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Abstract

Recent advances in RAG have shifted toward
an agentic paradigm, where LLMs interact with
retrieval systems over multiple turns and itera-
tively refine queries based on intermediate re-
sults. At the same time, LLMs have demon-
strated a strong ability to construct structured
queries that precisely express their information
needs. However, contemporary RAG systems
remain heavily focused on engineering com-
plex retrieval backends, including dense, hy-
brid, and graph-based retrieval architectures. In
this study, we argue that agentic RAG should
delegate greater control to the LLM to steer the
retrieval process, while relying on a lightweight
retrieval interface that provides fine-grained
control and faithfully executes the LLM’s struc-
tured intent. Guided by this principle, we pro-
pose an agentic RAG framework that enables
LLMs to formulate retrieval intents using logi-
cal expressions while simplifying the retrieval
backend to an inverted-index-based system. Ex-
tensive experiments show that our framework
matches a strong agentic hybrid baseline, while
substantially reducing construction and serving
cost. Moreover, we show that anchoring the
retrieval process in logical queries substantially
reduces hallucinations in generated responses.

1 Introduction

Retrieval-augmented generation (RAG) has be-
come a fundamental framework for grounding the
outputs of large language models (LLMs) in exter-
nal knowledge (Lewis et al., 2020; Izacard and
Grave, 2021). More recently, advancements in
RAG have shifted toward an agentic paradigm,
wherein LLMs interact with retrieval backends over
multiple turns (Trivedi et al., 2023; Asai et al.,
2024; Li et al., 2025a). This allows the model
to progressively refine its queries to fulfill complex
information needs until the required information
is successfully retrieved or the model determines
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that the requested knowledge is unavailable. Conse-
quently, the effectiveness of modern RAG systems
no longer depends solely on the quality of a single
query and its retrieved results, but on the quality of
multi-turn interactions between LLMs and retrieval
backends. In particular, successful agentic RAG
requires LLMs to accurately express retrieval in-
tents, retrieval backends to faithfully execute those
intents, and LLMs to adaptively refine subsequent
queries based on intermediate results.

Retrieval backends are commonly constructed
using either graph-based or embedding-based ap-
proaches. Graph-based backends are typically mo-
tivated by the observation that complex queries
often require decomposition into several succes-
sive sub-queries, particularly when the target infor-
mation is scattered across disparate sources (Edge
et al., 2024; Gutiérrez et al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2025).
While graph-based retrieval remains valuable for
highly complex tasks such as autonomous research
and deep research scenarios, its advantages in many
multi-hop question-answering scenarios are dimin-
ished in agentic RAG systems, where iterative
multi-turn querying is already a native capability.

Embedding-based retrieval methods were pri-
marily developed to retrieve information relevant
to natural-language queries by computing simi-
larity within a dense semantic embedding space
(Karpukhin et al., 2020). Although embeddings
are highly effective at capturing abstract seman-
tic relationships, they may overlook critical lexical
details, such as proper names or rare entities appear-
ing in queries. To mitigate this issue, embedding-
based retrieval is often augmented with sparse re-
trieval techniques, such as TF-IDF or other vec-
tor space models (Arivazhagan et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2024). However, these methods still face a
fundamental challenge in multi-turn agentic RAG
settings: the retrieved results are often relatively
insensitive to slightly refined queries. Because re-
fined queries tend to remain semantically similar to
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Hybrid Retrieval
Repeated reformulations stay in a similar-name neighborhood

Was Manuel Díaz Rodríguez or Mona Tyndall 
born first?

Manuel Díaz Rodríguez birth date

Top results
Juan Manuel Rodríguez Pérez
Manuel Balcells i Díaz
Manuel Rodríguez López

No exact page for Manuel Díaz Rodríguez

Top results
Manuel Díaz
Manuel Rodríguez
Juan Manuel Rodríguez Pérez

Query changes, candidate set barely changes

"Manuel Díaz Rodríguez"

Manuel Diaz Rodriguez biography

Still no exact match

Final answer: Information not found

Failure mode: repeated reformulations 
retrieve similar names

LLM-Driven Logical Search
Explicit query repair retrieves the target entity

Same question, different retrieval trajectory

Q1: Manuel Díaz Rodríguez birth date born

Low relevance results

Results only included similar names

Q2: (Manuel AND Díaz AND Rodríguez) AND NOT Juan

Exact document retrieved
Manuel Díaz Rodríguez
(28 February 1871 – 24 August 1927)

Q3: "Mona Tyndall" birth date

Mona Tyndall

(14 April 1921 – 7 June 2000)

Final answer: Manuel Díaz Rodríguez

Success mode: precise query control 
repairs the candidate set

Quantitative Summary

Same-intent overlap
group-level macro average

Lower overlap means that revised 
queries more effectively change the 
retrieved evidence.

