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Compound Al Systems (CAIS) are an emerging paradigm that integrates large language models (LLMs) with external components,
including retrievers, agents, tools, and orchestrators, to overcome the limitations of standalone models in tasks requiring memory,
reasoning, real-time grounding, and multimodal understanding. These systems enable more capable and context-aware behaviors by
composing multiple specialized modules into cohesive workflows. Despite growing adoption in both academia and industry, the CAIS
landscape remains fragmented and lacks a unified framework for analysis, taxonomy, and evaluation. In this survey, we define the
concept of CAIS, propose a multi-dimensional taxonomy based on component roles and orchestration strategies, and analyze four
foundational paradigms: Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG), LLM Agents, Multimodal LLMs (MLLMs), and Orchestration. We
review representative systems, compare design trade-offs, and summarize evaluation methodologies across these paradigms. Finally,
we identify key challenges—including scalability, interoperability, benchmarking, and coordination—and outline promising directions
for future research. This survey aims to provide researchers and practitioners with a comprehensive foundation for understanding,

developing, and advancing the next generation of system-level artificial intelligence.
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1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) based on the Transformer architecture [185] have rapidly evolved from academic
prototypes to foundational infrastructure for modern artificial intelligence, supporting billion-user chat interfaces,
enterprise copilots, scientific discovery tools, and automated code generation systems. Flagship LLM families from
leading providers—including OpenAI’s GPT series [1], Google’s Gemini [177], and Anthropic’s Claude [27]—routinely
surpass human baselines on reasoning and NLP benchmarks, and the global market for generative Al is projected to
exceed $1.3 trillion by 2032 [13].

However, the same properties that make LLMs compelling—massive pretraining on static corpora and autoregressive
token prediction—also introduce structural limitations: hallucination (fluent but factually inaccurate output), staleness
(inability to access post-training knowledge), and bounded reasoning (finite context windows that constrain multi-hop
reasoning and long-horizon task decomposition). These limitations impede safe and effective deployment in dynamic,
real-world environments that require recency, factual reliability, and compositional reasoning.

To overcome these barriers, the community is converging on a new systems paradigm: Compound Al Systems
(CAIS). We define CAIS as modular and extensible architectures that integrate LLMs with specialized external compo-
nents, including high-recall retrievers, tool-using agents, symbolic planners, long-term memory modules, multimodal
encoders, and orchestration frameworks, to perform complex, dynamic, and high-precision tasks. By decoupling sub-task
responsibilities and intelligently routing them to appropriate modules, CAIS extends the capabilities of LLMs far beyond
what any monolithic model can achieve.

Early deployments demonstrate the transformative potential of this paradigm. Retrieval-augmented assistants, such
as Perplexity.ai, provide real-time answers with chain-of-thought citations [135]. GitHub Copilot-X orchestrates code

reasoning, repository search, and test generation, increasing developer throughput by over 55% [133]. In radiology,
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multimodal pipelines coupled with rule-based triage agents have reduced report turnaround by 30% while maintaining
expert-level accuracy [142]. These cases mark a shift in design philosophy: from LLMs as autonomous soloists to
conductors orchestrating heterogeneous Al ensembles.

Despite growing interest, a systematic understanding of CAIS remains elusive. Recent literature has addressed isolated
components of this ecosystem, including surveys on retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) [48], LLM-based agents [93],
multi-agent frameworks [60], and LLM-driven system optimization [97]—but these efforts remain fragmented. Some
concentrate on narrow aspects such as prompt engineering [116], benchmark analysis [50], or agent communication
protocols [203], without addressing the architectural interactions and trade-offs across the entire CAIS stack. None
provides a holistic, system-level synthesis.

In contrast, our survey provides the first comprehensive, cross-axis systems-level synthesis of Compound Al Systems.
We integrate four foundational axes—retrieval, agency, multimodal perception, and orchestration—into a cohesive
framework, identify recurring design patterns, trade-offs, and failure modes, and propose an evaluation paradigm that
addresses factuality, efficiency, safety, and human-centered utility.

Our analysis is structured along four axes that reflect the core dimensions of CAIS. Specifically, we make the following

contributions:

(1) Multi-dimensional taxonomy. We organize the CAIS landscape across four orthogonal axes—RAG, LLM
Agents, MLLMs, and Orchestration—establishing a shared vocabulary for comparative study, grounded in a
systematic review of over 220 papers (Section 3).

(2) Unified pipeline model. We introduce a cross-axis architecture model (Figure 1) and formal notation f(L, C, D)
that shows how the four axes interact in a complete end-to-end CAIS pipeline, addressing the absence of a
unified conceptual framework in prior surveys.

(3) Comparative analysis. We provide four structured comparison tables—RAG retriever paradigms (Table 2),
LLM agent reasoning frameworks (Table 3), MLLM architectures (Table 5), and orchestration frameworks
(Table 7)—that distill design trade-offs and system-level implications across each axis.

(4) Standardization coverage. We survey the emerging interoperability landscape—including the Model Context
Protocol (MCP), Agent-to-Agent (A2A), Agent Communication Protocol (ACP), Agent Network Protocol (ANP),
and Agent Spec—as a cross-cutting architectural concern, structured as a three-layer stack from tool schemas
through agent communication protocols.

(5) Research agenda. We synthesize open challenges in evaluation, component integration, standardization

governance, and multimodal alignment, and outline promising future research directions.

The remainder of this survey is organized as follows. Section 2 positions this work against closely related surveys.
Section 3 describes our systematic literature search and inclusion criteria. Section 4 formalizes the CAIS representation
f(L,C, D) and presents the unified cross-axis pipeline model. Sections 5-8 examine each axis in depth with compar-
ative analysis; Section 8 additionally covers the emerging standardization landscape. Section 9 reviews evaluation
methodologies, Section 10 synthesizes open research directions, and Section 11 concludes with a forward-looking

agenda.



From Standalone LLMs to Integrated Intelligence: A Survey of Compound AI Systems 3

2 Related Work

A growing body of surveys addresses aspects of the Compound AI Systems landscape. Table 1 positions this survey
against the most closely related prior work. We organize the discussion into three groups: CAIS-focused surveys, agent

and multi-agent surveys, and evaluation-focused contributions.

2.1 CAIS-Focused Surveys

LLM-based Optimization of Compound Al Systems [97] surveys methods for optimizing compound Al pipelines in
which an LLM itself acts as the optimizer, covering prompt optimization, in-context learning, and pipeline-level training.
Its scope is deliberately restricted to training-time, LLM-as-optimizer approaches and explicitly excludes architecture
search, topology optimization, and most multi-agent coordination strategies. It does not address RAG retriever design,
multimodal integration, orchestration patterns, or system-level evaluation.

Compound Al Systems Optimization: A Survey of Methods, Challenges, and Future Directions [88] broadens
the optimization scope to include both numerical and natural-language learning signals, organizing 26 representative
works into a 22-cell taxonomy. However, it remains focused on the optimization slice of the CAIS design space and does
not provide a general architectural synthesis, a cross-axis taxonomy, or coverage of multimodal systems, standardization,
or deployment-oriented trade-offs.

Evaluating Compound AI Systems through Behaviors, Not Benchmarks [11] proposes a behavior-driven
testing framework for information-seeking compound systems that generates scenario-based test specifications and
selects diverse cases using submodular optimization. It is limited to retrieval-augmented conversational QA and does

not cover the broader taxonomy, architectural design space, multimodal systems, or orchestration strategies.

2.2 Agent and Multi-Agent Surveys

A Review of Prominent Paradigms for LLM-Based Agents [93] surveys tool use, planning, and feedback learning
as agent construction paradigms; it treats RAG instrumentally rather than as an independent axis and omits multimodal
perception and orchestration frameworks.

Large Language Model Based Multi-Agents [60] covers role assignment, communication protocols, and emergent
behaviors in multi-agent LLM systems; it intersects with the Orchestration axis but omits RAG, multimodal LLMs, and
cross-component evaluation.

Beyond Self-Talk [203] surveys agent communication mechanisms including MCP, A2A, and ANP, complementing
the standardization discussion here but not addressing RAG, multimodal systems, or heterogeneous component
orchestration.

The Rise and Potential of LLM-Based Agents [198] provides a broad agent survey spanning perception, memory,
planning, and action, but does not address compound architectures that integrate RAG, multimodal encoders, and

orchestration as first-class dimensions.

2.3 Positioning of This Survey

The core differentiator of this survey is its systems-level synthesis across all four foundational axes of CAIS simulta-
neously. Prior surveys either focus on a single axis (RAG, agents, or evaluation) or restrict their scope to optimization
methods within compound systems. None provide a unified taxonomy that integrates retrieval, agency, multimodal

perception, and orchestration into a single analytical framework, nor do they address the emerging standardization
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Table 1. Comparison of this survey with closely related prior work. Checkmarks indicate substantive coverage; partial coverage is
noted where applicable.

