our approach involves assessing whether the
length of the top-ranked document exceeds our
predefined limit determined by the LLM’s context
length. If it does, we employ semantic retrieval
techniques to extract highly similar fragments from



the document. Conversely, if the length is within
acceptable limits, we utilize the entire document
and then sequentially examine the second-ranked
document, continuing this process until we reach
the maximum allowable context length. By this,
we strive to gather a comprehensive array of rel-
evant evidence while maintaining the integrity of
the information retrieved.

3.2 Reasoning Module

The relevant pieces of evidence Ev retrieved from
the web are then aggregated into prompts and fed
into the LLMs for inference. LLMs can make deci-
sions based on given evidence, including deciding
if they need to re-search, case can be seem at Figure
A1. Essentially, the prompt instructs LLM to as-
sess the claim based on the retrieved evidence and
output responses, which are classified into three cat-
egories - true, false, and NEI (Not Enough Informa-
tion). Explanations of the responses are provided
based on the sufficiency of the retrieved evidence.
For "NEI", "Established evidence" and "Updated
queries" will be output for further evidence collec-
tion. "Established evidence" is the compression
of this evidence for the next judgment. "Updated
queries" are the queries for subsequent web page
retrieval, with the purpose of incrementally obtain-
ing evidence. Prompts utilized here can be seen in
listing 7. To mitigate consistency issues, we incor-
porate a confidence level for each answer, along
with aggregated new and established evidence for
subsequent assessment. The third is aggregated
evidence of Ev obtained after retrieval and "Estab-
lished evidence" in the previous cycle.

ŷ, Ex = L(C,Ev, P ) (1)

To address inconsistent answers (Ye and Dur-
rett, 2022) and hallucinations problem, some previ-
ous work (Xiong et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023a)
exploits the self-consistence and self-judgment
approaches, enabling the LLMs to produce con-
fidence scores within the range of [0, 100%].
Nonetheless, it has been observed that contempo-
rary LLMs often exhibit a tendency toward over-
confidence (Wang et al., 2023d; Xiong et al., 2023).
To counteract this phenomenon, we introduce an
over-confidence coefficient within the range of
[0, 1]. The final confidence score is adjusted by
multiplying it with this coefficient. When the fi-
nal Confidence falls below 50%, the model is in-

Claim: This is sam-adams's statement. Four out of 10 homicides are committed by gun in this city.

Situations that require re-search

[Insufficient evidence]

Ground Truth: True 

In the United States, more than one in three women report experiencing abuse from a 
partner in their lifetime… (Inapplicable information)

NEI

[Irrelevant evidence]

[Lack of confidence]
𝛼𝛼 < 50%

In 2022, cities across the country are still grappling with the heightened rates of gun 
violence brought on by the COVID-19 pandemic. Gun homicides rose 35 percent at 
the pandemic’s onset in 2020… (Partial perception)

The claim is not true based on the web search results. Gun violence… Confidence: 60%

Figure 3: Situations necessitating re-search: Irrelevant
Evidence denotes evidence unrelated to the query or
claim. Insufficient Evidence indicates inadequate ev-
idence for reaching a valid conclusion. Lack of Con-
fidence signifies uncertainty or low confidence in the
conclusion’s accuracy based on evidence.

structed to proceed to the next iteration.

α = β ∗ Conf (2)

In equation 2, α denotes the final confidence score,
Conf represents the initial confidence score pro-
vided by the LLMs, and β represents the over-
confidence coefficient.

3.3 Re-Search Mechanism
As illustrated in Figure 3, the re-search is trig-
gered under certain conditions. This feature en-
sures a more robust and exhaustive gathering of
evidence, enhancing the method’s reliability and
performance.

Upon meeting a re-search condition, the model
kicks off a systematic process. First, it consolidates
the evidence gathered from the initial search, ap-
pending it to an "established evidence" pool for
future reference. Next, the model formulates a set
of "updated queries" aimed at obtaining additional
relevant evidence. This iterative approach ensures
a gradual accumulation of evidence, thereby en-
hancing the model’s ability to discern the veracity
of news.

Regarding the rationale behind our choice of
re-search over alternative methods that appear to
enhance retrieval quality, such as query-dependent
techniques or search engineering, a detailed expla-
nation will be provided in section 4.3.

Consequently, when LLMs determine that the
current evidence set is inadequate for a reliable
judgment on the claim at hand, it signals this by
outputting "NEI". This output serves as a trigger
for the model to advance to a subsequent iterative
search. The mechanics behind this intermediate
step are further detailed in Equation 3.

