
Give Me More Details: Improving Fact-Checking
with Latent Retrieval

Xuming Hu
HKUST(GZ)

Guangzhou, China
xuminghu97@gmail.com

Junzhe Chen
Tsinghua University

Beijing, China
chenjz20@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn

Zhijiang Guo∗
University of Cambridge

Cambridge, UK
zg283@cam.ac.uk

Philip S. Yu
University of Illinois at Chicago

Chicago, USA
psyu@cs.uic.edu

ABSTRACT
Evidence plays a crucial role in automated fact-checking. When
verifying real-world claims, existing fact-checking systems either
assume the evidence sentences are given or use the search snippets
returned by the search engine. Such methods ignore the challenges
of collecting evidence and may not provide sufficient information to
verify real-world claims. Aiming at building a better fact-checking
system, we propose to incorporate full text from source documents
as evidence and introduce two enriched datasets. The first one is
a multilingual dataset, while the second one is monolingual (Eng-
lish). We further develop a latent variable model to jointly extract
evidence sentences from documents and perform claim verification.
Experiments indicate that including source documents can provide
sufficient contextual clues even when gold evidence sentences are
not annotated. The proposed system is able to achieve significant
improvements upon best-reported models under different settings.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems→ Information retrieval; • Computing
methodologies→ Natural language processing.

KEYWORDS
Automated Fact-Checking, Real-world Systems, Latent Variable
Models, Evidence Retrieval, Claim Verification

1 INTRODUCTION
The spread of misinformation in the modern media ecosystem
has become an urgent social issue [46]. In order to combat the
proliferation of misleading information, fact-checking becomes
an essential task, which aims to assess the factuality of a given
claim made in written or spoken language based on the collected
evidence [1, 11]. Figure 1 shows a real-world claim that originates
and circulates on Arabic social media. The claim is included in
the multilingual dataset XFact [13]. Here, we translate the claim
into English for illustration. In order to evaluate the factuality of
this claim, a journalist needs to search through potentially many
sources to find the statistics of mRNA vaccines, and perform the
numerical comparison based on the evidence.

∗Corresponding author.

1. This article confirms that 
Professor Dolores Cahill, 
from Dublin, believes that 
30% of the vacancies received 
in the middle of the test……

2.  At least "30% of those 
vaccinated" with mRNA 
Covid-19 vaccine "will be 
dead within three months"......

Search Snippets

Claim: 30% of people injected 
with mRNA Covid-19 vaccine will 

die within three months.
Verdict: False

Source Documents

True 

1…What Dolores said was 
wrong. 43,600 people 
participated in mRNA vaccine 
trials. After eight months, no 
deaths were recorded. 

In countries that have been 
vaccinated for more than three 
months, such as the United 
States, no deaths have been 
reported to prove 
immunization-related… 

False 

Figure 1: An example claim from theXFact dataset. The exam-
ple is translated into English for illustration. Search snippet
1 is generated automatically by the search engine, which is a
short summary of source document 1. One will predict the
claim to be true only based on the search snippets, but the
claim is false if the document is provided.

Though evidence plays a significant role in fact-checking, early
efforts in automatic systems only use the claim to predict the fac-
tuality [19, 36, 45]. Schuster et al. [40] demonstrated that relying
on surface patterns of claims without considering other evidence
fails to identify well-presented misinformation. To address this
issue, recent efforts asked annotators to mutate sentences from
Wikipedia articles to create claims and evidence [19, 43]. These
synthetic claims cannot replace real-world claims that are circulat-
ing in the media ecosystem as shown in Figure 1. Therefore, other
works chose to crawl real-world claims from fact-checking web-
sites [3, 13, 37], and used the snippets returned by search engines
as the evidence. However, such snippets may not provide sufficient
information to verify the claim. Take Figure 1 as an example. Based
on the snippets only, the verdict of the claim is True as necessary
information about deaths after vaccination is missing. Through
manual inspections, we found that only 46% of search snippets pro-
vide sufficient information, while 82% of source documents provide
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Table 1: Comparisons of fact-checking datasets. Type in the header means the type of evidence used, such as sentence (sent),
metadata (meta), question-answer pairs (qa pairs), etc. Source means where the evidence is collected from, such as Wikipedia,
fact-checking websites. Retrieved denotes if the evidence is given or retrieved from the source.

Dataset Real-world Domain #Claims #Labels Evidence
Type Source Retrieved Avg. Length

FEVER [43] ✗ Multiple 185,445 3 Sent Wikipedia ✔ 1.2 Sents
HOVER [19] ✗ Multiple 26,171 3 Sent Wikipedia ✔ 3.1 Sents
TabFact [7] ✗ Multiple 92,283 2 Table Wikipedia ✗ 1.0 Table
InfoTabs [14] ✗ Multiple 23,738 English Table Wiki ✗ ✔

ANT [21] ✗ Multiple 4,547 Arabic ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

VitaminC [39] ✗ Multiple 488,904 3 Sent Wikipedia ✗ 1.0 Sents
FEVEROUS [2] ✗ Multiple 87,026 3 Sent/Table Wikipedia ✔ 1.4 Sents/0.8 Tables

PunditFact [36] ✔ Multiple 4,361 3 ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

Liar [49] ✔ Politics 12,836 6 Meta Fact-check ✗ ✗

Snopes [15] ✔ Multiple 6,422 3 Sent Fact-check ✗ 5.0 Sents
MultiFC [3] ✔ Multiple 36,534 2-27 Snippet Internet ✔ 35.7 Sents
FakeCovid [42] ✔ Health 5,182 2 ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

AnswerFact [54] ✔ Product 60,864 5 Answer Amazon ✗ 5.0 Sents
SciFact [47] ✔ Science 1,409 3 Sent Paper ✗ 1.2 Sents
PublicHealth [25] ✔ Health 11,832 4 Sent Fact-check ✗ 5.0 Sents
XFact [13] ✔ Multiple 31,189 7 Snippet Internet ✔ 15.5 Sents
WatClaimCheck [20] ✔ Multiple 33,697 386 Sent Fact-check ✗ 64.8 Sents
ClaimDecomp [6] ✔ Multiple 1,250 6 QA Pairs Fact-check ✗ 5.4 Sents
AveriTec [37] ✔ Multiple 4,568 4 QA Pairs Internet ✔ 7.1 Sents

ample information to verify the claim. Here document 1 reveals that
no deaths have been reported in the vaccine trials and countries
that have been vaccinated for more than 3 months. Based on the
evidence, one can predict the factuality of the given claim is False.