Survey Year RAG LLM Agents MLLM Orchestration Evaluation Standardization Scope

Lin et al. [97] 2024  Partial Partial x x Partial x Optimization only
Lee et al. [88] 2025 Partial v x Partial x x Optimization only
Bhagat etal. [11] 2025 Partial x x x v x Info-seeking QA
Li [93] 2025 Partial v x x Partial x Agent paradigms
Guo et al. [60] 2024 x v x Partial Partial x Multi-agent
Yan et al. [203] 2025 x v x Partial x Partial Communication
Xi et al. [198] 2025 Partial v Partial x Partial x Agent systems
This survey 2026 v v v v v v Full CAIS

landscape (MCP, A2A, ACP, ANP) as a cross-cutting architectural concern. This survey fills that gap by offering the first
comprehensive, cross-axis treatment of Compound Al Systems from architecture through evaluation to open research

challenges.

3  Survey Methodology

This section describes the systematic process used to conduct this survey, including the literature search strategy,

inclusion and exclusion criteria, and the rationale for the scope boundaries that define the four axes of our taxonomy.

3.1 Literature Search Strategy

We conducted a structured literature search across four major scholarly databases: the ACM Digital Library, arXiv,
IEEE Xplore, and Semantic Scholar. The search was performed between December 2024 and May 2026 and targeted
publications from 2020 through early 2026, a window chosen to capture the period during which LLM-augmented
systems emerged as a distinct research paradigm following the introduction of GPT-3 [15] and the seminal RAG work
of Lewis et al. [89].

The primary search queries used were combinations of the following terms: ‘compound Al system”, “retrieval-

»

augmented generation”, “RAG”, “LLM agent”, “tool-augmented language model”, “multimodal large language model”, “Al
orchestration”, “multi-agent LLM”, and “LLM pipeline”. Secondary searches were conducted using the reference lists of
highly cited papers identified in the primary pass (snowballing). We supplemented automated searches with manual
inspection of proceedings from ACL, EMNLP, NeurIPS, ICML, ICLR, CVPR, and ACM SIGKDD, as these venues have
published a disproportionate share of CAIS-relevant work.

In total, we identified approximately 400 candidate papers. After applying the inclusion and exclusion criteria

described below, over 220 papers were retained and are cited or discussed in this survey.

3.2 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

A paper was included if it: (1) used an LLM (at least one billion parameters, or a smaller model explicitly designed
to replicate such capabilities) as a primary reasoning or generation component; (2) combined that LLM with at least
one external module such as a retriever, tool, memory store, API, multimodal encoder, or orchestration framework; (3)
presented novel empirical results, a new architecture, a benchmark, or a systematic comparative analysis; and (4) was

publicly accessible via one of the searched databases or arXiv.
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A paper was excluded if it focused exclusively on LLM pretraining or fine-tuning without external component
integration (i.e., it refined the model itself rather than building a compound system), addressed non-Transformer or
small language models without relevance to LLM-based compound architectures, was a purely theoretical contribution
without empirical validation, was a duplicate or extended abstract of an already-included paper, or concerned only

hardware infrastructure or low-level systems software without addressing Al component integration.

3.3 Scope Boundaries and Axis Selection

The four axes of our taxonomy—RAG, LLM Agents, Multimodal LLMs (MLLMs), and Orchestration—were selected
based on two criteria: (1) they represent the dominant and most independently studied integration paradigms in the
surveyed literature, and (2) together they cover the full spectrum of how LLMs are augmented with external capabilities
in practice.

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) was selected because grounding LLMs in external non-parametric memory
is the most prevalent form of LLM augmentation, accounting for a large fraction of the surveyed literature and
underpinning many downstream agent and multimodal systems.

LLM Agents were selected because autonomous decision-making and tool use—where the LLM plans, acts, and
reflects in iterative loops—constitute a qualitatively distinct capability class that extends beyond passive retrieval.

Multimodal LLMs (MLLMs) were selected because extending LLMs to perceive and reason over non-textual modalities
(images, audio, video) introduces a distinct integration challenge involving modality-specific encoders and cross-modal
alignment that is not captured by the other axes.

Orchestration was selected because the coordination of multiple LLMs and components into coherent pipelines—
including topology, scheduling, memory management, and system objectives—is an independent design dimension that
applies regardless of which specific components are integrated.

The following topics are explicitly out of scope: LLM pretraining and continuous pretraining, parameter-efficient
fine-tuning (LoRA, adapters) without external component integration, pure natural language processing benchmarks,
hardware-level serving infrastructure, and Al safety alignment research that does not involve compound system
architectures.

How this survey relates to and is differentiated from prior work on individual CAIS axes is discussed above in the
Related Work section (Section 2).

4 Architecture of Compound Al Systems
4.1 Definition

The term Compound Al Systems (CAIS) first appeared in a post from Berkeley Artificial Intelligence Research (BAIR)
[219]. In this post, the authors illustrate the trend where better Al performance is increasingly achieved through
compound systems rather than standalone LLMs. In this survey, we provide a comprehensive definition: A CAIS is a
framework that integrates LLMs, external components, and system-level designs. Its purpose is to address complex
tasks that exceed the capabilities of standalone LLMs. It can be described using four dimensions: Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (RAG), Multimodal LLMs (MLLMs), LLM Agents, and Orchestration. Pretraining, continuous pretraining,
and fine-tuning without combining other components are not considered CAIS, as they refine the LLM itself rather

than composing it with external components.
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4.2 General Representation of Compound Al Systems

From a general perspective, CAIS can be understood as a system comprising integrated interacting components and
core LLMs. Components can be external tools, models, agents, multimodal encoders, prompt engineering techniques,
and self-optimization. LLMs may include general-purpose models or fine-tuned models trained for specific tasks. Both
components and LLMs are essential parts of CAIS. As such, the general formulation of a compound Al system can be

described as:

Compound Al System = f(L,C, D) (1)
Where:

e [ ={LLM;,LLM,,...,LLMy}: The set of all LLMs in the system.
e C={Cy,Cy,...,Cn}: The set of all components, each providing functionality f;, output o;, and parameters p;.
o D: The system design that defines the architecture and interactions between L and C, including orchestration,

topology, and other high-level design principles.

The function f(L, C, D) abstracts the interactions of the core language models (L), the auxiliary modules that enhance
or extend their functionality (C), and the overarching framework governing how they are connected and coordinated to

achieve the desired outcomes (D).

4.3 Dimensions of Compound Al Systems

CAIS are organized along four axes: RAG (grounding LLM outputs in externally retrieved context), MLLMs (extending
LLMs to perceive and reason over images, audio, and video via modality-specific encoders), LLM Agents (autonomous
reasoning, planning, and tool use in iterative loops), and Orchestration (the structural and coordination design that

integrates all components). Each axis is examined in depth in Sections 5-8.

4.4 Cross-Axis Interactions in a Complete CAIS Pipeline

While the four axes—RAG, LLM Agents, MLLMs, and Orchestration—are analyzed independently in Sections 5-8,
real-world Compound AI Systems routinely combine all four within a single pipeline. This subsection illustrates how
the axes interact by tracing the flow of a representative end-to-end system: a multimodal research assistant that accepts
image-and-text queries and produces grounded, tool-augmented responses.

As illustrated in Figure 1, the MLLM component encodes the image query into token embeddings, the RAG retriever
grounds the LLM in up-to-date external knowledge, the LLM Agent decomposes the task and invokes tools via a ReAct-
style loop [210], and the Orchestration layer schedules all component interactions—triggering additional retrieval when
needed before synthesizing the final response. The four axes co-constrain one another: MLLM design determines encoder
integration, RAG design governs retriever choice, the Agent axis defines the reasoning protocol, and Orchestration
specifies the coordination topology D. The remainder of this survey examines each axis in depth, beginning with RAG

in Section 5.
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Fig. 1. Unified CAIS pipeline showing how the four axes interact end-to-end. Row 1 (left to right): a multimodal query is encoded by
the MLLM component (§7) and the resulting vector drives the RAG Retriever (§5). Row 2 (right to left): retrieved context is passed
to the LLM Agent (§6), which delegates subtasks to the Orchestration layer (§8), which in turn synthesizes the final response. The
dashed arc represents iterative feedback: the Orchestration layer may trigger additional retrieval or tool calls before the response is
finalized.

5 Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG)
5.1 Motivation and General Framework

LLMs are highly capable but exhibit several limitations, including hallucinations [69], outdated knowledge, unstable
contextual understanding, and high computational costs associated with retraining or fine-tuning. RAG addresses these
limitations by incorporating external documents, datasets, or search engines as non-parametric memory [89]. This
approach allows RAG to enhance the performance of LLMs in a cost-efficient manner without requiring extensive
retraining on massive datasets. Additionally, RAG provides mechanisms for controlling the quality of the generated
responses, thereby improving their reliability and relevance. Some popular RAG libraries, such as LangChain [179],
Haystack [34], and Llamalndex [178], enable the efficient integration of retrieval with LLMs for scalable and reliable
applications.

The RAG framework typically consists of two primary phases: Retrieval and Generation. In the retrieval phase,
knowledge documents are segmented into smaller chunks, indexed, and represented as vectors through embedding
techniques. Queries are similarly embedded, and the most relevant top-k chunks are selected based on cosine similarity.
In the generation phase, these retrieved documents serve as contextual input, which is combined with the original query
and processed by the LLM. The LLM then generates a response that is both accurate and contextually grounded [89].