ẑ, Ex, α = L(C,Ev, P ) (3)



LIAR CHEF POLITIFACT

#Real News 9,252 3,543 399
#Fake News 3,555 5,015 345
#Total 12,807 8,558 744

Table 1: Statistics of the datasets.

where ẑ ∈ {true, false,NEI} and NEI stands
for Not Enough Information.

4 Experiments

In this section, we conduct experiments to evaluate
the efficacy of our STEEL model in multiple an-
gles. We focus on three main aspects: the efficiency
of evidence retrieval in identifying fake news, the
role of the re-search mechanism in bolstering detec-
tion accuracy, and the influence of varying retrieval
steps and prompts on the model’s performance.

4.1 Experiments Setup

Datasets To evaluate the performance of STEEL,
we conduct extensive experiments on three real-
world datasets, comprising two English datasets
(LIAR3 and PolitiFact4) and one Chinese dataset
(CHEF5). The news in LIAR and PolitiFact are
categorized into two distinct classes: real and fake
news. The datasets were preprocessed to maintain
their original meaning while fitting the task at hand,
with key statistics outlined in Table 1.

Baselines We compare our STEEL with 11 base-
lines, which can be divided into two groups:

The first group (G1) is classical and recent
advanced evidence-based methods. G1 con-
tains seven baselines: DeClarE (EMNLP’18)
(Popat et al., 2018), HAN (ACL’19) (Ma
et al., 2019), EHIAN (IJCAI’20) (Wu et al.,
2020), MAC (ACL’21) (Vo and Lee, 2021),
GET (WWW’22) (Xu et al., 2022), MUSER
(KDD’23) (Liao et al., 2023) and ReRead (SI-
GIR’23) (Hu et al., 2023).

The second group (G2) encompasses methods
based on LLMs, either with or without a retrieval
component. This group includes four methods:
GPT-3.5-turbo (OpenAI, 2022), Vicuna-7B (Chi-
ang et al., 2023), WEBGLM (KDD’23) (Liu et al.,
2023)and ProgramFC (ACL’23) (Pan et al., 2023).

3LIAR:https://www.cs.ucsb.edu/ william/-
data/liar_dataset.zip

4PolitiFact: https://www.politifact.com/
5CHEF: https://github.com/THU-BPM/CHEF

Method
LIAR

F1-Ma F1-Mi F1-T P-T R-T F1-F P-F R-F

G1

DeClarE 0.573 0.571 0.531 0.550 0.546 0.619 0.587 0.597
HAN 0.588 0.591 0.563 0.545 0.532 0.606 0.618 0.611

EHIAN 0.591 0.593 0.559 0.543 0.548 0.630 0.603 0.617
MAC 0.603 0.601 0.562 0.558 0.567 0.625 0.623 0.621
GET 0.614 0.610 0.572 0.567 0.579 0.641 0.654 0.632

MUSER 0.645 0.642 0.647 0.640 0.654 0.643 0.650 0.636
ReRead 0.611 0.615 0.587 0.581 0.596 0.633 0.628 0.626

G2

GPT-3.5-turbo 0.563 0.541 0.559 0.572 0.567 0.555 0.564 0.560
Vicuna-7B 0.528 0.535 0.521 0.543 0.552 0.519 0.538 0.526

WEBGLM-2B 0.601 0.597 0.558 0.563 0.571 0.622 0.604 0.618
ProgramFC 0.631 0.613 0.637 0.607 0.639 0.625 0.611 0.628

STEEL 0.714* 0.689* 0.685* 0.680* 0.691* 0.743* 0.725* 0.752*

Table 2: Performance comparison on LIAR of our
model w.r.t. baselines. The experiment was repeated
5 times with average results calculated. "F1-Ma" and
"F1-Mi" denote F1-Macro and F1-Micro metrics. "-T"
represents "True News as Positive," and "-F" denotes
"Fake News as Positive" for precision and recall calcula-
tions. Statistically significant test (P < 0.05) performed
on 5 dataset splits. Superior outcomes are highlighted
in bold, and statistically significant improvements are
indicated by *.

Method
CHEF

F1-Ma F1-Mi F1-T P-T R-T F1-F P-F R-F

G1

DeClarE 0.589 0.581 0.637 0.583 0.625 0.568 0.544 0.581
HAN 0.557 0.543 0.581 0.533 0.574 0.541 0.532 0.558

EHIAN 0.600 0.571 0.621 0.583 0.628 0.577 0.516 0.586
MAC 0.583 0.574 0.601 0.557 0.619 0.563 0.537 0.589
GET 0.602 0.588 0.623 0.585 0.630 0.556 0.582 0.574

MUSER 0.612 0.607 0.641 0.603 0.658 0.566 0.631 0.591
ReRead 0.719 0.705 0.762 0.826 0.706 0.655 0.645 0.704

G2

GPT-3.5-turbo 0.574 0.586 0.567 0.571 0.595 0.583 0.579 0.591
Vicuna-7B 0.519 0.513 0.509 0.538 0.531 0.522 0.518 0.525

WEBGLM-2B 0.632 0.597 0.558 0.563 0.571 0.611 0.604 0.618
ProgramFC 0.708 0.694 0.751 0.723 0.697 0.665 0.642 0.683

STEEL 0.793* 0.781* 0.818* 0.850* 0.772* 0.768* 0.725* 0.784*

Table 3: Performance comparison on CHEF of our
model w.r.t. baselines.