Aiming for improving real-world fact-checking systems, we pro-
pose to incorporate full text from source documents as evidence.
Unlike previous synthetic datasets, where gold evidence sentences
are annotated [19, 39, 44], the key challenge of using source docu-
ments is how to extract related sentences as evidence. Therefore, we
are not able to train an evidence extractor in a supervised manner.
On the other hand, source documents returned by the search engine
contain lots of irrelevant information. Taking such noisy sentences
as evidence propagates errors to the downstream claim verification
module. In order to address these two issues, we develop a latent
variable model, allowing discrete evidence extraction and claim
verification in an end-to-end fashion. Our model directly controls
sparsity and contiguity for maintaining a better balance in keeping
relevant sentences as evidence and removing irrelevant sentences.
Experiments on two datasets under different settings demonstrate
the effectiveness of the proposed approaches. Our key contributions
are summarized as follows:

• We conduct extensive analyses on the real-world multilin-
gual dataset XFact, then propose to incorporate source doc-
uments and introduce two enriched datasets.

• We propose a joint system that models evidence extraction
as a latent variable, maintaining a better balance between
keeping relevant and removing irrelevant information.

• Experiments show that modeling source documents lead to
significant improvements upon best-reported models.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Fact-Checking Datasets
We reviewed the existing fact-checking dataset as summarized in
Table 1. Following Guo et al. [12], we grouped the datasets into two
categories: real-world and synthetic. Real-world datasets consist
of claims that are naturally occurred and fact-checked by jour-
nalists, while synthetic datasets contain claims created artificially
by mutating sentences from Wikipedia articles. Early real-world
efforts predicted the veracity solely based on the claims or with
metadata [36, 49], but relying on surface patterns of claims without
considering the state of the world fails to identify well-presented
misinformation [40]. Therefore, later works proposed to incorpo-
rate evidence into the dataset. Ferreira and Vlachos [9] used the
headlines of selected news articles, and Pomerleau and Rao [35]
used the entire articles instead as the evidence for the same claims.
Instead of using news articles, Hanselowski et al. [15] and Kotonya
and Toni [25] extracted summaries accompanying fact-checking
articles about the claims as evidence. The aforementioned works as-
sume that evidence is given for every claim, which is not conducive
to developing systems that need to retrieve evidence from a large
knowledge source. In order to integrate the evidence retrieval for
better fact-checking, other efforts created claims artificially. Thorne
et al. [43] and Jiang et al. [19] consideredWikipedia as the source of
evidence and annotated the sentences supporting or refuting each
claim. To address this, Augenstein et al. [3] and Gupta and Srikumar
[13] retrieved evidence from the Internet, but the search results
were not annotated. Thus, it is possible that irrelevant information
is present in the evidence, while information that is necessary for
verification is missing. To construct a better evidence-based dataset,
we retrieve documents from web pages and select relevant evidence
sentences from documents as evidence. Such a design makes the



Give Me More Details: Improving Fact-Checking with Latent Retrieval SIGIR ’2024, July 14-18, 2024, Washington D.C., USA

Figure 2: Comparison of information sufficiency, redundancy,
and prediction accuracy when humans are given search snip-
pets and source documents.

dataset suitable to train fact-checking systems that can extract evi-
dence from web sources and validate real-world claims based on
evidence found on the Internet.

Early efforts predicted the veracity solely based on the claims or
with metadata [36, 49], but studies show that predictions that do
not consider evidence fails to identify misinformation [40]. There-
fore, synthetic datasets [19, 39, 44] considered Wikipedia as the
source of evidence and annotated the sentences from articles as
evidence. However, these efforts restricted world knowledge to a
single source (i.e. Wikipedia), which is not ideal to develop systems
that collect evidence from heterogeneous sources. On the other
hand, real-world efforts [15, 25] extracted summaries accompany-
ing fact-checking articles about the claims as evidence. Nonetheless,
using fact-checking articles is not realistic, as they are not avail-
able during inference. To address this issue, other datasets [3, 13]
included search snippets generated by Google as evidence. Unlike
prior real-world efforts, we propose to directly incorporate retrieved
documents to provide more information for better verification.

2.2 Fact-Checking Systems
When verifying synthetic claims, systems often operate as a pipeline
consisting of an evidence extraction module and a verification mod-
ule. Relevant articles are first retrieved from the Wikipedia dump
by using entity linking, or TF-IDF [16, 44]. After obtaining the
evidence sentences, a textual entailment model is applied for the
claim verification [29, 34]. Recent systems employ graph-based
models to aggregate evidence. This allows the verification of more
complex claims where several pieces of information can be com-
bined [28, 38, 55, 56]. Due to the difficulty of annotating evidence
under real-world scenarios, most systems assume the evidence
sentences are given, ignoring the challenge of evidence extrac-
tion [3, 13, 25]. Different from these methods, our proposal involves
treating evidence extraction as a latent variable. This innovative
design empowers our system to efficiently gather evidence from
various web sources, thereby verifying real-world claims through
evidence discovered online.

3 DATASET ANALYSIS
3.1 Search Snippets Analysis
We investigated the usage of search snippets as evidence for veri-
fying real-world claims. To evaluate the information provided by
the search snippets, instances from XFact [13] were manually ex-
amined in two phases. The examination team has fifteen members.