This survey categorizes the RAG architecture into three key components: the Retriever, the Generator, and RAG
Design. The detailed architecture is illustrated in Figure 2. As shown, the Retriever identifies and retrieves relevant
documents from external databases or search engines through various methods. The Generator processes the retrieved
content to produce retrieval-augmented answers, utilizing either pretrained or fine-tuned large language models (LLMs).

The RAG design encompasses the overall orchestration of the system, characterized by distinct patterns or frameworks.

5.2 Retriever

The primary role of the retriever in RAG systems is to retrieve information and external knowledge. It is essential
that the retriever effectively identifies and retrieves relevant context to support accurate and meaningful responses.
The retriever in RAG operates along two dimensions: Phase and Approach. With regard to Phase, the retriever can be
categorized into three phases: Pre-Retrieval, Retrieval, and Post-Retrieval, based on the sequence of the retrieval process.

Pre-Retrieval refers to the process of converting external knowledge into vector representations, including query

preprocessing, chunking, embedding, and indexing [12, 36]. Query preprocessing improves retrieval quality through
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Fig. 2. Taxonomy of Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) systems. The diagram categorizes the core components into three
primary modules: Retriever, Generator, and RAG design.

techniques such as query rewriting, where a trainable rewriter modifies input queries for better retrieval [117], and
docid-based retrieval, where models like DSI map document text directly to unique identifiers for efficient lookup [176].

Retrieval involves locating documents relevant to a query by measuring similarity. For example, Yu et al. [214]
introduced an assertion retrieval method leveraging Jaccard similarity, while KAPING employs semantic similarity to
retrieve relevant triples from knowledge graphs [5].

Post-Retrieval focuses on refining initial retrieval results through filtering, refinement, and reranking. Knowledge
filtering reduces the search space by applying specific constraints [33, 189], while knowledge refinement improves
coherence and usability of retrieved information [200]. Reranking reorders and reassesses retrieved results to maximize
relevance [56, 87, 146].

From a functional perspective, retrievers can be classified into five types: Sparse Retriever, Dense Retriever, Graph
Retriever, Hybrid Retriever, and LLM as Retriever. Sparse Retriever uses sparse representations of text (e.g., BM25) based
on explicit term matching between queries and documents [71]. Dense Retriever leverages dense vector representations
(e.g., BERT) to capture semantic similarity between queries and documents [99, 107, 205]. Graph Retriever utilizes graph
structures (e.g., knowledge graphs) to locate relevant information by traversing nodes and edges [5, 42, 53]. Hybrid
Retriever combines both sparse and dense retrieval approaches to leverage the strengths of explicit term matching and
semantic similarity [5, 56, 111]. LLM as Retriever involves the use of LLMs to directly retrieve relevant knowledge based

on input queries [118].

5.3 Generator

The Generator in RAG systems is essentially an LLM. It can be an original pretrained language model, such as T5 [144],
FLAN [192] and LLaMA [181] (since succeeded by LLaMA 4 [127]), or a black-box pretrained language model, such as
GPT-3 [15], GPT-4 [1], Gemini [177], and Claude [27]. Alternatively, the generator can also be a fine-tuned language
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model specifically tailored for a particular task. For instance, BART [89] and T5 [72] are fine-tuned alongside the
retriever, a process commonly referred to as co-training or dual fine-tuning, to enhance the quality and consistency
of retrieval [100]. In other scenarios, the generator is fine-tuned to effectively filter retrieved results, retaining only
relevant documents and discarding irrelevant ones [113, 213, 224]. Furthermore, the Generator can be trained and

fine-tuned within a reinforcement learning framework to optimize performance in specific contexts [53].

5.4 RAG Design

RAG design is characterized by two key dimensions: pattern and framework. The pattern dimension describes how RAG
systems retrieve and generate answers, encompassing iterative, recursive, and adaptive approaches. The framework
dimension refers to the structural framework of RAG design, including co-training, prompt construction, and modularity.

Iterative is a design pattern that improves RAG systems through repeated cycles of retrieval and generation to
refine outputs incrementally. For example, ITER-RETGEN [154] utilizes outputs from previous iterations to refine both
retrieval and generation, effectively addressing multi-hop reasoning and complex queries [25, 77, 132, 222].

Recursive is a design pattern in which retrieval and generation are applied in a nested manner to handle complex
queries by breaking them down into simpler ones. For example, IRCoT [182] combines retrieval with iterative chain-of-
thought reasoning for knowledge-intensive, multi-step question answering [187, 224].

Adaptive is a design pattern that dynamically adjusts retrieval or generation strategies based on context or feedback.
For example, SELF-RAG [4] enables LLMs to decide dynamically when to retrieve information, generate responses, and
critique their outputs via self-reflection [73, 216].

Co-training is a framework where the retriever and generator are jointly trained to enhance their collaboration. For
example, RAG-end2end [161] updates all RAG components asynchronously during training, including the retriever,
generator, and external knowledge base encodings.

Prompt Construction is a framework that focuses on designing and optimizing prompts to enable the generator to
efficiently utilize retrieved information. For example, Ren et al. [149] present prompting strategies such as a priori
judgment (evaluating a question before answering) and a posteriori judgment (assessing the correctness of an answer)
to explore the impact of retrieval augmentation.

Modular is a framework in which RAG itself is designed as independent modules, allowing for flexibility, easy
replacement, and integration of different components. For example, REPLUG [157] augments LLMs by incorporating

external retrieval systems without altering the LLM’s internal parameters [24, 58, 218].

5.5 Comparative Analysis of RAG Retriever Approaches

The four principal retrieval paradigms—sparse, dense, graph-based, and hybrid—differ substantially in their trade-off
profiles. Table 2 summarizes these differences across five dimensions that matter most for system design: retrieval
latency, recall quality, scalability to large corpora, interpretability of retrieved evidence, and suitability for specialized
domains.

Key trade-offs. Sparse retrievers are the most computationally efficient and fully interpretable but fail on vocabulary
mismatch and cannot capture semantic similarity. Dense retrievers address this through learned embeddings at the cost
of interpretability and the need for in-domain fine-tuning data. Graph-based retrieval excels when the knowledge base
has explicit relational structure (e.g., knowledge graphs or code repositories) but incurs higher construction and query
overhead. Hybrid retrievers combine the complementary strengths of sparse and dense approaches and consistently

achieve the highest recall on benchmarks such as BEIR [180], making them the preferred choice for general-purpose
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Table 2. Comparative analysis of RAG retriever paradigms across key system-design dimensions.

Retriever Type Latency Recall Quality Scalability Interpretability Domain Specificity
Sparse (BM25, TF-IDF) [150] Very low Moderate (lexical match) ~ Very high (inverted index) High (term weights visible) Low (no semantic alignment)
Dense (DPR, ANCE) [75, 199] Low-medium High (semantic match) High (ANN index) Low (opaque embeddings) High (fine-tunable)
Graph-based (GraphRAG) [42] Medium-high Very high (relational) Medium (graph overhead) Medium (edge-based) Very high (structured KBs)
Hybrid (BM25 + Dense) [56, 112] Medium Highest (complementary) High Medium High
LLM-as-Retriever [173] High Medium-high (generative) Low (inference cost) Low Adapts to prompt

CAIS deployments where recall is critical. LLM-as-retriever approaches are the most flexible but carry the highest
inference cost and are best suited to low-volume, high-precision scenarios where retrieval and reasoning are tightly

coupled.

5.6 Limitations and Future Trends

Although RAG systems have developed rapidly with numerous innovative designs, modern RAG systems still face
several limitations. For instance, seamlessly integrating retrieved information into the generation process remains a
significant challenge, particularly for longer contexts or multimodal tasks [25]. Additionally, issues such as retrieval
quality [30], scalability [106], and knowledge conflicts or inconsistencies [182] continue to hinder the effectiveness of
modern RAG systems.

Promising directions include ready-to-use domain-specific RAG frameworks [151, 184, 202, 205], deeper multi-
modal integration across text, images, and video [22, 110, 211], RAG combined with reinforcement learning for
improved control [58, 117], and end-to-end LLM-as-retriever pipelines that supersede traditional retrieval-then-rank
approaches [118, 176].

Having surveyed the retrieval axis of CAIS, the next section turns to the agency axis: LLM Agents that reason, plan,

and take actions through iterative interaction with tools and environments.

6 LLM Agents

LLM agents have emerged as a powerful paradigm for enabling intelligent, autonomous behavior. The ecosystem of
LLM agents can be broadly categorized into three interconnected layers: Application Scenario, Agent Framework, and
Agent Mechanism, as illustrated in Figure 3. Together, these layers define the operational architecture and capabilities

of LLM agents, guiding both their theoretical design and practical implementation.

6.1 Application Scenario

LLM agents are applied across a spectrum of real-world and simulated environments. General-purpose agents handle
diverse tasks without domain-specific customization: Gato [148] uses a single set of weights to perform over 600 tasks
across multiple modalities and embodiments, while MINEDOJO [47] trains generalist embodied agents on an internet-
scale Minecraft knowledge base. Embodied agents are situated in physical or virtual environments: Inner Monologue [70]
enables closed-loop language feedback for robotic planning without additional training, and Voyager [186] achieves
open-ended lifelong learning in Minecraft using an automatic curriculum and a code-based skill library. Miscellaneous
scenarios extend LLM agents to specialized domains, including reward function design for RL tasks (EUREKA [119]),

knowledge-driven autonomous driving [194], and end-to-end scientific experiment planning [14].
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Fig. 3. A structured overview of LLM agents across three dimensions: application scenarios (e.g., general-purpose, embodied), agent
frameworks (single-agent and multi-agent architectures), and agent mechanisms (system orchestration, reasoning loops, and tool
use).