Method
PolitiFact

F1-Ma F1-Mi F1-T P-T R-T F1-F P-F R-F

G1

DeClarE 0.654 0.651 0.656 0.689 0.673 0.651 0.613 0.664
HAN 0.661 0.660 0.679 0.676 0.682 0.643 0.650 0.637

EHIAN 0.664 0.663 0.674 0.680 0.651 0.650 0.628 0.627
MAC 0.678 0.675 0.700 0.695 0.704 0.653 0.655 0.645
GET 0.694 0.692 0.725 0.712 0.770 0.669 0.720 0.665

MUSER 0.732 0.729 0.757 0.735 0.780 0.702 0.728 0.681
ReRead 0.681 0.693 0.714 0.711 0.755 0.688 0.718 0.699

G2

GPT-3.5-turbo 0.567 0.553 0.570 0.557 0.561 0.559 0.562 0.573
Vicuna-7B 0.522 0.515 0.529 0.531 0.526 0.518 0.520 0.519

WEBGLM-2B 0.628 0.633 0.601 0.617 0.639 0.612 0.660 0.626
ProgramFC 0.684 0.678 0.733 0.725 0.741 0.635 0.622 0.643

STEEL 0.751* 0.753* 0.780* 0.749* 0.787* 0.722* 0.745* 0.724*

Table 4: Performance comparison on Politifact of our
model w.r.t. baselines.

For a detailed description of the baseline models,
please refer to the Appendix A.2.

Implementation details Since our model does
not require a training set, we utilize all the data
as a test set. This approach is also applied to all
the datasets we use. In our method, the hyperpa-
rameter β is set to 0.7. For the LLMs, we set the
temperature at 0, top-p at 0.75, and limit prompt

https://www.cs.ucsb.edu/~william/data/liar_dataset.zip
https://www.cs.ucsb.edu/~william/data/liar_dataset.zip
https://www.politifact.com/
https://github.com/THU-BPM/CHEF


tokens to 4, 096. Hyperparameters for the base-
line methods are aligned with those detailed in
the respective papers and key hyperparameters are
meticulously tuned to achieve optimal performance.
We treat fake news detection as a binary classifica-
tion problem and our evaluation criteria include F1,
Precision, Recall, F1 Macro, and F1 Micro (Xu
et al., 2022). For more implementation details, see
the source code in this repository6. Besides, cost
details can be seen at A.1.

4.2 Main Results
Our model, STEEL, was benchmarked against 11
baseline approaches, comprising 7 evidence-based
and 4 LLM-based methods. We classified these into
two groups: G1 for evidence-based methods and
G2 for LLM-based methods. Performance metrics
are reported in Tables 2, 3, and 4. Key observations
from these results include the following.

1) STEEL consistently outperforms state-of-the-
art methods in three real-world datasets, with
more than a 5% increase in both F1-macro
and F1-micro scores. This also underscores
the model’s superior detection capabilities.

2) In a detailed evaluation, we measured the per-
formance of STEEL in three key metrics: F1,
Precision, and Recall, classifying real news as
positive and fake news as negative. STEEL
demonstrated superior performance on these
indicators.

3) STEEL surpasses all baselines in the detec-
tion of fake news, evidenced by improved de-
tection metrics. For instance, on the LIAR
dataset, we observed increases in F1 False,
Precision False, and Recall False by 17.3%,
11.5%, and 18.2%, respectively. Comparable
significant gains were noted on other data sets.

The collective evidence affirms that STEEL is
highly effective in detecting fake news, with signif-
icant advantages in both reasoning and accuracy.

4.3 Internet Search Comparison Study
To evaluate the relative effectiveness of our re-
search mechanism compared to other methods in
terms of improving the quality of evidence retrieval,
we conducted a comparative experiment. The re-
sults are presented in Table 5. "Re-search" repre-
sents our proposed scheme. The alternative meth-
ods used for comparison involve single searches.

6https://anonymous.4open.science/r/STEEL-6FD1/

Method F1-Ma

LIAR CHEF PolitiFact

Direct Search 0.695 0.771 0.733
Search with Keywords 0.699 0.775 0.735
Search after Paraphrase 0.702 0.780 0.736

Re-search 0.714 0.793 0.751

Table 5: Performance comparison of various search
strategies.