Table 2: Statistics of XFact and EFact.
Dataset Type Train Dev Test

XFact

Claims 19,079 2,535 9,106
Snippets 85,856 11,154 47,507

Documents 91,579 12,089 52,552

Avg #Words in the Claim 27.8
Avg #Words in the Snippets 32.6
Avg #Words in the Documents 662.4

EFact

Claims 8,002 801 1,197
Snippets 44,359 4,583 6,472

Documents 46,524 4,650 6,954

Avg #Words in the Claim 15.6
Avg #Words in the Snippets 37.1
Avg #Words in the Documents 544.42

Five of them are involved in the first phase, while the other five
participants are in the second phase. All annotators are undergrad-
uate students who are fluent in English. To ensure examination
consistency, they were trained by the authors and went through
several pilot examinations. We randomly selected 100 instances and
translated them into English. For inter-annotator agreement, we
randomly selected 20% of claims to be annotated by 5 annotators.
We calculated the Fleiss K score [10] to be 0.75.

In the first phase, each annotator was given 50 claims with their
corresponding label, search snippets, and source documents. An-
notators were required to answer (yes or no) if the snippets and
documents provide sufficient information to predict the label of
the given claim. We reported the average results in Figure 2, only
46% of snippets provide sufficient information to verify the claim.
Our same analysis suggests that for 82% of the instances, using
documents provides sufficient evidence to determine the factuality.
Annotators were also asked to label if each snippet and document
is related to the claim. 78% of source documents are not directly
related to the claim (redundancy), while only 37% of search snip-
pets contain irrelevant information. We also noticed that more than
52% of the sentences that can be served as evidence were in three
consecutive paragraphs in a document. In the second phase, each
annotator was given the claim with search snippets and source
documents. Annotators were asked to infer the labels of 50 claims
based on the snippets or documents. As shown in Figure 2, human
predictions are more accurate when source documents are given
(71% vs. 40%). However, we notice that the performance gap be-
tween snippets and documents is smaller in prediction accuracy.
One reason is that the documents contain more irrelevant informa-
tion that may affect the prediction accuracy. Based on these results,
we conclude that if a fact-checking system is able to extract relevant
sentences from source documents, it will gain benefits from the
additional contextual clues.

3.2 Multilingual Dataset Extension
Next, we extend XFact with source documents. XFact contains URLs
of web pages and search snippets of these web pages generated by
Google search. We only include web pages that the XFact provides
the URLs. We also filtered the web pages published after the claims
were made to avoid possible information leakage. In detail, we use
the HTTP Get method to obtain the web pages according to the
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given URLs, then utilize xpath to locate all the text content under
the <body><p> tags of the web page, so as to exclude the advertise-
ments, brand information, contact information and other irrelevant
contents in the web page. Multimedia information (e.g. pictures,
videos) is also removed. With this pre-processing procedure, we are
able to get textual contents (source documents) from 71% of the web
pages. Due to the difficulty of identifying the evidence sentences
from source documents in 25 languages, gold labels of evidence
are not annotated. For websites with an anti-crawling function,
the above method will not return web pages. In this scenario, we
obtain content by manually opening web pages. Table 2 shows the
statistics of the extended XFact.

3.3 Distribution of the Dataset
For training and development, the top twelve languages based on
the number of labeled examples are included. The average number
of examples per language is 1784, with Serbian being the smallest
(835). The dataset is split into training (75%), development (10%), and
𝛼1 test set (15%). This leaves us with 13 languages for our zero-shot
test set (and 𝛼3). The remaining set of sources form our out-of-
domain test set (and 𝛼2). In total, X-FACT covers the following 25
languages (shown with their ISO 639-1 code for brevity): ar, az, bn,
de, es, fa, fr, gu, hi, id, it, ka, mr, no, nl, pa, pl, pt, ro, ru, si, sr, sq, ta,
tr.

There are 7 possible labels for each claim in XFact and EFact:
True, Mostly-True, Partly-True, Mostly False, False, Unverifiable
and Other. Table 3 shows the composition of training, development,
and test sets of XFact and EFact, respecitvely.

3.4 Monolingual Dataset Construction
In order to comprehensively evaluate the proposed paradigm on
real-world claims, we further construct an English dataset EFact.
Augenstein et al. [3] introduced a real-world English dataset with
search snippets as evidence. However, it is constructed 4 years ago,
and more than half (58%) of the URLs provided in the dataset are
invalid. The content of the web pages is either deleted or expired, so
we are not able to get the texts on the web pages. Following Gupta
and Srikumar [13], we build the monolingual version of XFact. In
summary, we scrape fact-checked claims from dedicated agencies
and result in a total of 10,000 English claims. We collected a list of
nonpartisan fact-checkers compiled by International Fact-Checking
Network (IFCN)1, and Duke Reporter’s Lab2. After obtaining the
list, we first queried Google’s Fact Check Explorer (GFCE)3 for
all the fact-checks done by a particular website. Then we crawled
the linked article on the website and additional metadata such as
author, URL, and date of the claim.We removed duplicate claims and
examples where the label appeared in the claim itself. For websites
not linked through GFCE, we skipped these websites as the verdict
of the claim is not well-specified.

Next, we normalized the verdict of claims into 7 labels similar
to XFact. The label set contains five labels with a decreasing level
of truthfulness: True, Mostly-True, Partly-True, Mostly False, and
False. To encompass several other cases where assigning a label

1https://www.poynter.org/ifcn/
2https://reporterslab.org/fact-checking/
3https://toolbox.google.com/factcheck/explorer

Claim

Documents
Evidence 
Extractor

Claim 
Verifier

Verdict

Figure 3: Overview of the model.

is difficult due to lack of evidence or subjective interpretations,
we introduced Unverifiable as another label. A final label Other
was used to denote cases that do not fall under the above-specified
categories. Following the process described, we reviewed each fact-
checker’s rating system along with some examples and manually
mapped these labels to our newly designed label scheme. Table 3
shows the label distribution of EFact.

When verifying a claim, journalists first find information related
to the fact and evaluate it given the collected evidence. To validate
real-world claims, we chose to incorporate full text in the web pages
as evidence. In order to collect evidence from the web sources, we
first submitted each claim as a query to the Google Search API by
following Augenstein et al. [3] and Gupta and Srikumar [13]. The
top 10 search results are retrieved. For each result, we saved the
search rank, URL, timestamp and document. For a small percentage
of the claims, Google search did not yield any results. We removed
these claims from our training, development, and test sets. We have
two measures to ensure the reliability of the evidence. Firstly, we
maintained a list of misinformation and disinformation websites,
all search results from these websites will be filtered out. Secondly,
we filtered out results from fact-checking websites to prevent the
answer from being trivially found.