6.2 Agent Framework

The agent framework defines how LLM agents are organized, instantiated, and deployed. This layer encompasses the
majority of paradigms in multi-agent frameworks, including multi-agent collaborative frameworks, multi-agent debate

frameworks, and the workflow of multi-agent systems.

6.2.1  Multi-Agent Collaborative Framework. A multi-agent collaborative framework enables multiple LLM agents to
work together toward a shared objective, often leveraging role specialization, communication protocols, and coordinated
planning. For example, MetaGPT [65] is a multi-agent collaborative framework for software development that integrates
Standardized Operating Procedures (SOPs) into LLM-based agent workflows to improve coherence and accuracy.
Moreover, AgentVerse [23] is a dynamic multi-agent collaboration framework inspired by human group problem-
solving, where agents can adjust their roles, communicate, and collaborate across various tasks, including software
development, consulting, and gaming. AgentVerse models the problem-solving process as a loop of four stages: expert
recruitment, collaborative decision-making, action execution, and evaluation, allowing dynamic team adjustment based
on feedback. Another example worth mentioning is Talebirad et al. [169], where the authors propose a graph-based

multi-agent collaboration framework in which agents and plugins form nodes with defined communication channels,
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allowing role-specific LLM agents to collaborate, dynamically generate new agents, provide feedback, and manage

execution.

6.2.2 Multi-Agent Debate Framework. In a multi-agent debate framework, agents are intentionally assigned to argu-
mentative roles, utilizing structured dialogue to explore divergent viewpoints, validate reasoning, or reach consensus
through deliberation. For instance, Du et al. [40] propose a multi-agent debate framework in which multiple instances
of language models collaboratively reason, critique, and revise their answers to enhance factuality and reasoning across
various tasks. The authors design a system where several LLM agents independently generate responses, then iteratively
review and revise their answers based on peer responses through multiple rounds of debate, using only prompting
and without model fine-tuning. Furthermore, the Multi-Agent Debate (MAD) framework [95] involves two LLM-based
agents (affirmative and negative) debating a topic iteratively with a judge LLM that decides when to stop and which

response is correct, enabling exploration of diverse reasoning paths.

6.2.3 Multi-Agent Systems. Multi-agent systems encompass any architecture involving two or more autonomous
agents—LLMs that interact within a shared environment to achieve individual or collective goals. Communication
strategy defines the protocols and methods through which LLM agents exchange information, coordinate actions,
and negotiate meanings within a multi-agent setting. For example, ChatEval [16] is a multi-agent debate framework
that uses multiple LLMs with diverse roles to collaboratively evaluate generated text, simulating the quality and
depth of human evaluation. ChatEval enables multiple LLM agents, each with a distinct role prompt (e.g., critic,
scientist), to engage in structured discussion through designed communication strategies (one-by-one, simultaneous, or
summarization-enhanced) before aggregating a final evaluation via majority vote or averaging.

Role playing assigns specific identities or perspectives to each agent, enabling structured interactions that reflect
diverse viewpoints or specialized expertise. AutoGen [196] provides a general-purpose framework for multi-agent
conversations using programmable chat patterns, while CAMEL [91] enables autonomous role-playing cooperation to
generate high-quality conversational datasets.

A shared message pool provides a centralized hub for asynchronous agent communication. MetaGPT [65] implements
this via a publish-subscribe model in which agents post and consume typed messages (e.g., Requirement, Design, Task,

Code), enabling modular coordination without direct peer-to-peer dialogue.

6.3 Agent Mechanism

This layer covers the mechanisms of the LLM-driven agent: how the system is organized, how the LLM agent reasons,
plans, perceives feedback from the environment, takes action, and reflects on failures. Moreover, tool use, one of the

most essential features of the LLM agent, is also discussed in this layer.

6.3.1 Orchestration System. An orchestration system coordinates the components and execution flow of an LLM
agent, managing memory, tools, and reasoning steps to ensure coherent and goal-directed behavior. Most LLM agent
systems are prompt-based, which means the agent system guides the agent’s behavior and reasoning by structuring
task instructions, examples, and context directly within the input prompt to the language model, without modifying
its internal parameters. Inner Monologue [70], Voyager [186], and ChatEval [16] are some representative examples
that leverage the prompt-based method to compose their agent systems. However, there are agent systems that apply

fine-tuning as well. For instance, GPT4Tools [206] is a method that enables open-source language models to use
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multimodal tools by generating a tool-usage instruction dataset via self-instruction from GPT-3.5 and fine-tuning with
LoRA. The authors fine-tune models, such as Vicuna-13B, using LoRA for efficient parameter adaptation.

Structured memory management is an essential component of the LLM agent system. Based on different use cases,
memory storage typically employs a combination of short-term memory, long-term memory, and, in some instances,
episodic memory. For example, COALA [164] is a conceptual framework inspired by cognitive science to organize and
design modular, memory-augmented LLM-based agents, where it introduces a modular agent architecture with working
and long-term memory (episodic, semantic, procedural). Moreover, ExpeL [226] utilizes dual memory systems, where
the agent autonomously collects successful and failed task trajectories, extracts reusable natural language insights, and
retrieves relevant past examples to augment its decision-making during evaluation, all without modifying LLM weights.
MemFlow [18] further frames memory access as an intent-driven orchestration problem for small language model
agents, routing each query to specialized memory operations with tier-aware evidence packing and grounding-based

escalation.

6.3.2 Interactive Reasoning Loop. The interactive reasoning loop is the iterative process through which an LLM agent
perceives input, plans actions, executes tasks, and incorporates feedback to refine decisions over time.

Planning and reasoning: ReAct [210] interleaves verbal reasoning traces with environment-changing actions via
few-shot prompting, enabling dynamic replanning based on observed feedback. Tree of Thoughts [209] extends this to
tree-structured search over intermediate reasoning steps, supporting backtracking and breadth/depth-first exploration.

Action is the execution step at which the agent issues a command—calling a tool, generating output, or interacting
with an environment—without requiring explicit human instruction for each step.

Environment feedback: Voyager [186] refines actions through an iterative prompting loop using execution errors and
self-verification; LLM-Planner [162] dynamically updates task plans based on grounded environmental state.

Self-reflection: Reflexion [158] stores verbal self-evaluations in episodic memory, allowing agents to improve across
trials without weight updates. RCI [78] applies iterative critique-and-improvement across task, state, and agent grounding

stages.

6.3.3 Tool Use. Tool use empowers LLM agents to go beyond language generation by interacting with external
services—such as APIs, computational tools, or information sources—to perform complex tasks like data processing,
real-time querying, and integration with third-party applications.

Model Context Protocol (MCP) [3] is a standardized interface proposed by Anthropic that enables language models to
interact with external tools, memory, documents, and user interfaces in a structured and flexible manner. It defines how
models receive context and respond with function calls or natural language, facilitating advanced agent behaviors. For
example, MCP servers such as AWS KB Retrieval facilitate retrieval from the AWS Knowledge Base using Bedrock Agent
Runtime. A server like Brave Search enables web and local search capabilities using Brave’s Search API. Moreover, a
server like Filesystem provides secure file operations with configurable access controls.

LLM agents can invoke external services via API Calls, enabling access to dynamic functionalities such as data
processing, computation, or third-party applications. For example, ToolLLM [138] is a framework that empowers LLMs
to effectively use over 16,000 real-world APIs by combining a new dataset (ToolBench), a decision-making algorithm
(DFSDT), and a trained model (ToolLLaMA) to achieve robust tool-use capabilities.

Information retrieval allows agents to access relevant documents or data from structured or unstructured sources

to support grounded reasoning and informed responses. For instance, Sun et al. [167] explored whether LLMs like
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Table 3. Comparative analysis of LLM agent reasoning frameworks across key design dimensions.

Framework Planning Depth Tool Use Error Recovery Compute Cost Representative Benchmark
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [193] Medium (linear) None (reasoning only) None Low (single pass) GSMBK [26], MATH [63]

ReAct [210] Medium (interleaved) Yes (action-observe loop) Limited (via replanning) Medium HotpotQA [208], ALFWorld [159]
Tree of Thoughts (ToT) [209] High (branching) Optional High (backtracking) High (tree search) Game of 24, Creative Writing
Reflexion [158] Medium Yes High (verbal feedback + memory) Medium-high HumanEval [20], AlfWorld [159]
Self-RAG [4] Low-medium Yes (retrieval-gated) Medium (critique tokens) Medium ASQA [163], TriviaQA [74], PopQA [121]

ChatGPT and GPT-4 can serve as effective passage re-ranking agents in information retrieval and introduced a novel
permutation generation method that allows LLMs to directly output ranked passage lists.

Web search enables agents to query the internet in real-time, expanding their knowledge beyond pretraining and
allowing them to answer up-to-date or domain-specific questions. For example, MIND2WEB [35] proposes MINDACT,
a two-stage framework combining a small LM for webpage element ranking and a large LM for action prediction in a

multiple-choice QA format, enabling the model to operate efficiently on long and noisy web pages.