F1-Ma
l = 3 l = 4 l = 5 l = all

LIAR

k = 1 0.631 0.636 0.643 0.671
k = 3 0.650 0.662 0.677 0.714
k = 5 0.673 0.675 0.684 0.713
k = 7 0.669 0.672 0.680 0.713

Table 6: The impact of the number of URLs (k) and
paragraphs per document (l) on performance.

"Direct search" denotes the scenario where claims
are directly used as queries for evidence retrieval.
"Search with Keywords" involves the extraction
of key terms from the claims before searching.
"Search after Paraphrase" entails paraphrasing the
claim before searching.

The results indicate that while certain conven-
tional retrieval optimization methods employed by
search engines, including keyword search and para-
phrasing, offer improvements over the straightfor-
ward use of the claim as a query, their effectiveness
remains notably inferior to that of the re-search
module. This discrepancy arises from the fact that
evidence obtained in a single search is insufficient
to make a conclusive judgment. The results illus-
trate the important role of the re-search module in
our framework.

4.4 Optimal Parameters in Evidence Selection

To enhance the quality of evidence post-retrieval,
we experimented with two key parameters, the
number of document links (k) and length of the
evidence (l). As shown in Table 6, the most sig-
nificant improvement was achieved when k = 3
and l = all. This aligns with our expectation that
comprehending and reasoning about a statement
benefit from comprehensive and detailed informa-
tion compared to fragmented or limited snippets.

4.5 Ablation Study and Sensitivity Analysis

In this section, we evaluated the impact of each
module within our framework through ablation

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/STEEL-6FD1/


Method F1-Ma

LIAR CHEF PolitiFact
Vanilla 0.69 0.75 0.73
Quadratic Answer (Helbling et al., 2023) 0.69 0.76 0.74
Response Correction (Wang et al., 2023c) 0.69 0.75 0.74
Chain of Thought (Wang et al., 2023a) 0.69 0.76 0.74

Round Control (STEEL) 0.71 0.79 0.75

Table 7: Comparison of experimental results between
round control and other methods

studies, as shown in Figure 4. The label "-RS"
marks the version of the model without the retrieval
module, relying solely on LLMs, while "-RR" in-
dicates the removal of the re-search mechanism.
The results conclusively show that omitting any
single component leads to diminished performance,
validating that each module is integral to the frame-
work’s overall effectiveness. Notably, the retrieval
module proves to be particularly critical for per-
formance improvement. By effectively retrieving
key evidence pertinent to the claim in question, the
STEEL is better positioned to make accurate pre-
dictions, thereby highlighting the module’s crucial
role. Moreover, we carried out an ablation study
on the semantic search module, with the results
presented in Table 8.

Direct LLMs can not consistently achieve supe-
rior results, it is imperative to recognize the indis-
pensable role of incorporating external evidence to
substantially enhance predictive accuracy.

Method
F1-Ma

LIAR CHEF PolitiFact
STEEL w/o SSM 0.702 0.780 0.739
STEEL 0.714 0.793 0.751

Table 8: Experimental results of the ablation analysis of
the semantic search module.

The utilization of external evidence sources com-
plements the limitations of LLMs and contributes
to more robust and reliable predictions. Addition-
ally, we conducted an ablation study to examine
the impact of various step searches using different
LLMs, with the findings detailed in Table 9.

The primary insight gleaned from this experi-
ment highlights that consistent performance im-
provement is achievable through the utilization of
multiple retrieval steps. This implies that when
the initial retrieval step fails to yield a relevant ev-
idence passage, the retriever continues its efforts
in subsequent iterative retrieval processes. As in-

Method
F1-Ma

LIAR CHEF POLITIFACT
Vicuna-7b 0.528 0.519 0.522
Vicuna-7b + BING 1-step search 0.617 0.683 0.665
Vicuna-7b + BING multi-stage search 0.629 0.701 0.677

GPT-3.5-turbo 0.563 0.574 0.567
GPT-3.5-turbo + BING 1-step search 0.691 0.770 0.738
GPT-3.5-turbo + BING multi-stage search(STEEL) 0.714 0.793 0.751

Table 9: Performence comparison of various combina-
tions across three datasets.
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Figure 4: Ablation study results: STEEL denotes com-
plete model performance, STEEL-RR represents re-
moval of the re-search mechanism, and STEEL-RS rep-
resents GPT-3.5-Turbo without the search module.

dicated by the results, the model’s performance
reaches its peak at 3 retrieval steps. Beyond this
point, the addition of more steps does not yield
substantial benefits and, in some cases, may even
result in performance deterioration. Intriguingly, as
shown in Figure 5, the optimal number of retrieval
steps remains consistent across datasets, regardless
of variations in difficulty levels.