Intent recovery
repeated-intent groups

Higher recovery means that 
repeated search attempts are more 
likely to repair failed retrieval.

recovery: tighten the query

Figure 1: Motivating example and trajectory statistics for LLM-driven logical retrieval. Agentic Hybrid repeatedly
retrieves similar-name distractors, while LOGICALRAG repairs the search with explicit lexical constraints. The
right panel reports same-intent result overlap and intent recovery across trajectories.

previous ones, the retrieved documents frequently
exhibit substantial overlap with earlier retrieval re-
sults (Figure 1). This behavior not only reduces re-
trieval efficiency by repeatedly returning redundant
content, but can also make it difficult for LLMs
to repair failed searches through subsequent query
refinement.

These observations motivate us to rethink the
design of agentic RAG systems. We argue that
greater control over the retrieval process should be
delegated to the LLM during iterative multi-turn in-
teractions. This paradigm is enabled by the rapidly
improving ability of LLMs to formulate structured
and precise queries that explicitly capture their re-
trieval intent. Correspondingly, retrieval backends
should faithfully execute the search actions issued
by the LLM, while exposing a high-control inter-
face that lets the model broaden recall, tighten pre-
cision, exclude distractors, and adjust matching
granularity. When the requested information is
unavailable, such an interface should also make
retrieval failure more explicit, rather than forcing
approximate semantic matches that may encourage
unsupported answers.

Guided by these design principles for agentic
RAG systems, we enable LLMs to construct com-
plex queries using logical operators and compo-
sitional constraints (Section 3). To support such

logical query expressions, the underlying retrieval
backend is implemented using an inverted-index-
based architecture. Compared with embedding-
based or graph-based retrieval backends, inverted-
index systems are substantially easier to build and
maintain. More importantly, they can faithfully
execute explicit lexical constraints and provide a
transparent feedback signal for subsequent query
refinement. We found that combining logical query
expressions with inverted-index retrieval achieved
performance comparable to a strong agentic hybrid
baseline while substantially reducing construction
and serving cost. Furthermore, our experiments
demonstrate that grounding the retrieval process
in explicit logical queries improves abstention be-
havior and reduces unsupported answers when evi-
dence is unavailable.

Our contributions are threefold:
• We propose a design paradigm for agentic

RAG centered on LLM-driven retrieval con-
trol. This paradigm frames the retrieval pro-
cess as an interface-control problem. It em-
phasizes intent-faithful execution and fine-
grained control over the search space, en-
abling agents to deliberately broaden, con-
strain, and repair retrieval across multi-turn
reasoning.

• We introduce LOGICALRAG, an agentic RAG
framework that executes LLM-formulated log-



ical expressions via a lightweight inverted-
index backend. It achieves performance com-
parable to complex hybrid systems while sub-
stantially reducing construction and serving
cost, with fewer unsupported answers when
evidence is unavailable.

• We identify an emerging capability threshold
for LLM-driven logical retrieval. Model scal-
ing experiments show that logical retrieval
lags behind hybrid retrieval with weaker
agents, but reaches parity with the strongest
agent we evaluate. This suggests that high-
control retrieval interfaces are becoming in-
creasingly viable for modern LLM agents.

2 Related Work

2.1 Dense and Hybrid Retrieval in RAG

A widely adopted method is dense retrieval, which
maps queries and documents into a continuous
embedding space to measure semantic similarity.
To further improve retrieval recall and precision,
dense retrieval is often combined with sparse lex-
ical matching methods, giving rise to hybrid re-
trieval approaches that jointly capture semantic and
lexical relevance (Karpukhin et al., 2020; Gao et al.,
2023; Arivazhagan et al., 2023). Although hybrid
retrieval has become a popular choice for retrieval
backends (Wang et al., 2024), its behavior can be
difficult for LLMs to anticipate or control during
multi-turn interactions. In particular, refined con-
versational queries often remain close to earlier
queries in the shared embedding space, leading to
substantial overlap in retrieved results. Such re-
dundancy may confuse the LLM and make it more
difficult to formulate effective follow-up queries.