6.4 Comparative Analysis of LLM Agent Reasoning Frameworks

A diverse set of reasoning frameworks has emerged for LLM agents, each making distinct design choices about how
the agent plans, invokes tools, recovers from errors, and incurs computational cost. Table 3 provides a structured
comparison of the five most widely adopted frameworks.

Key trade-offs. Chain-of-Thought reasoning is the lowest-cost option and effective for well-structured tasks but has
no recovery mechanism and no tool access. ReAct introduces an action-observation loop that enables real-time tool use
at modest additional cost, making it the most widely adopted baseline for tool-using agents. Tree of Thoughts achieves
the deepest planning through explicit tree search and backtracking but incurs a multiplicative compute overhead
that limits practical deployment to short horizons. Reflexion combines tool use with episodic memory and verbal
self-reflection to achieve strong error recovery without weight updates, at the cost of multi-trial inference. Self-RAG
integrates retrieval directly into the reasoning chain via learned critique tokens, achieving competitive factual accuracy
with smaller models, but its gating mechanism requires supervised fine-tuning. For CAIS deployments, ReAct and
Self-RAG represent the most practical choices, with Reflexion preferred when multi-turn error correction is critical.

Building on these frameworks, the next section examines how CAIS extend beyond text to incorporate multimodal

perception through Multimodal LLMs.

7 Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs)

MLLM:s extend the capabilities of LLMs beyond text-based understanding and generation to multimodal comprehension
and content creation. These models are designed to process and generate information across multiple modalities,
including text, images, audio, and video. By incorporating cross-modal learning, MLLMs enhance traditional LLMs,
enabling them to integrate and reason across different types of data.

This section categorizes MLLMs into four aspects: architecture of MLLMs, fusion strategy inside MLLMs, MLLMs’
modality approaches, and tasks of MLLMs. From an architecture standpoint, an MLLM has four major components:
Encoder, Visual Projector, Fusion Module, and Core LLM Model. Fusion strategy is another key aspect of MLLMs;
different MLLMs employ various fusion strategies, broadly classified into early fusion, late fusion, cross-modal fusion,

and hybrid fusion. In terms of modality, MLLMs can be further classified by their focused modality approaches: image,
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Fig. 4. Overview of Multimodal Large Language Models. The diagram categorizes MLLMs by architecture, fusion strategy, modality,
and tasks.

audio, video, or text-rich image. Moreover, based on different tasks and usages, MLLMs can be defined as multimodal or
integrated with other techniques, such as MLLMs with Chain-of-Thought (CoT) or MLLMs with RAG.
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Table 4. Representative encoder approaches for each modality in MLLMs.

Model Modality Architecture Role in MLLMs

CLIP [140] Image Dual-encoder contrastive (ViT + text Transformer) Zero-shot vision encoder;
image-text alignment

ViT [38] Image Patch-based self-attention Transformer General-purpose image fea-
ture extractor

VAE [80] Image Probabilistic encoder-decoder Structured latent space for
image generation

BLIP-2 [92] Image Q-Former bridging module Compact visual token ex-
traction for frozen LLMs

Whisper [141] Audio Seq-to-seq encoder-decoder (log-mel spectrogram) Multilingual speech recog-
nition and transcription

WavLM [21] Audio Self-supervised masked speech denoising Transformer Universal speech encoder
for audio-text alignment

Flamingo [2] Video/Image Perceiver Resampler + Gated Cross-Attention Few-shot visual reasoning
across frames

TimeSformer [10] Video Divided spatiotemporal attention Transformer Spatiotemporal feature ex-
traction for video QA

Donut [79] Text-rich image Swin Transformer encoder + BART-style decoder OCR-free document under-
standing

7.1 Architecture

An MLLM comprises four main components. The Encoder extracts modality-specific representations: a vision encoder
(e.g., CLIP-based in LLaVA [105]) converts pixel data into embeddings; an audio encoder (e.g., Whisper + BEATs in
SALMONN [171]) captures temporal and spectral features; and multi-encoder systems such as GLaMM [147] combine
global and region-level visual encoders for grounded dialogue. The Visual Projector maps encoded features into the
language model’s token space—BLIP-2’s Q-Former [92] uses learnable query vectors and cross-attention to compress
visual representations into a fixed-length bottleneck, while ShareGPT4V [19] demonstrates that caption quality at this
alignment stage critically determines downstream performance. The Fusion Module merges representations across
modalities into a unified context. The Core LLM generates outputs from the fused representation; it may be used as-is
(PaLM-E [39] trains end-to-end with multimodal inputs), fine-tuned via LoRA adapters (MultiModal-GPT [57]), or kept
fully frozen while only connector weights are updated (FROMAGe [83]). Some models additionally include a Decoder

for generative outputs across modalities (e.g., Emu2 [165] produces interleaved image-and-text via a visual decoder).

7.2 Fusion Strategy

MLLMs integrate heterogeneous modalities through four main strategies, each making different trade-offs between
cross-modal interaction depth and computational cost. Early fusion merges raw or low-level features at the input
stage before any independent unimodal processing, enabling the model to learn cross-modal dependencies from the
first layer (e.g., Gemini [177]), but requires full end-to-end training. Late fusion preserves dedicated per-modality
encoding pathways and combines outputs only at the prediction stage, offering modularity at the cost of fine-grained
cross-modal correlation (e.g., Woodpecker [212]). Cross-modal attention fusion establishes direct modality interactions

throughout the architecture via attention mechanisms or gating functions, enabling richer contextual alignment (e.g.,
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Multimodal-CoT [225], BLIVA [67]). Hybrid fusion combines two or more of the above strategies within a single model
to balance localized and holistic reasoning (e.g., KOSMOS-2 [134], GPT4Rol [223]). The detailed architectural trade-offs

between these strategies are analyzed in Section 7.6.

7.3 Modality Approaches

MLLMs integrate specialized encoder backbones to handle the distinct representation challenges of each modality.
Image modalities rely on contrastive or patch-based vision models (e.g., CLIP [140], ViT [38]) that project pixel data
into embeddings compatible with LLM token spaces; generative image understanding additionally employs VAEs for
structured latent representations [80]. Audio modalities use sequence-to-sequence or self-supervised speech encoders
that convert waveforms into temporal feature embeddings aligned with text. Video extends image encoding to the
temporal dimension, requiring spatiotemporal models that aggregate frame-level features into compact token sequences.
Text-rich images (documents, charts) employ either OCR pipelines for text extraction or OCR-free end-to-end document
encoders that jointly model visual layout and embedded text. Table 4 summarizes representative encoder approaches

across modalities.

7.4 Comparative Analysis of MLLM Architectures

The rapid proliferation of Multimodal LLMs has produced architectures with substantially different design philosophies.
Table 5 compares six representative models across five dimensions: the vision-language fusion strategy, supported
modalities, training approach, the key benchmark on which the model was evaluated, and representative benchmark
performance, providing a basis for evaluating architectural trade-offs rather than merely cataloging approaches.
Architectural trade-offs. Three fusion strategies dominate the landscape: (1) Cross-attention injection (Flamingo)
inserts trainable cross-attention layers into a frozen LLM, preserving language model capacity at the cost of tight
architectural coupling. (2) Bridging modules such as the Q-Former (BLIP-2, InstructBLIP) project visual features into
a compact set of learned query tokens before the LLM, enabling modular training stages but potentially losing fine-
grained spatial information. (3) Linear projection connectors (LLaVA) offer the simplest alignment and are highly efficient,
but rely entirely on the richness of instruction tuning data for cross-modal alignment. Native end-to-end training
(Gemini) achieves the strongest multimodal reasoning at the cost of substantially higher training resources and reduced
modularity. For CAIS practitioners, the choice of fusion strategy determines not only benchmark performance but also

the ease with which the vision component can be upgraded independently of the language backbone.

7.5 Tasks

MLLMs support a broad range of tasks spanning purely multimodal inference and compound applications that pair
MLLMs with retrieval, reasoning, or control subsystems. Table 6 summarizes the primary task categories with represen-

tative systems.

7.6 Architectural Trade-offs in Multimodal Integration

Three trade-off dimensions govern MLLM design. Early vs. late fusion: early fusion merges visual and textual tokens
at input time, enabling deep cross-modal interaction at the cost of full end-to-end training (e.g., Gemini [177]); late
fusion processes modalities independently and merges only at the output, preserving modularity but losing fine-grained
correlations. Most practical architectures use a frozen vision encoder that feeds compressed visual tokens into the LLM

via a lightweight connector, balancing alignment quality with training efficiency. Cross-attention injection vs. linear
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Table 5. Comparison of representative Multimodal LLM architectures across key design dimensions. Benchmark scores are taken
from each model’s original publication and reflect the specific model version evaluated at the time of release; later versions may differ.