Since LLMs exhibit sensitivity to prompts, we
have experimented with various kinds of prompts
(examples of prompts can be seen in Appendix B.1).
The first category, denoted as "vanilla" prompts,
encapsulates the unaltered combination of the orig-
inal claim and the corresponding web pages re-
trieved from the Internet based on the claim. A
second type, referred to as "quadratic answer"
prompts(Helbling et al., 2023), exclusively incorpo-
rates the explanatory text generated by the LLMs’
initial output while omitting the answer component.
These prompts are employed to engage the LLMs
in self-consistency assessment. The third category,
designated as "response correction" prompts(Wang
et al., 2023c), consists of both the explanatory con-
tent and the answer, facilitating a comprehensive
evaluation of the coherence between the initial
LLM output’s response and its accompanying ex-
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Figure 5: F1-Ma of various numbers of re-search rounds
on three challenging claim verification datasets: LIAR
(orange line), CHEF (red line), and PolitFact (blue line).

ls the claim “Says House Democrats voted to use your tax dollars for abortions by voting against bill defunding Planned 
Parenthood.” true? Why?

LLMs 

Without 

Search

STEEL

Vicuna 7B The claim is partially true. In September 2015, the House of Representatives passed a 
bill that would have defunded Planned Parenthood…

Ground Truth: False 

Vicuna 13B The claim that … is partially true. In February 2019, the U.S. House of Representatives 
voted on a bill to defund Planned Parenthood…

Vicuna 33B I am an AI language model and cannot access real-time information.…

The claim that … is a politically charged statement that requires some context to 
understand..…

GPT-3.5-turbo

Retrieval-

augmented 

LLMs

The claim that … is not true, according to the web results [1] provided. The fact-
checking source explains that the claim made by the Tennessee Republican Party
mailer is false because voting against the 2009 bill (HB1756) did not actually allow for
taxpayer funds to be used for abortions. The bill in question dealt with federal "Title
X" funds, which are distributed to states for family planning services, including
contraception, annual exams, Pap tests, and screenings for sexually transmitted
diseases. The bill, as amended before passage, did not go as far as …

Figure 6: Explanation case study. Text with a colorful
background indicates quoted evidence.

planation. And the "Chain of Thought"(Wang et al.,
2023a), refers to denotes prompts that incorporate
illustrative examples to guide LLMs in generating
responses as per specific instructions.

As shown in Table 7, the results reveal that
prompt adjustments often fail to improve, and can
even detriment performance. Therefore, solely re-
lying on prompt adjustments may not yield the de-
sired outcomes, and our re-search provides a better
approach regarding retrieving evidence.

4.6 Explainability Study
Case study In this section, we demonstrate the per-
formance of our model in generating explanatory
text. As shown in Figure 6, we provide a specific
example where a news claim asserted, "Says House
Democrats voted to use your tax dollars for abor-
tions by voting against bill defunding Planned Par-
enthood." Through the extraction of key evidence
and coherent reasoning, our model effectively iden-
tified this news claim as false. More notably, our
model is capable of reorganizing reasoning, utiliz-
ing complete evidence to craft human-friendly ex-
planatory responses. Furthermore, it can attribute
the generated text, distinguishing between factual

Method F1-Ma Precision Agreement
MUSER 0.687 0.698 72.5%
STEEL 0.773 0.741 78.2%

Table 10: Results of the user study. The agreement
measure means the proportion of concurrence between
the user’s judgment and the model’s judgment.

information and generated content. This signifi-
cantly enhances interpretability, benefiting both the
model’s understanding and the user’s comprehen-
sion.

User study We assess whether real-world users
can accurately discern the veracity of news claims
using evidence obtained from STEEL. We selected
60 claims from the CHEF and LIAR datasets, in-
cluding 15 authentic and 15 false claims from each,
and compared the quality of evidence provided by
our STEEL model with that of MUSER. We hired
8 college students to rate the evidence. To ensure
methodological rigor, participants evaluated a ran-
domized set of claims independently, without inter-
action. 10 participants evaluated the evidence qual-
ity, reviewing either MUSER or STEEL-retrieved
evidence for each claim and determining its truth-
fulness within a 3-minute timeframe. Participants
also rated their confidence using a 5-point Likert
scale. The results, depicted in Table 10, unequiv-
ocally demonstrate the superior performance of
STEEL in evidence retrieval quality over MUSER.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we present an out-of-the-box, end-
to-end framework designed for fake news detec-
tion that centers around retrieval-augmented LLMs.
Our work is a preliminary attempt to address sys-
temic risks in the field of fake news detection, It
has been proven that fully leveraging LLMs can aid
individuals in identifying fake news by assisting
in the gathering of ample evidence and facilitat-
ing judgment by end users. Considering the in-
tricate challenges associated with identifying fake
news, there is a significant need for the future to
extend the framework’s capabilities to encompass
multimedia-based fake news, incorporating strate-
gies to analyze and interpret information across
text, images, videos, and audio. Addressing these
areas will not only improve the accuracy and reli-
ability of fake news detection but also broaden its
applicability.