4 MODEL
As shown in Figure 3, the proposed model contains two modules:
evidence extractor and claim verifier. We propose the Sparsity and
Contiguity Assisted Latent Evidence Extractor (SCALE) as the
evidence extractor, which extracts the evidence by assigning binary
masks (0 or 1) to sentences. After obtaining the evidence sentences,
the claim verifier predicts the verdict of the claim conditioned on
the extracted evidence. We provide the pseudo code in Algorithm 1.
These two modules are jointly trained in an end-to-end manner.

4.1 Motivation
There are three main challenges to incorporating source documents
for verifying real-world claims.

• The first one is that we cannot train an evidence extractor
in a supervised learning manner, as gold evidence sentences
in the documents are not available.

• Next, the source documents encompass a substantial amount
of irrelevant information, since they are aggregated from
heterogeneous web sources.

• Lastly, evidence is crucial for generating justifications to
convince readers [12]. Extracted sentences are encouraged
to be contiguous, which improves readability [18].

https://www.poynter.org/ifcn/
https://reporterslab.org/fact-checking/
https://toolbox.google.com/factcheck/explorer
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Table 3: Label distribution of XFact and EFact.

Label False Mostly False Partly True Mostly True True Unverifiable Other

Train 10,836 2,872 6,565 3,589 5,716 521 537
Development 938 105 540 186 521 79 65
Test (In-Domain) 1,412 148 831 284 797 101 85
Test (Out-of-Domain) 980 0 696 0 290 138 12
Test (Zero-Shot) 1,448 411 760 71 327 260 54

Train 1,549 2,077 1,834 490 1,306 426 320
Development 155 208 183 49 131 43 32
Test 232 311 275 73 195 63 48

Aiming at addressing these challenges, we use SCALE to build
the model. Firstly, we can view the evidence extraction as a
latent variable, and jointly train it with claim verification
based on SCALE. Unlike other information retrievers (e.g. TF-
IDF), the evidence extractor in the proposed joint system can solicit
optimization feedback obtained from the claim verification. On the
other hand, SCALE is more stable when compared with other latent
variable models [4, 26], which rely on sampling-based gradient
estimators and thus exhibit high variance.

Secondly, using SCALE can control sparsity and contiguity
in the evidence extraction. Imposing sparsity helps to strike
a balance between removing irrelevant information and keeping
relevant information in the document. Encouraging contiguity aids
in extracting continuous evidence sentences for better readability.
Algorithm 1 Pseudo code implementation of our joint model
Require: Batch size 𝑁 , Claim 𝑐 , Document 𝑑 , Labels𝑇
1: for Sampled Mini-batch {𝑐𝑘 }𝑁𝑘=1, {𝑑𝑘 }

𝑁
𝑘=1, {𝑇𝑘 }

𝑁
𝑘=1 do

2: for All 𝑘 ∈ {1, ..., 𝑁 } do
3: 𝐶𝑘 , 𝐷𝑘 = BERT_encoder(𝑐𝑘 ), BERT_encoder(𝑑𝑘 ).
4: 𝑍𝑘 = SCALE_Extractor(𝐶𝑘 , 𝐷𝑘 ).
5: 𝑇 ′

𝑘
= Verifier (concat(𝐶𝑘 , 𝐷𝑘 ∗ 𝑍𝑘 )).

6: ⊲ Verifier can be BERT or KGAT
7: end for
8: loss = NLLLoss({𝑇𝑘 }𝑁𝑘=1, {𝑇

′
𝑘
}𝑁
𝑘=1).

9: loss.backward().
10: end for
11: return Network{BERT_encoder, SCALE_Extractor, Verifier}.

4.2 Evidence Extractor
We proposed a latent variable model SCALE to compute sentence-
level values 𝜇 ∈ [0, 1]𝐿 , which will be used to mask the sentences
in the source document. Only the sentences have been assigned
non-zero value will be considered as evidence for claim verification.

Sentence Representation. We use BERT [8] to encode the claim
and sentences in the document. We feed the sentences indepen-
dently to the BERT and use the representations of CLS tokens as
the sentence representations. Then we concatenate the sentence
representations as the claim representations: 𝒙𝑐 ∈ R𝐷×𝐿𝑐 and doc-
ument representations: 𝒙𝑑 ∈ R𝐷×𝐿𝑑 where 𝐷 is the embedding
size and 𝐿𝑐 , 𝐿𝑑 is the number of sentences.

Factor Graph. Finding the highest-scored evidence sentences
under certain constraints can be viewed as a structured prediction
problem. Essentially, the global structure can be represented as
assignments to multiple variables, and posit a decomposition of

Those susceptible to immune response 

may have a reaction to mRNA vaccines. 

Most people will not experience severe 

side effects include fever and fatigue. 

Severe side effects are defined as those 

that prevent daily activity.

The COVID-19 mRNA vaccines have 

efficacy rates of 90-95%. 

This may explain the intense reactions 

such as aches and fevers reported in 

some recipients. 

Reactions though severe were transient.

2

1

5

4

3

6

4

1

2

3

5

6

BUDGET factor

PAIR factor

Figure 4: Factor graph for the evidence extractor.

the problem into local factors 𝑓 . Each of 𝑓 will impose constraints
on the evidence sentences. In this work, we introduce two factors:
BUDGET and PAIR to control the sparsity and continuity of the
extracted sentences. In detail, we assume a factor graph F , which
consists of each factor 𝑓 ∈ F corresponding to a subset of variables
𝝁 𝑓 = (𝝁𝑖 )𝑖∈ 𝑓 in it. Note that 𝝁 is a 𝐿 = 𝐿𝑐×𝐿𝑑 dimensional binary
mask selecting the evidence sentences from documents that are
aligned to the claim.