2.2 Graph- and Tree-based Retrieval

Another line of research introduces explicit struc-
ture into the retrieval space. Graph-based systems
such as GRAPHRAG and HIPPORAG organize
documents around entities and relations, while tree-
or page-based methods structure evidence hier-
archically to support navigation and aggregation
(Edge et al., 2024; Gutiérrez et al., 2024; Zhang
et al., 2025). Such structured representations can fa-
cilitate multi-hop reasoning and global information
synthesis. However, constructing and maintaining
graph- or tree-based retrieval structures is often
time-consuming and labor-intensive (Zhuang et al.,
2025). These approaches are further complicated
by persistent engineering challenges, including en-

tity disambiguation, cascading errors in relation
extraction, and the need to continuously update
graph structures as the underlying corpus evolves.

2.3 Agentic Workflows

Recent RAG systems have shifted from single-step
retrieval toward agentic workflows, in which the
LLM iteratively plans, retrieves evidence, observes
intermediate results, and revises subsequent actions.
Prior work such as ReAct (Yao et al., 2022) and
IRCoT (Trivedi et al., 2023) demonstrates that in-
terleaving reasoning and retrieval enables models
to recover from incomplete evidence and better
decompose multi-hop questions. This shift also
changes the role of the retriever: beyond return-
ing relevant documents, it must provide feedback
signals that the model can interpret and act upon
during reasoning (Li et al., 2025b). Inspired by
agent tools such as grep-style search in code en-
vironments and structure-aware document naviga-
tion (Anthropic, 2024; Zhang et al., 2025), LOGI-
CALRAG maintains a simple yet reliable retrieval
backend while exposing logical expressions and
compositional constraints as an LLM-driven action
space.

3 Method
We propose LOGICALRAG, an agentic RAG sys-
tem built around an LLM-driven logical search
interface. Bypassing architectural overhauls, LOG-
ICALRAG exposes a retrieval action space through
which the model can express and revise precise
search intent. We first define this interface-level
principle, then describe its realization with Boolean
query logic, adjustable matching granularity, and
BM25 ranking (Robertson and Zaragoza, 2009).

3.1 LLM-driven Retrieval
We formalize LLM-driven retrieval as an interface-
level design principle for agentic RAG. The lan-
guage model is responsible for deciding what evi-
dence to seek, while the retriever is responsible for
executing the model’s stated search intent. Beyond
standalone matching strength, this view prioritizes
whether the interface lets the agent deliberately
change the search space as its reasoning evolves.

Two properties are central to this interface. First,
retrieval should be intent-faithful: when the model
specifies an entity, phrase, term combination, or ex-
clusion, the retriever should reflect that constraint
directly in the candidate set. Second, the interface
should provide sufficient control for query repair.



As the model inspects intermediate evidence, it
should be able to broaden recall, tighten precision,
remove distractors, or adjust matching granular-
ity without relying on the backend to infer these
changes implicitly.

This formulation separates the role of the re-
trieval interface from the complexity of the retrieval
backend. A strong backend may improve stan-
dalone retrieval quality, but an agentic system also
depends on whether the model can deliberately
change what the retriever returns. LOGICALRAG
instantiates this principle with a lightweight lexi-
cal interface that exposes logical constraints and
adjustable matching granularity while using BM25
only to rank matched candidates.

3.2 LOGICALRAG: Controllable and Faithful
Keyword Search

LOGICALRAG realizes LLM-driven search with
a lightweight logical retrieval interface. The agent
issues structured lexical queries, while the retriever
executes these queries over a standard inverted
index and ranks matched passages with BM25.
This design keeps the backend simple and efficient,
while giving the LLM direct control over how its
search intent is translated into corpus access.

The interface supports two kinds of search con-
trol. First, it supports Boolean query logic, allow-
ing the agent to express required terms, alternatives,
and exclusions. For example, the agent can require
an entity to co-occur with a relation phrase, expand
recall with aliases, or remove a known distractor.
Second, it supports adjustable matching granularity.
The agent can begin with broad keyword matching
for exploration, and later switch to exact phrase
or entity-level matching when a specific surface
form becomes important. This is especially useful
in multi-hop questions, where early retrieval may
identify an intermediate entity and later retrieval
must fetch evidence about that entity precisely.