Limitations Our study is constrained by two fac-
tors that warrant attention. A significant limitation
of our methodology lies in the simplistic nature of
the filtering algorithm utilized to identify fraudu-
lent news sources. Currently, in the preprocessing
of evidence, we employ a static blacklist to filter
out recognized sources of disinformation. However,
given the vast scale and rapid evolution of digital
content, this approach may prove insufficient. We
advocate for further investigation into this issue
and the development of more advanced and diverse
methods, including built-in mechanisms, for detect-
ing and excluding counterfeit news outlets.

Additionally, the restricted context length of the
input text poses another challenge, as it may not
capture all relevant information adequately. This
limitation underscores the need for additional re-
search into the implications of context length re-
strictions within the domain of LLMs. Such explo-
ration is essential for understanding their impact
on efficacy and for identifying viable strategies for
improvement.

Moreover, the technical quality of our method
is hampered by the limited computational power
available for fine-tuning current Large Language
Models (LLMs). Nevertheless, we present a novel
approach using existing LLMs with retrieval tech-
niques for fake news detection, thereby laying the
groundwork for future research endeavors.
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A Appendix

A.1 Cost details
1) Regarding implementation details, we put

detailed prompts in the appendix, and both
BING search and ChatGPT parameters are
available in the open-source code files.

2) Based on rough estimation, the cost is approx-
imately 0.04 dollars per test, among them,
gpt-3.5-turbo costs 0.0015 dollars per 1k to-
kens, and Bing search costs 15 dollars per 1k
searches.

3) We aim to provide an open-source, user-
friendly fake news detection framework with
improved performance and interpretability.
This framework can help people automatically
verify a piece of news when they can’t decide.

A.2 Baselines’ Description
Evidence-based methods

• DeClarE (EMNLP’18) (Popat et al., 2018):
They employ BiLSTM (Bidirectional Long
Short-Term Memory) to embed the semantics
of evidence and calculate evidence scores via
an attention interaction mechanism.

• HAN (ACL’19) (Ma et al., 2019) HAN uti-
lizes GRU (Gated Recurrent Unit ) embedding
and incorporates two modules: one for topic
consistency and another for semantic entail-
ment. These modules are based on a sentence-
level attention mechanism, facilitating the sim-
ulation of claim-evidence interaction.

• EHIAN (IJCAI’20) (Wu et al., 2020): EHIAN
achieves interpretable claim verification by
employing an evidence-aware hierarchical in-
teractive attention network, enabling the ex-
ploration of more plausible evidence seman-
tics.

• MAC (ACL’21) (Vo and Lee, 2021): MAC
combines multi-head word-level attention and
multi-head document-level attention, facilitat-
ing the interpretation for fake news detection
at both word-level and evidence-level.

• GET (WWW’22) (Xu et al., 2022): GET
models claims and pieces of evidence as
graph-structured data, allowing for the explo-
ration of complex semantic structures. Fur-
thermore, it mitigates information redundancy

through the incorporation of a semantic struc-
ture refinement layer.

• MUSER (KDD’23) (Liao et al., 2023):
MUSER adopts a multi-step evidence re-
trieval strategy, leveraging the interdepen-
dence among multiple pieces of evidence to
enhance its performance.

• ReRead (SIGIR’23) (Hu et al., 2023) :
ReRead retrieves appropriate evidence from
real-world documents by applying standards
of plausibility, sufficiency, and sufficiency.

LLM-based methods with or without retrieval

• GPT-3.5-turbo (OpenAI, 2022): ChatGPT
is a sibling model to InstructGPT, and it
shares similarities with InstructGPT in terms
of its capacity to understand and respond to
prompts with detailed explanations. The base-
line model employed here is gpt-3.5-turbo.

• Vicuna-7B (Chiang et al., 2023): Vicuna is
a fully open-source base model for Large
Language Models (LLMs) that has gained
widespread usage. It is trained through the
process of fine-tuning LLaMA on conversa-
tional data shared by users, which was col-
lected from ShareGPT.