The following local sub-problem is required to be tractable for
any factor:

�̂� 𝑓 = arg max
𝝁 𝑓 ∈{0,1} |𝑓 |

𝒔⊤
𝑓
𝝁 𝑓 + ℎ𝑓

(
𝝁 𝑓

)
, (1)

where the first item indicates the selection of sentences in the doc-
uments according to the degree of importance matrix: 𝒔 𝑓 = 𝒙𝑐 · 𝒙𝑇𝑑 ,
and the second item represents the local score functions of each fac-
tor: ℎ𝑓 (𝝁 𝑓 ) =

∑𝐿−1
𝑖=1 𝑟𝑖,𝑖+1𝜇𝑖,𝑖+1, where 𝑟𝑖,𝑖+1 ∈ R are edge scores in

factor graph F . Figure 4 illustrates how BUDGET factor and PAIR
factor are used for imposing constraints on extracting evidence
sentences from source documents. PAIR factor is used to impose
continuity, and BUDGET factor is use to induce sparsity. We instan-
tiate a factor graph with 𝐿 binary variables (one for each sentence)
and a pairwise factor for every pair of contiguous sentences:

F = {𝑃𝐴𝐼𝑅(𝜇𝑖 , 𝜇𝑖+1; 𝑟𝑖,𝑖+1) : 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝐿}, (2)



SIGIR ’2024, July 14-18, 2024, Washington D.C., USA Xuming Hu, Junzhe Chen, Zhijiang Guo, and Philip S. Yu

A binary pairwise Markov Random Field (MRF) in Equation 1 with
PAIR factor can be derived as:

𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 (𝜇; 𝑠) =
𝐿∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑠𝑖𝜇𝑖 +
𝐿−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑟𝑖,𝑖+1𝜇𝑖𝜇𝑖,𝑖+1, (3)

where 𝑟𝑖,𝑖+1 ≥ 0 encourages contiguity on the evidence extraction.
We further impose sparsity by adding the BUDGET factor

∑𝐿
𝑖=1 𝜇𝑖 ≤

𝐾 and obtain F as follows:
F = {𝐵𝑈𝐷𝐺𝐸𝑇 (𝜇1, ..., 𝜇𝐿 ;𝐾)}

∪{𝑃𝐴𝐼𝑅(𝜇𝑖 , 𝜇𝑖+1; 𝑟𝑖,𝑖+1) : 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝐿}, (4)

where𝐾 is a hyperparameter to control the sparsity. More sentences
are extracted as 𝐾 increases.

Marginal Inference. To identify the highest-scoring global struc-
ture, it is essential to maximize the global score function, denoted
as score(𝝁; 𝒔), which combines information coming from all factors.
This can be viewed as the maximum a posteriori (MAP) inference.
Formally, it can be written as:

�̂� = arg max
𝝁∈{0,1}𝐿

(
𝒔⊤𝝁 +

∑︁
𝑓 ∈F

ℎ𝑓

(
𝝁 𝑓

) )
︸                      ︷︷                      ︸

score(𝝁;𝒔 )

. (5)

The solution to the MAP problem is a vector �̂� whose entries are 0
and 1. However, it is often difficult to obtain an exact maximization
algorithm for complex structured problems that involve interacting
sub-problems that have global agreement constraints [33]. There-
fore, we can define a Gibbs distribution 𝑝 (𝝁; 𝒔) ∝ 𝑒𝑥𝑝 (𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 (𝝁; 𝒔)).
The MAP in Equation 5 is the mode of this distribution.

SCALE. Due to the overlapping interaction of the factors 𝑓 ∈ F .
the MAP problem is often intractable. Continuous relaxation can be
used to replace the discrete constraints 𝝁 ∈ {0, 1}𝐿 , which is known
as LP-MAP inference [48]. When the factor graph F does not have
cycles, these continuous relaxations are nearly optimal [24, 31] as
for many structured prediction tasks in natural language processing.
Formally, we can rewrite the Equation 5 as:

�̂� = arg max
𝝁∈[0,1]𝐿

score(𝝁; 𝒔). (6)

However, LP-MAP is not suitable to train with backpropagation.
Consequently, we introduce the SCALE model to address the opti-
mization problem. Arbitrary factor graphs can be instantiated as
long as a MAP oracle for each factor is provided. In detail, SCALE
is the 𝑙2 regularized LP-MAP as:

�̂� = arg max
𝝁∈[0,1]𝐿

(
score(𝝁; 𝒔) − 1/2∥𝝁∥2

)
. (7)

4.3 Claim Verifier
Finally, the verifier makes predictions conditioned on the selected
evidence and the claim 𝒄 : 𝑦 = pred(𝝁 ⊙ 𝒙 ∥ 𝒄) to obtain the verdict
label. ⊙ and ∥ denote the element-wise product and concatenation,
respectively. In practice, we adopt two types of claim verifiers
as follows: (1) BERT-Based Model: Following the state-of-the-
art model on XFact [13], we use a multi-layer perceptron with
embeddings from BERT [8] to predict the verdict of the claim. (2)
Graph-Based Model: Kernel graph attention network [28] is the

SOTA graph-based verifier on FEVER [44]. Following Liu et al. [28],
we construct the evidence graph based on the output embeddings
of the claim and selected evidence. Node and edge kernels are then
used to conduct fine-grained evidence propagation. The updated
node representations are used to predict the verdict of the claim.

5 EXPERIMENTS AND ANALYSES
5.1 Baselines
We adopt seven representative extractor baselines. Pipeline extrac-
tors select sentences without seeking supervision from the verdict
prediction. Joint extractors train evidence extraction and claim ver-
ification jointly. As an indicator of label distribution, we include a
majority baseline with the most frequent label of the distribution.