Concretely, we instantiate the interface with a
Lucene-style query-string syntax over the title
and content fields. The agent can combine terms
with AND, OR, and NOT, group constraints with paren-
theses, use quoted phrases for exact matching, and
optionally target fields such as title:"entity
name".

Given a logical query, the inverted index first de-
termines the candidate documents that satisfy the
lexical constraints. BM25 is then used to rank doc-
uments within this candidate set. Thus, the logical
query controls what can be retrieved, while BM25

controls which matched documents are ranked high-
est. This separation makes retrieval behavior more
intent-faithful than latent semantic matching: when
the agent changes a constraint or matching granular-
ity, the eligible candidate set changes accordingly.

LOGICALRAG does not introduce a new scor-
ing function or retrieval architecture. Instead, it
provides a lightweight interface tailored for LLM-
driven search, combining lexical matching for faith-
ful query execution, logical operators for recover-
ing from failed searches, and BM25 ranking for ev-
idence selection among matched documents. This
design enables the LLM to iteratively refine re-
trieval across interaction turns while avoiding the
cost of online query embedding generation, corpus-
scale vector indexing, and graph construction.

4 Experimental Setup

To assess its effectiveness–efficiency trade-off
in multi-hop QA, we compare LOGICALRAG
against no-retrieval, hybrid, and graph-based agen-
tic baselines. Our analysis spans answer accuracy,
trajectory-level query repair, system efficiency,
model scaling, and robustness.

4.1 Datasets and Scales

We conducted evaluations under two corpus-scale
settings.

Medium-scale corpora. Following the dataset
construction method of HippoRAG (Gutiérrez
et al., 2024), we evaluated on HotpotQA (Yang
et al., 2018), 2WikiMultiHopQA (Ho et al., 2020),
and MuSiQue (Trivedi et al., 2022). For each
dataset, we used 1,000 questions and the corre-
sponding dataset-specific Wikipedia subset, con-
taining approximately 9K, 6K, and 11K passages
for HotpotQA, 2WikiMultiHopQA, and MuSiQue,
respectively. This setting allows for a fair compari-
son with graph-based and agentic RAG baselines
under controlled corpus sizes.

Large-scale corpus. We further evaluated LOG-
ICALRAG on the KILT-scale Wikipedia cor-
pus (Petroni et al., 2021). Unlike the medium-scale
setting, queries are matched against a substantially
larger open-domain knowledge base. This setting
places greater demands on indexing efficiency, serv-
ing latency, and the ability of each retrieval inter-
face to support multi-step agentic search. Graph-
based systems are not evaluated at this scale, as
their released pipelines require corpus-level graph



construction, which is prohibitively expensive in
terms of both time and computational resources.

4.2 Baseline Methods and Systems
We compared LOGICALRAG with four baselines.
Direct Answer produces answers without retrieval
and serves as a no-evidence reference point. Agen-
tic Hybrid is our main controlled baseline: it uses
the same multi-step search procedure as LOGICAL-
RAG, but replaces logical lexical search with hy-
brid sparse-dense retrieval merged by reciprocal
rank fusion. HippoRAG2 (Gutiérrez et al., 2025)
represents graph-based RAG and is evaluated only
in the medium-scale setting, where graph construc-
tion is feasible. MA-RAG (Nguyen et al., 2025)
is an embedding-based agentic RAG system with
a more engineered multi-agent harness, including
sub-agents and parallel retrieval calls, and is evalu-
ated as an end-to-end baseline.

For the controlled comparison between LOGI-
CALRAG and Agentic Hybrid, both systems use
the same lightweight search procedure. Given
a question, the model first generates a tentative
evidence-seeking plan, then iteratively observes re-
trieved passages and either issues another retrieval
action or produces a final answer. The two systems
differ only in retrieval action space: LOGICAL-
RAG issues structured lexical queries with logi-
cal constraints and adjustable matching granular-
ity, while Agentic Hybrid issues natural-language
queries to a hybrid retriever. We intentionally kept
the search procedure simple by appending previ-
ous searches and retrieved passages to the run-
ning context, without specialized memory compres-
sion, reranking, or additional controllers. Complete
prompts, retrieval limits, RRF parameters, and gen-
eration settings are provided in Appendix B.