• WEBGLM (KDD’23) (Liu et al., 2023)
: WEBGLM is a web-enhanced question-
answering system based on the General Lan-
guage Model (GLM). It retrieves relevant con-
tent from the Internet and then feeds it into
LLMs for analysis. The baseline model uti-
lized here is the 2B version with Bing search
integration.

• ProgramFC (ACL’23) (Pan et al., 2023) :
ProgramFC is a fact-checking model that de-
composes complex claims into simpler sub-
claims that can be solved with a shared library
of specialized functions. It uses strategic re-
trieval powered by Codex for fact checking.
The baseline setting we employ is their open-
book configuration.

B Prompts’ Description

B.1 Type Description
• Compress Prompt: Initial search may lack

sufficient data to verify the claim, but the re-
trieved evidence can still guide subsequent



Updated query

Claim: A small business receiving a federal tax credit "to provide health care for its employees ... would be barred under the 
Stupak Amendment from allowing their employees to use ... the health care that they offer them for abortion."

Instructions: Based on the provided evidence, analyze whether the information has enough evidence to decide whether 
the claim is true or false. If you think information is enough, respond "0" if this cliam is true, respond "1" if this claim is false. 
If you think you need more information, respond '2' this number, and tell me what you miss.
Please provide your evaluation of the claim based on the following format…

Insufficient evidence:
[1]The Stupak–Pitts Amendment was a proposed 
amendment to the Affordable Health Care for 
America Act of 2010 (AHCAA) …

More evidence:

[1]And those who accept subsidies can still purchase an 
abortion “rider” – that is, a separate policy covering abortion 
– as long as they pay for it entirely with their own money…

Answer: 0
Based on the provided web search results, the 
information is enough to evaluate the claim.
Confidence: 90%
While the Stupak-Pitts amendment would have placed 
restrictions on plans covering abortion, it would not have 
completely barred small businesses receiving a federal tax 
credit from offering plans that cover abortion.

Answer: 2
The provided in formation do not provide specific 
information about ... Confidence: 80%

(Not Enough Information)

(False)

The amendment aimed to ban federal funds from 
covering abortion costs, except in cases of rape, incest,
or life-threatening situations for the mother…

Step: 1

Established evidence

Query: Stupak-Pitts Amendment and abortion coverage 
restrictions 

Search query: Claim Step: 2Re-Search query:

Established evidence

Updated query

Figure A1: LLMs can make decisions based on given
evidence, including deciding if they need to re-search.

searches. These prompts combine the origi-
nal claim with newly retrieved information,
feeding them into LLMs for compressed data

• Keywords Prompt: This prompt is used to
extract several keywords from claim and then
retrieve. This is actually STEEL with a 1 step
number, but the prompt at the beginning has
been changed to keywords.

• Paraphrase Prompt: This prompt is used to
paraphrase original claim into another sen-
tence and then retrieve. This is actually
STEEL with 1 step, but the prompt at the be-
ginning has been changed to sentence after
paraphrased.

• Quadratic answer: This prompt is used to
check whether the explanation text output by
the LLMs model is consistent. The actual pur-
pose here is to try to solve the problem of self-
contradiction in the answers output by LLMs
models. However, the effect is not ideal.

• Response correction: This prompt aims to
verify the consistency of LLMs’ complete out-
put and address the issue of self-contradictory
answers produced by these models.

• Step check: This prompt is used as part of
our STEEL model.

• Text summary: This prompt is used to con-
vert long news into verifiable short claims.

• Vanilla: This prompt is used in one-shot
retrieval-enhanced LLMs.



B.2 Prompts Examples

Listing 1: Compress Prompt
Instruction: The information obtained from this search is not enough to determine

whether the claim is true or false, so I need you to help me extract key
evidence from the information obtained this time and compress it into one or
two sentences for subsequent use.

Statement: {search_text}
Web search results: {context_str}
Compressed information: [Compressed information]

Listing 2: Keywords Prompt
Instruction: Given a claim, if I want to verify the truth or falseness of the

claim, help me extract the keywords of the claim to be more suitable for web
search engines to search for evidence. The keywords should be short and no more
than 4.

Statement: {search_text}
Keywords: ["Keyword 1", "Keyword 2"...]
Remember to follow the format for output.

Listing 3: Paraphrase Prompt
Instructions: Given a claim, if I want to verify the truth or falsehood of the

claim, help me paraphrase the statement so that it is more suitable for web
search engines to search for evidence. The paraphrase should be one sentence.

Claim: {search_text}
Paraphrased: [paraphrased text]
Remember to follow the format for output.

Listing 4: Quadratic answer(qa) Prompt
Instruction: I will provide you with a paragraph that contains a judgment on a

claim.
Your task is to analyze the intention of this paragraph. If the paragraph considers

the claim to be true, reply with ’Answer: 0’. If the paragraph considers the
statement to be false, reply with ’Answer: 1’. If the paragraph considers the
statement to be neither true nor false, reply with ’Answer: 2’.