5.1.1 Pipeline Extractors. (1) Rule-based Extractor: This is a
simple baseline that includes the 𝑁 sentences adjacent the snippet
in the source document. In practice, we choose 𝑁 = 6 and 𝑁 = 12.
(2) Surface Extractor: Following previous efforts on synthetic
datasets [2, 19, 43], we use TF-IDF to extract sentences in the source
documents as the evidence.
(3) Semantic Extractor: Following Nie et al. [34], we extract ev-
idence based on semantic similarity. BERT [8] is used to get the
representations of the claim and sentences in the source document.
Cosine similarity is used for selecting evidence.
(4) Hybrid Extractor: We employ rankSVM to choose sentences
based on the feature sets of rankings returned by TF-IDF as well as
similarity scores calculated using BERT.
(5) CONCRETE: Huang et al. [17] introduces a pioneering fact-
checking framework utilizing cross-lingual retrieval, gathering evi-
dence from various languages using a retriever.
(6) CofCED: Yang et al. [53] employs a hierarchical encoder for
web text representation, develops cascaded selectors for verdict-
explainable sentence selection.
(7) FDHN: Xu and Kechadi [52] presents a fuzzy logic-based hybrid
model that combines deep learning with textual and numerical
context analysis to enhance fake news detection.
(8) GETRAL: Wu et al. [51] models claims and evidences as graph-
structured data, focusing on capturing long-distance semantic de-
pendencies through neighborhood propagation.

5.1.2 Joint Extractors. (1) Attention: Following Gupta and Sriku-
mar [13], we get relevance weights between the output embeddings
of all retrieved sentences and the claim via dot product attention.
Then we obtain the evidence by filtering the weighted sentences.
(2) Reinforce: We follow Lei et al. [26] by assigning a binary
Bernoulli variable to each sentence from source documents. The
evidence extractor is optimized using REINFORCE [50]. A 𝐿0 regu-
larizer is used to impose sparsity.
(3) FusedMax: We used fusedmax [32] to encourage attention to
contiguous segments of text, by adding an additional total variation
regularizer, inspired by the fused lasso.
(4) Gumbel: FollowingMaddison et al. [30], we employ the Gumbel-
Max trick to reparameterize the Bernoulli variables.
(5) HardKuma: We follow Bastings et al. [4] by adopting Hard-
Kuma variables and use reparameterized gradients estimates [23].
(6) UNIREX: We adopt the rationale extraction in Chan et al. [5].
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Table 4: Results on three different test sets of XFact with search snippets (Snip), extra sentences surrounding the snippets
(Snip+) and source documents (Doc). † denotes results from Gupta and Srikumar [13].

Extractors / Verifiers BERT-Based Model Graph-Based Model

In-Domain Out-of-Domain Zero-Shot In-Domain Out-of-Domain Zero-Shot

Majority 6.90† 10.60† 7.60† - - -

Snip Joint

Atten [13] 38.90† 15.70† 16.50† 39.43±1.24 16.04±0.94 16.88±1.04
Reinforce [26] 39.18±1.37 17.25±1.42 17.66±1.45 39.46±1.35 17.40±1.27 17.92±1.34
FusedMax [32] 38.24±1.34 16.82±1.31 17.04±1.58 38.41±1.52 17.08±1.24 17.31±1.17
Gumbel [30] 38.31±1.28 16.61±0.86 17.11±1.05 38.55±1.34 16.82±0.95 17.33±1.18
HardKuma [4] 38.26±1.13 16.78±1.49 17.23±1.06 38.42±0.77 16.94±1.28 17.44±0.93
UNIREX [5] 38.47±1.01 16.98±0.84 17.47±1.05 38.77±0.82 17.02±0.73 17.64±1.19
DAR [27] 38.76±1.24 17.24±0.82 17.88±1.19 38.91±0.95 17.13±0.73 17.62±1.01
Ours 40.88±1.14 18.46±0.93 18.73±1.21 41.21±1.24 18.79±1.03 19.04±1.08

Snip+ Pipe Rule (6 Sentences) 41.73±1.19 19.04±1.08 19.05±1.63 42.02±1.33 19.57±1.37 19.21±1.29
Rule (12 Sentences) 41.57±1.37 18.89±1.42 18.73±1.51 41.83±1.40 18.97±1.29 18.79±1.38

Doc

Pipe

Surface [2] 42.76±1.36 19.97±1.38 20.02±1.52 42.88±1.44 20.15±1.29 20.26±1.22
Semantic [34] 42.89±1.42 20.04±1.58 20.10±1.45 43.01±1.37 20.22±1.28 20.43±1.21
Hybrid [41] 42.98±1.28 20.12±1.45 20.21±1.47 43.12±1.35 20.31±1.39 20.45±1.13
CONCRETE [17] 43.27±1.06 21.33±1.14 21.84±1.01 43.41±0.77 21.52±0.93 22.03±0.93
CofCED [53] 43.36±1.15 21.18±0.93 21.46±1.21 43.61±0.89 21.36±1.08 21.67±0.96
FDHN [52] 43.12±1.03 21.02±1.22 21.09±1.08 43.28±1.11 21.24±1.21 21.01±1.05
GETRAL [51] 43.46±1.02 21.24±0.86 21.53±1.12 43.56±0.93 21.44±1.00 21.89±0.90

Joint

Atten [13] 43.98±0.72 21.53±0.58 21.78±0.59 44.11±0.46 21.74±0.63 22.01±0.55
Reinforce [26] 44.12±1.38 21.86±1.28 21.99±1.52 44.34±1.34 21.92±1.42 22.13±1.35
FusedMax [32] 43.78±1.48 21.46±1.29 21.87±1.55 44.15±1.43 21.82±1.61 22.10±1.52
Gumbel [30] 43.69±1.26 21.70±1.50 22.04±1.41 44.22±1.38 21.98±1.04 22.24±1.44
HardKuma [4] 43.86±1.20 21.59±1.27 21.79±0.97 44.09±1.52 22.06±0.88 22.18±1.37
UNIREX [5] 44.18±0.91 21.76±1.45 22.42±1.29 44.53±0.80 22.47±0.96 22.82±1.18
DAR [27] 44.42±0.98 21.99±1.28 22.36±1.05 44.80±0.91 22.61±0.88 23.00±1.01
Ours 46.04±0.83 23.77±1.13 24.38±1.06 46.36±1.32 24.08±0.94 24.79±1.15

(7) DAR: Discriminatively Aligned Rationalization (DAR) [27] uses
an auxiliary module to ensure alignment between the selected
rationale and the original input.