4.3 Efficiency Evaluation
We measured offline construction cost and online
retrieval efficiency on the KILT-scale corpus. Of-
fline cost includes all preprocessing before serving:
inverted-index construction for both systems, plus
corpus-wide embedding generation and FAISS in-
dexing for Agentic Hybrid (Douze et al., 2025).
All indexing and serving measurements were con-
ducted on the same local server; hardware and serv-
ing details are provided in Appendix B.

For online efficiency, we replayed retrieval
queries from KILT-scale trajectories after warm-
ing up the retrieval services. We reported through-
put and per-request wall-clock latency under dif-

ferent client-side concurrency levels. LOGICAL-
RAG was measured as a full OpenSearch retrieval
call (OpenSearch Project, 2026). Agentic Hybrid
was measured as a full hybrid retrieval call, includ-
ing sparse retrieval, query embedding, dense re-
trieval, document fetching, and rank fusion. Mean
and P95 latencies were computed over individual
request wall-clock times at each concurrency level.
Additional phase-level measurements are provided
in Appendix B.

4.4 Evaluation Metrics

Answer accuracy. We reported exact match
(EM), word-level F1, and LLM-as-a-Judge accu-
racy. EM and F1 evaluate surface-form correct-
ness, while LLM-as-a-Judge additionally captures
semantically equivalent answers that may differ
lexically.

Trajectory-level query repair. We grouped re-
trieval actions by their underlying search intent
and report same-intent result overlap and intent re-
covery rate. These metrics measure whether query
revisions change the retrieved evidence and recover
from earlier failed searches. Additional details are
provided in Appendix F.

System efficiency. We reported offline index con-
struction cost, online throughput, and per-query
retrieval latency, following the efficiency setup de-
scribed in Section 4.3.

Answer-unavailable robustness. We removed
gold supporting passages to create answer-
unavailable examples and report refusal, halluci-
nation, and gold leak rates. Hallucination denotes
an incorrect, non-refusal answer unsupported by
the remaining corpus, while gold leak denotes a
correct answer despite evidence removal.

Model scaling. We evaluated Agentic Hybrid
and LOGICALRAG using multiple Qwen3.5 mod-
els (Team, 2026) on the KILT-scale corpus. This
experiment investigates how retrieval performance
scales with agent capability and examines whether
stronger agents can more effectively exploit the
high-control action space enabled by LLM-driven
logical search.

5 Results

We evaluated LOGICALRAG from five perspec-
tives: (i) answer accuracy under medium-scale
and KILT-scale corpora, (ii) trajectory-level query



Method 2WikiMultiHopQA HotpotQA MuSiQue Avg. Judge
EM F1 Judge EM F1 Judge EM F1 Judge

Direct Answer 0.383 0.508 0.596 0.467 0.546 0.597 0.200 0.324 0.340 0.511

Medium-scale corpus

HippoRAG2 0.575 0.655 0.732 0.560 0.689 0.802 0.366 0.489 0.515 0.683
MA-RAG 0.663 0.766 0.860 0.536 0.669 0.767 0.335 0.485 0.545 0.724
Agentic Hybrid 0.706 0.785 0.867 0.623 0.762 0.893 0.461 0.573 0.662 0.807
LOGICALRAG 0.708 0.789 0.874 0.622 0.761 0.884 0.410 0.520 0.595 0.784

Large-scale corpus (KILT)

HippoRAG2 N/A N/A N/A N/A
MA-RAG 0.429 0.501 0.543 0.337 0.457 0.523 0.137 0.252 0.273 0.446
Agentic Hybrid 0.713 0.797 0.882 0.534 0.668 0.794 0.302 0.420 0.471 0.716
LOGICALRAG 0.701 0.787 0.886 0.524 0.664 0.784 0.302 0.422 0.481 0.717

Table 1: Main experimental results on medium-scale and KILT-scale corpora. “Judge” denotes LLM-as-a-Judge
accuracy. Avg. Judge is the average Judge score across the three datasets within each corpus setting.

refinement, (iii) system efficiency, (iv) how per-
formance changes with agent capability, and (v)
robustness when the answer is absent from the
knowledge base. Overall, results showed that a
lightweight lexical backend could be competitive
with more complex retrieval systems when the in-
terface faithfully executes the LLM’s search intent
and provides fine-grained retrieval control.