Model Fusion Strategy Modalities Training Approach Key Benchmark Score (%)
Flamingo [2] Cross-attention (frozen vision) Image, video, text Few-shot pretraining on image—-text pairs VQAV?2 (fine-tuned) 82.0
BLIP-2 [92] Q-Former (bridging module) Image, text Two-stage: Q-Former then LLM fine-tuning  VQAv?2 (fine-tuned) 82.2
LLaVA [105] Linear projection connector Image, text Instruction tuning on GPT-4 captions LLaVA-Bench (COCO) 85.1
InstructBLIP [32] Q-Former (instruction-aware) — Image, text Instruction fine-tuning of BLIP-2 ScienceQA 90.7
GPT-4V [1] Proprietary (cross-modal attn.) Image, text RLHF + instruction tuning MMMU (val) 56.8
Gemini [177] Native multimodal pretraining  Image, audio, video, text End-to-end multimodal training MMMU (Maj@32) 624

connectors: cross-attention injection (Flamingo [2]) enables dynamic visual attention but couples vision and language
components architecturally; linear projection (LLaVA [105]) is computationally negligible and decoupled but relies
entirely on instruction-tuning data for alignment; Q-Former bridging (BLIP-2 [92]) extracts a compact visual summary
at the cost of a two-stage training procedure. Instruction tuning vs. pretraining alignment: full multimodal
pretraining (Gemini, PaALM-E [39]) achieves the strongest generalization; instruction tuning (LLaVA, InstructBLIP [32])
is data-efficient but generalizes less robustly; RLHF (Fact-RLHF [168]) reduces hallucination but requires carefully

designed multimodal reward models.

7.7 Limitations and Failure Modes of MLLMs

Despite significant progress, MLLMs exhibit several systematic failure modes that are particularly important for CAIS
designers to understand, as these failures propagate through downstream retrieval, agent reasoning, and orchestration
components.

Hallucination in visual grounding. MLLMs frequently generate plausible-sounding but factually incorrect
descriptions of visual content, a phenomenon distinct from text-only hallucination because it arises from misalignment
between the visual embedding and the language model’s prior. For example, models may confidently describe objects,
attributes, or spatial relationships that are not present in the image. Woodpecker [212] proposes a post-hoc correction
framework that identifies hallucinated visual claims and replaces them with grounded evidence, demonstrating that
visual hallucination cannot be fully resolved by instruction tuning alone.

Cross-modal inconsistency. When the same query is posed in different modalities (e.g., as text vs. as a diagram),
MLLMs may produce inconsistent or even contradictory answers, revealing that visual and textual representations are
not truly unified in the model’s internal state. This inconsistency is particularly problematic in CAIS contexts where a
multimodal query triggers retrieval and downstream reasoning: an inconsistent grounding in the MLLM propagates
errors through the entire pipeline.

Evaluation fragility. Standard multimodal benchmarks (e.g., VQAv2, SEED-Bench [90], MM-Vet [215]) primarily
assess closed-ended visual question answering and do not capture open-ended generation quality, temporal reasoning
over video, or robustness to adversarial visual perturbations. MM-SafetyBench [109] highlights that models performing
strongly on standard benchmarks can be easily jailbroken via multimodal adversarial inputs, underscoring the gap
between benchmark performance and real-world robustness. For CAIS evaluation, this fragility implies that MLLM-
component performance should be assessed with both standard benchmarks and adversarial/out-of-distribution test
sets before integration into production pipelines.

Having examined the multimodal perception axis of CAIS, Section 8 turns to the fourth axis: the orchestration
frameworks and coordination mechanisms that integrate RAG, agents, and MLLMs into coherent, production-ready

pipelines.
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Table 6. Representative MLLM task categories and example systems.

Task

Description

Example System

Multimodal Reasoning
Cross-Modal Retrieval
Content Generation

Contextual Understand-
ing

Infer relationships across modalities (e.g., vi-
sual QA, commonsense)

Map queries across modalities (text<>image)

Produce multimodal outputs (captions, im-
age+text narratives)

Ground language in visual context for detec-
tion/localization

Socratic Models [221]: zero-shot reasoning via
prompted model composition

GILL [82]: frozen LLM + image encoder/decoder
for retrieval & generation

Emu [166]: interleaved text-and-image autore-
gressive generation

ContextDET [220]: LLM outputs as prior for ob-
ject detection

+ CoT Prompting

+ RAG

+ RL Agents

+ Embodied Al

Decompose visual questions into sub-queries

Ground MLLM responses in retrieved multi-
modal evidence

Use visual reward signals to align MLLM out-
puts

Reason over sensor data for navigation and
manipulation

DDCoT [227]: VQA model answers uncertainty-
flagged sub-questions

RA-CM3 [211]: CLIP-based dense retrieval into
CM3 generator

ESPER [217]: CLIP cosine similarity as PPO re-
ward

PaLM-E [39]: robotic sensor tokens fused with
language backbone
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Fig. 5. An overview of the Compound Al System orchestration layer, highlighting the relationship between its structure (e.g.,
hierarchical or centralized component organization), mechanism (such as input handling, task planning, and feedback loops), and
objective (including privacy, low latency, and performance).

8 Orchestration

The orchestration of CAIS is inherently sophisticated, often requiring complex architectures. LLM-serving systems

are designed to exceed the performance of standalone LLMs by integrating multiple layers, diverse models, or LLM-

supported agents that collaborate to deliver optimal results. We categorize LLM-serving systems into three distinct

layers: the structural layer, the mechanism layer, and the objective layer, as illustrated in Figure 5.
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8.1 Structural Layer

The structural layer represents the architectural organization of components within a system, focusing on how tasks
are distributed and coordinated. It includes two primary designs: hierarchical structure and centralized structure. This

layer provides the foundational framework for the system’s operational and interaction dynamics.

8.1.1 Hierarchical Structure. In a hierarchical structure, tasks are decomposed into subtasks managed by components
organized in a tree-like hierarchy with clear dependencies. Components are modular, meaning they are distinct,
self-contained, and interact with others in a coordinated manner. An example is MemGPT [131], which introduces
a hierarchical memory system inspired by operating systems, comprising a main context (prompt tokens within the
LLM) and external memory (for recall and archival storage), to address the limitations of LLMs’ fixed context windows.
The hierarchical structure has also been applied in data exploration [115], multi-agent operating systems [125], and

recommendation systems [188].

8.1.2 Centralized Structure. In a centralized structure, a central manager oversees and coordinates interactions among
components to ensure efficient collaboration. The central manager acts as a scheduler or coordinator, dispatching
resources to the most suitable components based on the task. For example, PagedAttention [86] utilizes a centralized
scheduler and distributed GPU workers, with a KV cache manager that dynamically allocates non-contiguous memory
blocks for scalable LLM serving. The centralized structure has been applied to diverse domains including IoT [31] and

multimodal systems [137].

8.2 Mechanism Layer

The mechanism layer defines the operational processes that govern how a system handles tasks and produces results,
ensuring seamless execution and adaptability. Besides input handling and output generation, it includes Task Plan-
ning, which determines the steps required to achieve the desired outcome. For example, Infinite-LLM [96] integrates
a distributed attention mechanism (DistAttention) with a centralized scheduler (gManager), decoupling attention

computation from the main inference pipeline to enable flexible task allocation across GPU clusters.

8.2.1 Model Communication. Model Communication enables different AI models or components within a system to
exchange information. For example, TransLLaMa [84], a simultaneous machine translation system, integrates an ASR
model with a fine-tuned LLM. Tan et al. [170] propose a system involving multiple expert agents, each working with
distinct abstraction spaces and combining primitive functions, structured prompting, and iterative feedback to refine

outputs.

8.2.2 Tool Use. A key mechanism in CAIS is enabling LLMs to leverage external tools (e.g., APIs, search engines,
databases, code executors) [139, 156, 190]. This overcomes limitations such as static knowledge [195] and a lack of
computational precision, allowing LLMs to interact with real-time data and perform specialized tasks. For instance,
agents like OSAgent use standardized APIs to interact with operating systems [201].

Tool use in LLM agents is generally enabled through two main approaches: training-based and prompt-based
methods. Training-based methods involve fine-tuning models to integrate tool use capabilities. Examples include GPT-4’s
structured function calling mechanism [1] and Toolformer’s self-supervised approach, which teaches the model to

invoke tools such as search engines or translation services [152]. In contrast, prompt-based methods rely on strategic
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Table 7. Comparison of CAIS orchestration frameworks across key design dimensions.

Framework Topology Coordination Mechanism Tool Support Multi-Agent MCP-Compatible
LangChain [179]  Sequential / DAG Chain-based prompting, callbacks Extensive (150+ integrations) Partial (via LangGraph) Yes
AutoGen [196] Multi-agent graph ~ Conversational agent messaging ~ Moderate (code, search, APIs) Native Partial
DSPy [77] Pipeline (compiled) Optimized prompt programs Limited (retrievers, LMs) No No
Llamalndex [178] Hierarchical / DAG Data connectors + query engine Extensive (data sources) Partial (via agents) Yes
CrewAl [29] Role-based graph Task delegation between agents Moderate (tools via LangChain) Native Partial

prompt design to guide LLM behavior. For instance, the ReAct framework interleaves reasoning with actions like tool

invocation or web search via prompting, enabling complex task decomposition without additional fine-tuning [210].
A specific application is enhancing LLMs with Web Search. This addresses knowledge staleness and improves

factuality. Models can be fine-tuned for web interaction, such as WebGPT using a text-based browser to search, navigate,

and cite sources [130], or GopherCite using search to find supporting evidence for its claims [126].