Paragraph: {first_response_text}
Answer: [0/1/2]
Please remember to follow my instructions to reply.

Listing 5: Response correction(rc) Prompt
Instructions: I will give you the following information: Explanation: [Explain why

you make this judgment.]
Answer: [0/1/2]
If Answer is 0 or 1: Just provide the number.
If Answer is 2:
Missing info: [Description of missing information]
Query: ["Query 1", "Query 2", ...]
Your task is to help me determine whether the number after "Answer: " is consistent

with the explanation, where "Answer: 0" means this cliam is true , "Answer: 1"
means this claim is false. "Answer: 2" means you need more information. If they
are inconsistent, the explanation shall prevail and the Answer shall be
corrected, and the answer with only Answer: changed shall be returned.

The paragraph that needs to be judged and changed: {first_response_text}

Listing 6: One-shot Prompt
Instructions: Based on the provided web search results, analyze whether the

information has enough evidence to decide whether the statement is true or
false. If you think information is enough, respond "0" if this cliam is true,
respond "1" if this claim is false. If you think you need more information,
respond ’2’ this number, and tell me what you miss and what should you search.
Please provide your evaluation of the claim based on the following format:
Answer: [0/1/2] If Answer is 0 or 1: Just provide the number If Answer is 2:



Missing info: [Description of missing information]
Query: ["Query 1", "Query 2", ...]

Here is an example:Q: Instructions: Based on the provided web search results,
analyze whether the information has enough evidence to decide whether the
statement is true or false.

Claim: This is rob-portman’s statement. Under Lt. Gov. Lee Fisher, Ohio is 44th in
the country in terms of getting money actually into worker retraining.

Web search result:
Source [1] cleveland.com
"Under Lt. Gov. Lee Fisher, Ohio is 44th in the country in terms of getting money

actually into worker retraining ..."
Source [2] politifact.com
"I agree with what Joe Hallett just said. Sometimes trade has a disruptive effect

and we need to be sure that we are minimizing that. But when it happens, we
need to be sure that the government steps in and provides ..."

Please provide your evaluation of the claim based on the following format:
Answer: 2
Missing info: The sources do not provide enough context about what exactly is being

ranked 44th. They also do not conclusively state whether the 44th ranking was
current at the time the claim was made.

Query: ["Ohio worker retraining funding rankings over time", "Ohio worker
retraining program performance under Lee Fisher"]

Now is your turn:
Claim: This is dan-pfeiffer’s statement. Says President Barack Obamas approval

rating gained 3 points in the last couple months.Web search result:Source [1]
politifact.com

When asked about Obama’s approval rating, Pfeiffer said, "...Remember to fill in
all required fields based on the Answer value.If you think information is
enough, respond "0" if this claim is true, respond "1" if this claim is
false.If you think you need more information, respond ’2’ this number, and tell
me what you miss and what should you search in the format I specified.

Listing 7: Step check(sc) Prompt
Instructions: Based on the provided web search results, analyze whether the

information has enough evidence to decide whether the claim is true or false.
If you think information is enough, respond "0"
if this claim is true, respond "1" if this claim is false.
If you think the claim is partially true, respond "0".
If you think you need more information, respond ’2’ this number, and tell me what

you miss and what should you search; and I need you to help me extract key
evidence from the information obtained this time and compress it into one or
two sentences for subsequent use.

Please provide your evaluation of the claim based on the following format:
Explanation: [Explain why you make this judgement.]
Answer: [0/1/2]
If Answer is 0 or 1: Just provide the number.
If Answer is 2:
Missing info: [Description of missing information]
Query: ["Query 1", "Query 2", ...]
Compressed information: [Compressed information]
Claim: {search_text}
Web search result: {context_str}
Remember to fill in all required fields based on the Answer value. If you think

information is enough, respond "0" if this claim is true, respond "1" if this
claim is false. If you think you need more information, respond ’2’ this
number, and tell me what you miss and what should you search in the format I
specified. And explain how confident you are (0~100%) Confirm that you are
confident in your answer, and reply "Confidence: [0~100%].

Listing 8: Text summary(ts) Prompt
Instructions: Please help me convert this news article into a concise claim that

can be used to assess its authenticity.
Claim:[Key claim of news]
Remember, the claim should be brief and to the point.
text: {news}



Listing 9: Vanilla(va) Prompt
Claim: {search_text} Web search result: {context_str} Answer: [true/false] Remember

to fill in all required fields based on your judgement.
You must and can only choose one answer from true or false.