5.1 Main Results: Matching Hybrid Retrieval
at Scale

Table 1 reports the main results on medium-scale
and KILT-scale corpora. Across both settings,
LOGICALRAG was competitive with Agentic Hy-
brid, despite using only lexical matching, logi-
cal query control, and BM25 ranking. On the
medium-scale corpora, LOGICALRAG slightly out-
performed Agentic Hybrid on 2WikiMultiHopQA,
while Agentic Hybrid remained stronger on Hot-
potQA and MuSiQue. On the KILT-scale corpus,
the two systems reached near parity: the average
LLM-as-a-Judge accuracy is 0.717 for LOGICAL-
RAG and 0.716 for Agentic Hybrid.

This result is notable because LOGICALRAG
does not add dense retrieval to the backend. In-
stead, it relies on the LLM to drive search through
explicit lexical constraints. The trajectory analysis
in Figure 1 helps explain why this simple inter-
face can be effective. When the agent repeatedly
searched for the same information need, LOGICAL-
RAG retrieved result sets with lower overlap than
Agentic Hybrid and achieved higher recovery from
failed searches. This suggests that logical query
control helps the agent repair retrieval failures by
changing the candidate set more directly, rather

than repeatedly retrieving similar evidence.
These results highlight a key observation: in

agentic RAG, strong end-to-end performance does
not necessarily require increasingly complex re-
trievers. When the retrieval interface can faithfully
execute the LLM’s explicit search intent while pro-
viding sufficient control for iterative refinement
across turns, a lightweight lexical backend can
achieve performance comparable to that of a sub-
stantially more expensive hybrid retriever. Having
established comparable answer accuracy, we next
examined the system cost required to achieve this
performance.

5.2 Efficiency: Matching Accuracy with
Lower Retrieval Cost

Table 2 shows that the comparable accuracy in
Table 1 comes with substantially different con-
struction costs. LOGICALRAG only builds an in-
verted index, whereas Agentic Hybrid additionally
requires corpus-wide embedding generation and
FAISS indexing, resulting in about 41× higher of-
fline construction time. Graph-based retrieval is
even less aligned with large-scale deployment, re-
quiring LLM-based entity and relation extraction
over the corpus, which amounts to about 37B input
tokens and 18B output tokens in our estimate.

The efficiency gain is not attributable to a shorter
agent loop, as the two controlled systems use a
comparable number of search turns: 3.77 per ques-
tion for LOGICALRAG versus 3.55 for Agentic
Hybrid. Instead, the improvement arises from the
lighter-weight retrieval backend during online serv-
ing. At a concurrency level of 16, LOGICALRAG
achieved 152.5 QPS with a mean latency of 74.9



Backend Main preprocessing Construction Cost Relative

LOGICALRAG Inverted index 1.27 h 1.0×
Agentic Hybrid Inverted index + Embedding + FAISS 52.02 h 41.0×
Graph-based LLM graph construction ∼37B input + 18B output tokens Outside budget

Table 2: Offline construction cost on the KILT-scale corpus. Graph-based construction cost is measured in terms of
LLM preprocessing tokens.

Backend QPS ↑ Mean ms ↓ P95 ms ↓

Concurrency = 1
LOGICALRAG 11.8 84.6 232.9
Hybrid 5.4 184.5 279.1

Concurrency = 16
LOGICALRAG 152.5 74.9 234.1
Hybrid 66.6 230.5 294.2

Table 3: Online retrieval efficiency on KILT-scale trajec-
tory queries. Latencies are per-request wall-clock times.

ms, whereas Agentic Hybrid reached 66.6 QPS
with a mean latency of 230.5 ms (Table 3). This
corresponds to 2.3× higher throughput and 3.1×
lower mean latency for LOGICALRAG.

Together, these results showed that LOGICAL-
RAG reached near-parity in answer accuracy while
avoiding both corpus-wide embedding construc-
tion and online query embedding. By executing
the LLM’s logical query directly over an inverted
index, it retains ranked top-k retrieval with BM25
at substantially lower construction and serving cost.
Additional serving details and phase-level measure-
ments are provided in Appendix B.