8.2.3 Memory Management. Memory Management efficiently allocates and optimizes memory resources during tasks.
For example, PagedAttention [86] implements a paging-inspired memory management system that reduces waste and

improves throughput by dynamically allocating non-contiguous blocks for key-value caches.

8.24 Feedback Loop. Feedback Loop refers to a system mechanism in which outputs are cyclically returned as inputs to
refine or optimize the process. For example, in Text-to-SQL systems [120], feedback loops refine SQL query generation

based on execution results, improving success rates with each iteration.

8.3 Comparative Analysis of Orchestration Frameworks

A growing ecosystem of orchestration frameworks has emerged to simplify the construction and deployment of
CAIS. These frameworks vary substantially in their architectural topology, coordination mechanism, tool support, and
compatibility with emerging interoperability standards. Table 7 provides a structured comparison of five widely used
frameworks.

Key trade-offs. LangChain and Llamalndex offer the broadest tool ecosystems and MCP compatibility, making them
well-suited for general-purpose CAIS that require integration with diverse data sources and APIs. Their sequential/DAG
topology is flexible but can become difficult to debug in complex pipelines. AutoGen and CrewAl are optimized for
multi-agent coordination with native conversational or role-based messaging, but their tool ecosystems are narrower
and MCP support is partial. DSPy takes a fundamentally different approach by compiling pipeline programs into
optimized prompt sequences, trading runtime flexibility for reproducibility and systematic optimization—an advantage
for research settings but limiting for production systems that require dynamic tool invocation. For CAIS practitioners,
the choice of framework should be guided by: (1) whether multi-agent coordination is required, (2) the breadth of

external tool integrations needed, and (3) whether standardized interoperability (MCP) is a deployment requirement.

8.4 Objective Layer

The objective layer governs the essential priorities of CAIS design: Privacy and Security—SECGPT [197] uses isolated
execution environments and hub-and-spoke models to protect against untrustworthy third-party apps, while Evertz
et al. [45] simulate attack scenarios to measure sensitive data leakage when LLMs interact with integrated tools;

Bias—Sharma et al. [155] study how LLM-powered conversational search influences selective exposure and opinion
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polarization; Low Latency—LLM-Slice [102] reduces transmission latency by dedicating wireless network slices for
LLM task resource allocation; and Cost-efficiency—PALIMPZEST [103] compiles high-level task declarations into

optimized execution plans that balance cost, runtime, and output quality.

8.5 Standardization and Interoperability Protocols

A persistent challenge in Compound Al Systems is interoperability: enabling heterogeneous LLMs, tools, retrievers,
and agents to communicate reliably across framework and vendor boundaries. As CAIS pipelines grow in complexity,
ad-hoc point-to-point integrations become increasingly brittle and difficult to maintain. This subsection surveys the

emerging standardization landscape, organized as a three-layer stack.

8.5.1 Schema Layer: Structured Tool Interfaces. The lowest layer of interoperability standardizes how tools are described
to an LLM. OpenAT’s function-calling specification (2023) introduced the now-prevalent convention of expressing tools
as JSON-schema-described operations with typed arguments and return values. In 2024, OpenAT’s Structured Outputs
extension tightened this interface by enforcing strict JSON-schema adherence, reducing parsing failures in production
systems. These schema conventions have become a de facto standard: most major LLM providers and orchestration
frameworks now accept function-call specifications in a compatible format. However, schema standardization addresses
only the description layer—it does not govern how tools are discovered, authenticated, or invoked across runtime

boundaries.

8.5.2 Tool-Access Protocol Layer: Model Context Protocol. The Model Context Protocol (MCP) [3, 129], introduced by
Anthropic in November 2024, defines a universal open interface between Al systems (hosts and clients) and external
tool servers. MCP adopts a host/client/server role model over JSON-RPC 2.0 and standardizes four core abstractions:
resources (data exposed by the server), prompts (server-provided prompt templates), tools (callable functions), and
sampling (server-initiated LLM requests). This design separates the Al application from the tool implementation,
enabling a single MCP server (e.g., a database connector, a web search service) to be consumed by any MCP-compatible
host without bespoke integration code.

Adoption and ecosystem growth. Empirical studies of the MCP ecosystem show rapid adoption across both open-source
and enterprise deployments [59, 61]. MCP is now natively supported by LangChain, Llamalndex, and several cloud
Al platforms, making it the most widely integrated tool-access protocol in the CAIS ecosystem. Mastouri et al. [123]
demonstrate that existing REST APIs described in OpenAPI can be automatically compiled into MCP-compatible servers,
allowing organizations to reuse their existing API infrastructure. Fei et al. [49] extend MCP with active tool discovery,
enabling agents to retrieve relevant tools from large tool registries rather than consuming static schemas dumped into
the context window.

Security limitations. Despite its adoption, MCP introduces a standardized attack surface alongside its standardized
interface. Radosevich and Halloran [143] demonstrate that MCP-enabled agents can be exploited to exfiltrate sensitive
data, execute unauthorized actions, and bypass application-level safeguards. Hou et al. [66] provide a lifecycle-based
threat model showing that vulnerabilities arise at server registration, capability negotiation, and tool execution stages,
including privilege-separation and trust issues at ecosystem scale. These findings indicate that standardization of the
interface layer does not automatically confer security: governance, authentication, and sandboxing must be co-designed

with the protocol.
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8.5.3 Agent Interoperability Layer: Cross-Framework and Cross-Agent Protocols. The highest layer of the standardization
stack addresses interoperability not between an LLM and a single tool, but between whole agents, workflows, and
ecosystems running across organizational and runtime boundaries. Ehtesham et al. [43] survey four competing proposals
operating at this layer:

Agent-to-Agent (A2A), proposed by Google, enables structured communication between autonomous agents via a
message-passing protocol that supports task delegation, capability advertisement, and result reporting.

Agent Communication Protocol (ACP), developed by IBM, focuses on standardizing the message envelope and
interaction semantics for multi-agent workflows within enterprise environments.

Agent Network Protocol (ANP) targets an “agentic web” vision in which agents discover one another via decen-
tralized identity mechanisms and collaborate across open network boundaries [207].

Agent Spec (Open Agent Specification) [8] proposes a framework-agnostic declarative representation for agents
and workflows, with demonstrated portability across LangGraph, CrewAl, AutoGen, and other runtimes.

These proposals differ in scope: A2A and ACP target runtime message-passing; ANP targets open network discov-
ery; Agent Spec targets static workflow portability. No single proposal currently addresses all interoperability tiers

simultaneously.

8.5.4 The Convergence-by-Layering Thesis. A key insight from the 2024-2025 standardization literature is that in-
teroperability in CAIS is converging not through a single universal standard, but through translation and layering:
OpenAPI-to-MCP compilers, protocol-agnostic tool registries, and shared agent representations allow older API
standards, vendor schema conventions, and new agent protocols to coexist via adapters and intermediate representa-
tions [43, 123]. For CAIS designers, this implies that near-term interoperability is achievable by adopting MCP for tool
access, Agent Spec representations for workflow portability, and schema-level compatibility for LLM function calling,
while the higher-level cross-agent protocol landscape continues to consolidate.

The following section reviews the benchmarks and evaluation metrics used to assess CAIS across all four axes

surveyed in Sections 5-8.

9 Benchmarks and Evaluation Metrics

The rapid growth and advancement of CAIS have led to the development of numerous evaluation benchmarks and
datasets. Because CAIS can have different objectives and structures, their respective evaluation benchmarks are diverse.
This section introduces the key tasks, datasets, and quantitative metrics used for evaluating CAIS across the domains of
RAG, Multimodal LLMs, LLM Agents, and Orchestration, as detailed in Table 8.

RAG evaluation targets both retrieval quality (MRR, nDCG) and generation factuality (EM, F1, ROUGE, BLEU), with
key benchmarks including HotpotQA [208] for multi-hop reasoning, BEIR [180] for cross-domain retrieval generalization,
and Ragas [44] for end-to-end pipeline evaluation. LLM agent evaluation assesses role fidelity (Role-Consistency
Score), reasoning quality (Reasoning Trace Accuracy), and tool-use efficiency (Tool Call Accuracy, Token Efficiency) in
dynamic environments requiring planning, action, and self-correction. MLLM evaluation spans visual QA, chart and
document understanding, and safety alignment, combining standard NLP metrics with specialized benchmarks such as
MM-SafetyBench [109] for adversarial robustness. Orchestration evaluation measures infrastructure performance
(throughput, latency), system coordination (task completion time, cache hit rate), and alignment with fairness objectives