5.2 Experimental Settings
Following Gupta and Srikumar [13], we evaluate our proposed
model on three test sets. The out-of-domain and zero-shot test
sets aim to measure the transfer abilities of a fact-checking system
across different domains and languages. (1) In-Domain: The test
set (𝛼1) is distributionally similar to the training set, and contains
claims from the same languages and sources as the training set. (2)
Out-of-Domain: The test set (𝛼2) contains claims from the same
languages as the training set but from different domains. A model
performs well on both 𝛼1 and 𝛼2 can generalize across different
domains. (3) Zero-Shot: The test set (𝛼3) includes claims from
languages not contained in the training set. Models that overfit
language-specific artifacts will have poor performance on 𝛼3.

We reported the mean F1 score and standard deviation by 5 runs.

Hyperparameters of the pipeline and joint extractors. Following
previous efforts on synthetic datasets [19, 43], we configure the
pipeline extractor to select five pieces of evidence from source doc-
uments. For the pipeline extractors, we set the retrieved evidence
obtained from TF-IDF to be more than 5words for surface extractor.
We use the mBERT default tokenizer with max-length as 256 to
preprocess data for semantic extractor. We use the default param-
eters in scikit-learn with RBF kernel for the hybrid extractor. For

the joint extractors, we build the models based on their official
implementations and tune the hyper-parameters on the dev set. For
the proposed model, we use Adam [22] with 1𝑒−5 learning rate
with 0.5 decay. The predictor hidden size is set to 200.

Documents from specialized domains such as science and e-
commerce have also been considered [47, 54]. Schuster et al. [39]
constructed VitaminC based on factual revisions to Wikipedia, in
which evidence pairs are nearly identical in language and content,
with the exception that one supports a claim while the other does
not. However, these efforts restricted world knowledge to a single
source (Wikipedia), ignoring the challenge of retrieving evidence
from heterogeneous sources on the web.

5.3 Main Results
XFact: Table 4 shows our model surpassing others on three tests

using search snippets or source documents. It also generalizes across
domains (𝛼2) or languages (𝛼3) with robust standard deviation. Pro-
viding more context around snippets enhances results. Yet, adding
more sentences results in a performance improvement of less than
1%. The enhancement in the model’s performance is not always
due to the potential non-adjacency of evidence sentences.

Joint extractors using source documents perform better than
snippet models, with our model showing a 5.39% improvement,
highlighting the value of more context. The graph-based model has
a higher F1 score than the BERT-based one, as real-world claim
verification demands multiple evidence synthesis. Comparing ex-
tractors with source documents, hybrid extractors outperform both
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Table 5: Results on test set of EFact with search snippets
(Snip), extra sentences surrounding the snippets (Snip+) and
source documents (Doc).

Extractors / Verifiers BERT Graph

Majority 7.58 -

Snip Joint

Atten 36.83† 36.75†
Reinforce 37.58±1.46 37.84±1.45
FusedMax 36.53±0.87 36.83±0.81
Gumbel 36.29±0.93 35.70±0.80
HardKuma 37.49±1.41 37.39±1.30
UNIREX 37.65±1.24 37.44±1.35
DAR 37.52±1.27 37.41±1.28
Ours 38.09±1.20 37.92±1.31

Snip+ Pipe Rule (6 Sents) 39.66±1.48 39.76±1.56
Rule (12 Sents) 38.42±1.01 38.11±0.88

Doc

Pipe
Surface 39.85±1.62 40.02±1.17
Semantic 40.35±1.68 40.42±1.34
Hybrid 40.27±1.10 40.58±1.35

Joint

Atten 40.13±0.92 20.04±0.65
Reinforce 41.65±0.95 40.95±1.18
FusedMax 42.39±1.18 42.03±1.12
Gumbel 42.12±1.45 42.32±1.19
HardKuma 43.38±1.11 43.55±1.16
UNIREX 43.46±1.24 43.72±1.05
DAR 43.37±1.13 43.70±1.10
Ours 44.87±1.10 44.24±0.98
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Figure 5: Effects of Factors (BUDGET and PAIR). BUDGET
is imposed to control the sparsity of the sentence selection.
𝐾 is the hyper-parameter to control it. PAIR is imposed to
encourage contiguity.

surface and semantic ones in pipeline methods. Joint approaches
beat all pipeline ones, our model has improved by an average of
2.68% compared to the pipeline model’s state-of-the-art, GETRAL,
emphasizing the value of more context. emphasizing the signifi-
cance of joint training for evidence extraction and factuality pre-
diction. This joint training provides explicit feedback and greater
robustness in terms of standard deviation. The inconsistency in
pipeline extractors’ results is due to excess irrelevant data. Our
model surpasses other joint models in performance and robustness,
showing a 1.82% improvement over the SOTA joint model, DAR.
This is primarily due to SCALE allowing for deterministic and
fully differentiable evidence extraction, resulting in a sturdy and
well-generalized model.

Table 6: Effect of metadata: F1 results on the test set.
Extractors mBERT-Based Graph-Based

Snippets w/o Meta 40.88 41.21
Snippets 42.14 43.53

Documents w/o Meta 46.04 46.36
Documents (𝐾=30) 46.42 46.89

Documents (𝐾=10) 43.85 45.83
Documents (𝐾=20) 45.74 46.02
Documents (𝐾=50) 45.59 46.35

Table 7: Effects of evidence: F1 results on the test set are
reported. #E indicates the number of evidence.

#E 1 3 5 10 15

Documents (Surface) 41.06 42.84 42.76 42.26 41.64
Documents (Semantic) 41.63 42.35 42.89 42.40 42.13
Documents (Hybrid) 42.04 42.56 42.98 42.52 42.19

EFact: We further present the experimental results on the mono-
lingual dataset in Table 5.We observe similar experimental results as
for XFact. Our proposed model consistently outperforms baselines
under different settings. Given the search snippets, our model out-
performs other joint models by 0.88% on average. When the source
documents are provided, the performance gap becomes larger (2.6%
on average). Such results further illustrate the effectiveness of in-
corporating source documents to verify real-world claims and the
superiority of the proposed model when more contexts are given.