5.3 Model Scaling: Stronger Agents Make
LLM-Driven Search Viable

A central question for LLM-driven search is why
such a lightweight retrieval design becomes com-
petitive. Our hypothesis is that logical search be-
comes more effective as the agent becomes better at
decomposing questions, inspecting evidence, and
issuing precise query revisions. We therefore eval-
uated Agentic Hybrid and LOGICALRAG on the
KILT-scale corpus with multiple Qwen3.5 models.

Figure 2 reports the average LLM-as-a-Judge
accuracy across 2WikiMultiHopQA, HotpotQA,
and MuSiQue. The overall trend supports this
hypothesis. With Qwen3.5-4B, LOGICALRAG
trailed Agentic Hybrid by about three points, in-
dicating that smaller agents still benefit from the
additional semantic smoothing of hybrid retrieval.
As the agent became stronger, LOGICALRAG im-
proved rapidly and the gap to Agentic Hybrid
largely closed. With Qwen3.5-Plus, the two meth-

ods reached near parity. The results suggest that
LLM-driven search becomes more viable when the
agent is capable enough to operate a high-control
retrieval interface, turning reasoning intent into ex-
plicit lexical constraints and query repairs.
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Figure 2: Model scaling on the KILT-scale corpus. As
model capability increases, LOGICALRAG progres-
sively closes the gap with Agentic Hybrid, reaching
near parity on Qwen3.5-Plus.

5.4 Answer-Unavailable Questions: Reducing
Hallucination

We evaluated robustness when the corpus lacks suf-
ficient evidence to answer the question. For each
dataset, we constructed 400 answer-unavailable ex-
amples by removing gold supporting passages. The
desired behavior is to refuse rather than produce an
unsupported answer. We report refusal, hallucina-
tion, and gold leak rates, where gold leak denotes a
correct answer despite evidence removal, and hal-
lucination denotes an incorrect non-refusal answer
unsupported by the remaining corpus.

Table 4 shows that LOGICALRAG improved
abstention behavior across all three datasets. On
average, its refusal rate increased from 0.767 to
0.828, while the hallucination rate decreased from
0.128 to 0.083.

We attribute this improvement to the legibility
of failed logical search. Repeated failures under
explicit lexical constraints provide a clearer sig-
nal that required evidence may be absent, whereas
Agentic Hybrid may still return semantically re-
lated but unsupported passages. Thus, LLM-driven



Dataset Method Refusal ↑ Hallucination ↓ Gold Leak

2Wiki Hybrid 0.913 0.050 0.038
LOGICALRAG 0.943 0.028 0.030

HotpotQA Hybrid 0.660 0.160 0.180
LOGICALRAG 0.733 0.110 0.158

MuSiQue Hybrid 0.728 0.175 0.098
LOGICALRAG 0.808 0.110 0.083

Avg. Hybrid 0.767 0.128 0.105
LOGICALRAG 0.828 0.083 0.090

Table 4: Answer-unavailable evaluation after removing gold supporting passages. Hallucination denotes an incorrect
non-refusal answer unsupported by the remaining corpus.

logical search helps the agent distinguish missing
evidence from merely incomplete retrieval, leading
to more appropriate abstention.

6 Discussion
Logical search and grep-style access. Recent
agent systems have explored direct text access
through grep-style tools (Subramanian et al., 2025;
Wang et al., 2026; Li et al., 2026). LOGICALRAG
shares the same motivation of giving the agent ex-
plicit lexical control, but differs in the retrieval sub-
strate. A literal grep interface is effective for exact
string matching, yet it provides limited ranking and
can be inefficient for large-scale top-k evidence re-
trieval. LOGICALRAG implements lexical control
with a standard inverted-index engine, supporting
Boolean logic, phrase matching, and BM25 ranking
while retaining efficient retrieval over large corpora.
Thus, grep-style search can be viewed as a useful
special case of direct lexical access, whereas LOG-
ICALRAG targets ranked, large-scale RAG over
document collections.