across the structural, mechanism, and objective layers. Full benchmark and dataset listings for all four dimensions
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Table 8. Summary of evaluation dimensions, benchmarks, and metrics for Compound Al Systems.
Dimension Task Datasets/Benchmarks Evaluation Metrics
Open-domain QA Natural Questions [85], TriviaQA [74], Accuracy, F1 Score, EM
WebQuestions [9], RealTimeQA [76]
Passage Retrieval MS MARCO [6], BEIR [180], TREC-DL MRR, nDCG, Precision, Recall, F1
RAG [28] Score
Knowledge QA OpenBookQA [128], PopQA [121], Accuracy, F1 Score, EM
Truthful QA [98]
Multi-hop QA HotpotQA [208], 2WikiMultihopQA EM, F1 Score, Accuracy
[64], MuSiQue [183], StrategyQA [54]
Extractive QA SQuAD [145], DROP [41] EM, F1 Score, Precision, Recall
Summarization / WikiAsp [62], Multi-News [46], Narra- ROUGE, BLEU, F1 Score
Long-form Eval. tiveQA [81], UniEval [228]
RAG Pipeline Eval- Ragas [44], KILT [136] Faithfulness, Context Precision,
uation Context Recall, EM, F1 Score
Reasoning & Com- MM-Vet [215], ALLaVA [17], SEED- Accuracy, F1 Score, EM, Perplexity
monsense QA Bench [90]
Multimodal LLM
Chart & Document ChartQA [122], MMC-Benchmark Accuracy, F1 Score, BLEU, ROUGE
Understanding [104], DocVQA [124], TextVQA [160]
Safety & Alignment MM-SafetyBench [109] Accuracy, F1 Score, Custom Safety
Metrics
Multimodal Evalua- MME [51], MultiBench [94] Accuracy, F1 Score, MRR, Perplex-
tion ity, BLEU, ROUGE
) Structural Layer BigDataBench [52], AIBench Training Throughput, Latency Overhead,
Ofré}zzlsstratlon [172] Bandwidth Utilization
© Mechanism Layer ~ AISBench [37], WebArena [229], Long Mean Task Completion Time, Avg.
Range Arena [175], ZeroSCROLLS [153] ~ API Response Time, Cache Hit Rate
Objective Layer Al Fairness 360 [7] Fairness-specific metrics
Role-Playing RoleLLM [191], AgentBench [108], Role-Consistency Score,  Self-
LLM Agents AgentBoard [114] Correction Rate

Interactive Reason-
ing
Tool Use

AgentQuest [55], InfiAgent-DABench
[68], CriticBench [101]

ML-Bench [174], Berkeley Function
Calling Leaderboard [204]

Reasoning Trace Accuracy, Gener-
alization Score

Tool Call Accuracy, Token Effi-
ciency

are provided in Table 8. Persistent gaps—particularly the lack of unified system-level metrics and robust multimodal

benchmarks—motivate the challenges and open directions discussed in the following section.

10 Challenges, Limitations, and Opportunities

10.1

Challenges and Limitations

Compound Al Systems represent a significant advancement in the capabilities of LLM-based architectures, yet they are

not without challenges and limitations. As this field matures, it is crucial to understand the key obstacles that hinder its

scalability, efficiency, and safety, while also identifying the most promising future directions.
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10.1.1  System Complexity and Scalability. Compound Al Systems often involve the integration of multiple compo-
nents—retrievers, agents, multimodal encoders, memory modules, and orchestration mechanisms. This architectural
complexity introduces engineering overhead, increasing the difficulty of deployment, debugging, and system optimiza-
tion. Moreover, the added complexity can lead to performance bottlenecks and increased inference latency, particularly

when coordinating multiple LLMs and tools in real-time.

10.1.2  Evaluation and Benchmarking. Evaluating Compound Al Systems is inherently difficult due to the diversity of
their components and the dynamic nature of their outputs. Traditional NLP benchmarks do not adequately capture the
interactive or multimodal capabilities of such systems. There is a lack of unified evaluation frameworks that consider

system-level performance metrics, such as latency, robustness, and resource usage, alongside task-specific accuracy.

10.1.3  Tool and Component Integration. Despite advances in tool-use and agent-based planning, seamless integration
between LLMs and external components remains a challenge. Issues such as API misalignment, inconsistent data
formats, limited error handling, and brittle tool chaining cause failures in real-world applications. Moreover, many tools

and retrievers were not originally designed for interaction with LLMs, leading to interoperability and reliability issues.

10.1.4  Standardization and Ecosystem Fragmentation. The rapid growth of the CAIS ecosystem has produced a frag-
mented landscape of incompatible frameworks, tool schemas, and agent protocols. While emerging standards such as
the Model Context Protocol (MCP) [3] and Agent Spec [8] address parts of this problem (as discussed in Section 8.5),
no single standard currently covers the full interoperability stack from tool schemas through agent communication
to cross-framework workflow portability. Security governance of standardized interfaces is also under-developed:
studies have demonstrated that MCP’s open extensibility introduces privilege-separation vulnerabilities at ecosystem
scale [66, 143]. Developing governance models, authentication mechanisms, and sandboxing standards that co-evolve

with protocol design is a critical open challenge for the field.

10.1.5  Multimodal Alignment and Evaluation. Despite rapid progress in MLLMs, cross-modal consistency and evaluation
robustness remain unsolved. As shown in Section 7.7, MLLMs exhibit visual hallucination, cross-modal inconsistency, and
fragility to adversarial visual inputs that are not captured by standard benchmarks. Developing evaluation frameworks
that assess multimodal CAIS components under realistic, out-of-distribution, and adversarial conditions is an important

open problem.

10.2 Opportunities

The challenges above delineate the most fertile frontiers for the next generation of CAIS.

10.2.1  Unified and Modular Architectures. Designing CAIS with clean interfaces between retrievers, agents, encoders,
and orchestration layers—so components can be swapped without cascading side effects—is a key priority. Standardized
protocols (MCP, A2A; Section 8.5) are early steps, but interoperability benchmarks and certified adapter libraries are
still needed.

10.2.2  End-to-End Trainable Compound Pipelines. Current CAIS are assembled from independently pretrained modules
with no joint training objective; end-to-end differentiable or RL-based training of retriever—generator-agent pipelines [88,
97] is a promising direction. Key open challenges are credit assignment across heterogeneous components and fine-

tuning strategies that avoid catastrophic forgetting.



26 Chen et al.

10.2.3 Multimodal Grounding and Evaluation. Advances in cross-modal alignment for video, audio, and 3D inputs will
expand the task scope of CAIS. Future benchmarks should probe compositional reasoning, temporal consistency, and

adversarial robustness—going beyond aggregate accuracy.

10.2.4  Self-Adaptive and Meta-Agent Orchestration. Static workflow graphs are brittle in open-ended environments;
self-adaptive orchestration that monitors performance, reconfigures components, and allocates resources dynamically
is an important frontier. Meta-agent architectures—where a high-level planner supervises specialist sub-agents—offer a

path toward more robust and explainable CAIS.

10.2.5 Human-Al Collaboration and Interpretability. In high-stakes domains (medicine, law, finance), explaining com-
pound reasoning chains—tracing outputs back through orchestration, retrieval, and tool calls—is essential. Interactive
explanation interfaces, uncertainty quantification, and controllable planning mechanisms for domain-expert oversight

are open research opportunities.

10.2.6  Sustainable and Efficient Deployment. The multi-component nature of CAIS amplifies inference cost; speculative
retrieval, cached reasoning, and adaptive computation (early-exit agents) are promising directions for reducing this
overhead. Efficiency benchmarks measuring system-level throughput and cost per task—rather than per-component

metrics—would accelerate progress.

11 Conclusion

This survey has presented a systematic, systems-level synthesis of Compound Al Systems (CAIS)—the emerging paradigm
in which large language models are augmented with external components to overcome the inherent limitations of
standalone models. Drawing on a structured search of over 220 papers published between 2020 and early 2026, we have
organized the CAIS landscape along four foundational axes: Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG), LLM Agents,
Multimodal LLMs (MLLMs), and Orchestration.

Key contributions. For each axis, we have provided both descriptive coverage of representative systems and
comparative analysis of design trade-offs through dedicated comparison tables (Tables 2-7). We introduced a unified
cross-axis pipeline model (Figure 1) and formal instantiation in terms of f(L,C, D) that shows how the four axes
co-constrain one another in a complete CAIS. We surveyed the emerging standardization landscape—MCP, A2A, ACP,
ANP, and Agent Spec—and argued that interoperability is currently converging through translation and layering rather
than a single universal standard. We also deepened the comparative treatment of MLLM architectures and identified
three systematic failure modes—visual hallucination, cross-modal inconsistency, and evaluation fragility—that are
particularly consequential for CAIS integration.

Open challenges. Despite this progress, significant challenges remain. System complexity and debugging difficulty
grow super-linearly with the number of integrated components. Evaluation frameworks lag behind system capabilities,
particularly for interactive, multimodal, and long-horizon tasks. Standardization and security governance of tool-access
and agent communication protocols are still immature. Cross-modal alignment in MLLMs also remains an unsolved
problem at the intersection of representation learning and evaluation methodology.

Looking forward. We anticipate that the most impactful near-term advances in CAIS will come from three directions:
(1) unified, modular architectures that allow components to be upgraded or replaced without retraining adjacent modules;
(2) end-to-end trainable pipelines in which retrievers, agents, and generators are jointly optimized; and (3) principled

governance frameworks for standardized interoperability that address both portability and security. As CAIS continue
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to expand into real-world, multimodal, and interactive environments, the systems-level perspective developed in this

survey—synthesizing retrieval, agency, perception, and orchestration into a coherent analytical framework—will be

essential for designing, evaluating, and advancing the next generation of intelligent applications.
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