5.4 Analysis and Discussion
In this section, we give detailed analyses for baselines on XFact
with snippets and documents.

Effect of Factors: As shown in Figure 5, as 𝐾 increases, more sen-
tences in the source documents are selected as evidence. However,
the F1 score of the model is not monotonically increasing as 𝐾
increases, as irrelevant information is included. The model achieves
the best performance when 𝐾 = 30, where 11.74 sentences (191.07
tokens) are selected as evidence on average. If we remove the BUD-
GET factor completely, the performance will drop from 46.04 to
45.03 in terms of the F1 score. On the other hand, the PAIR con-
straint is also beneficial to the model. Models with PAIR constraints
consistently achieve better results.

Effect of Metadata: We further study the impact of concatenating
metadata (e.g. language, publish date) to the claim for verification.
From Table 6, the proposed model gains performance improve-
ments from the metadata. However, improvements in the model
with documents are smaller when compared with the model that
uses snippets. Also, the impact of metadata is less significant than
the ratio of extracted sentences. The model without metadata can
achieve competitive results than models with metadata but less
optimal extraction ratio. One potential reason is that the model can
extract important information similar to metadata from documents,
so the impact of metadata is diminished.

Effect of Evidence: In Table 7, we vary the number of evidence
from source documents for pipeline extractors and report the F1
scores on the test set with the BERT-based model. The variation
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Figure 6: A case on extracted sentences from source documents based on attention and SCALE.

Table 8: Human evaluation of extracted evidence. (5), (10),
(15) denote the number of extracted sentences.

Extractors Precision Recall F1

Semantic (5) 21.48 10.78 14.36
Surface (5) 26.68 7.89 12.18
Hybrid (5) 23.35 9.98 13.98

Semantic (10) 20.77 23.25 21.94
Surface (10) 19.50 28.55 23.17
Hybrid (10) 23.98 20.99 22.39

Semantic (15) 11.27 42.64 17.83
Surface (15) 9.05 48.77 15.27
Hybrid (15) 12.47 52.66 20.16

HardKuma 20.19 26.54 22.94
Ours 22.79 33.76 27.21
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Figure 7: An error case on extracted sentences from source
documents based on SCALE.

results indicate that both the quantity and quality of retrieved evi-
dence affect the performance. Using less evidence could not provide
enough information to help the verifiers to predict the factual label.

In contrast, introducing too much evidence will bring irrelevant
and noisy sentences thus impeding the veracity prediction.

Human Evaluaion: We asked 5 annotators to annotate 100 claims
sampled from the test set 𝛼1. Since XFact is a multilingual dataset,
we first translated these claims and source documents into English.
Each annotator is required to select sentences that would be able
to verify the claim as evidence. We compare sentences extracted by
different extractors including surface, semantic, and hybrid extrac-
tors with different numbers of sentences with the gold evidence
annotated by the annotators, and show the results in Table 8. Com-
pared with the other baseline model, our method can obtain a 7.98%
F1 performance boost on average. When compared with pipeline
extractors, our model can maintain a better balance between preci-
sion and recall. Such results show the effectiveness of our approach
that jointly models evidence extraction and claim verification.

Case Study: We present the case study of extracting evidence
on source documents using joint extractors based on attention and
SCALE. From Figure 6, we observe that attention based joint extrac-
tor extract much more evidence on source documents than SCALE
based extractor, thus introducing more irrelevant information and
making it more difficult for verifiers to predict factual labels. We
attribute the accurate and effective evidence obtained by SCALE
to constrained (e.g. sparsity, contiguity), deterministic and fully
differentiable extracting capabilities.

Error Analysis: We present a typical error case made by the
proposed model on the out-of-domain set as shown in Figure 7. The
gold label of this claim is Partly True, while the model predicted it
as True. The extracted sentences shows the model does able to find
relevant evidence to support the claim. However, the claim verifier
has difficulties in predicting labels with similar ratings (partly true
v.s. true). One reason is that the claim verifier is not trained on this
domain, which makes it harder to distinguish labels with similar
ratings. Through calculation, we found that more than 80% of the
errors are caused by predicting similar labels within two ratings.
For example, predicting mostly false and partly true as false. On
the in-domain test set, the proposed model made 24% less such
errors. Another reason is that distinguishing similar ratings is a
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very difficult problem. Even for human fact-checkers, their ratings
on the same claim are not consistent [12]. The training corpus
potentially exhibit such inconsistency, which makes the model
confused when predicting the factuality.

6 LIMITATIONS
In this paper, we propose to incorporate full text of web pages for
verifying real-world claims. Though the proposed fact-checking
system significantly outperforms baselines, it still has the following
three major limitations. Firstly, the training corpus only contains
claims selected and verified by fact-checkers, as it is crawled from
fact-checking agencies. Fact-checkers select and verify claims based
on their judgements as well as public interests. Thus, there is no
guarantee that the training corpus can cover any topics. Secondly,
evidence in the retrieved web pages can be exhibited in the tables,
PDFs, images, audios and videos. Human fact-checkers are able
to extract relevant information from these heterogeneous sources,
while our fact-checking system can only extract textual sentences
as evidence. Unlike an artificial fact-checking dataset that assumes
the world knowledge is restricted to Wikipedia, real-world dataset
requires knowledge from more diversified sources. Using a search
engine is an effective approach to obtain related knowledge, but
it also brings the concern of untrustworthy evidence. Not all web
documents returned by the search engine are equally trustworthy,
and sometimes trustworthy sources contradict each other. Almost
all existing fact-checking systems including ours are not able to
address the presence of disagreeing or untrustworthy evidence.

7 CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we first analyzed the real-world dataset XFact, then
proposed to incorporate retrieved documents as evidence to enrich
the dataset. A latent variable model is further developed to jointly
select evidence and predict factuality. Experiments indicate that
retrieved documents can provide sufficient contextual clues to the
model even when gold evidence sentences are not annotated. Our
model maintains a balance between keeping relevant information
and removing irrelevant information from source documents.
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