Why not combine dense and logical tools? A
natural extension is to expose both dense retrieval
and logical search to the agent (Du et al., 2026).
Such a system may improve accuracy when rele-
vant evidence is difficult to express lexically. We
did not study this combined setting as our main
system because it answers a different question. Our
goal was to isolate how far LLM-driven search can
go with a lightweight lexical backend under a con-
trolled agentic loop. Adding dense retrieval would
reintroduce corpus-wide embedding construction
and online query encoding, reducing the efficiency
advantage that motivates our design. Hybrid tool
use is therefore a promising extension, but not the
focus of this work.

Interface ablations. Additional ablations in Ap-
pendix C suggest that LOGICALRAG is not

highly sensitive to prompt engineering. Remov-
ing Boolean operators moderately reduces perfor-
mance, while replacing the full tool description
with a minimal syntax-only description causes little
degradation. These results support our interpreta-
tion that an intent-faithful lexical search interface
drives the main performance benefit, independent
of prompt engineering.

7 Conclusion

In this study, we revisited the design of agentic
RAG and challenged the prevailing trend of build-
ing increasingly complex retrieval backends. We
proposed a shift in perspective toward a “heavy
brain, precise hands” paradigm, where the com-
plex reasoning and query planning are centralized
within the LLM (the “heavy brain”), while the re-
trieval backend is simplified into a lightweight, de-
terministic execution layer (the “precise hands”).
Implementing this philosophy, we introduced LOG-
ICALRAG, a framework that empowers LLMs
to formulate precise retrieval intents using com-
positional logical expressions, executed over a
lightweight inverted-index backend. Our evalu-
ations demonstrate that this framework matches
the performance of dense, hybrid, and graph-based
baselines, while achieving significant reductions in
downstream hallucinations and system overhead.
More broadly, our findings suggest that agentic
RAG may benefit from a “heavy brain, precise
hands” paradigm, in which increasingly capable
LLMs perform sophisticated retrieval planning and
reasoning, while retrieval systems serve as faithful
executors of the model’s structured intent.

Limitations

Although LOGICALRAG demonstrates strong per-
formance across a wide range of tasks, several lim-
itations remain. First, our framework depends on



the ability of LLMs to formulate accurate logical
queries. When the model fails to identify the ap-
propriate constraints, entities, or query structure,
retrieval quality may degrade correspondingly. Sec-
ond, while logical retrieval provides strong preci-
sion and interpretability, embedding-based retrieval
may still offer advantages in scenarios requiring
highly abstract semantic matching or fuzzy associa-
tions that are difficult to express explicitly through
logical constraints. To alleviate this, our retrieval
backend also supports natural language access, al-
though such retrieval is generally less accurate than
embedding-based approaches. In addition, our cur-
rent implementation primarily focuses on textual
retrieval settings, and extending the framework to
multimodal or continuously evolving knowledge
environments remains an important direction for
future work. Nevertheless, we believe these limi-
tations do not diminish the broader promise of the
proposed paradigm for building simpler, more con-
trollable, and more reliable agentic RAG systems.
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A Prompts and Tool Descriptions

A.1 LogicalRAG Search Tool

LogicalRAG Search Tool Description (sum-
mary)

Backend: BM25 sparse retrieval with Lucene query-string
syntax.

Supported query controls:
- Boolean logic: AND, OR, NOT, parentheses
- Phrase matching: "exact phrase"
- Field targeting: title:..., content:...
- Term boosting: ^N
- default_operator: OR or AND

Search strategy:
- Start broad with distinctive keywords.
- Narrow with AND, phrase matching, fields, or NOT when

results are too broad.
- Simplify or relax constraints when there are no hits.
- For multi-hop questions, search one hop at a time.
- Avoid repeated paraphrases that retrieve the same

documents.

Examples:
- broad keyword search
- broad-to-narrow query refinement
- distractor exclusion
- exact title / phrase search

A.2 Agentic Hybrid Search Tool

Agentic Hybrid Search Tool Description
(summary)

Backend: hybrid retrieval with BM25 keyword matching and
FAISS dense retrieval,

merged by Reciprocal Rank Fusion (RRF).

Use case:
- Robust retrieval when exact lexical overlap is

incomplete.
- Useful for paraphrases, aliases, indirect wording,

and semantic matches.
- Still benefits from explicit entity names, titles,

years, locations, and rare relation terms.

Query format:
- Use a short natural-language search query.
- Do not use Boolean syntax such as AND, OR, NOT.
- Prefer plausible semantic phrasing over loose keyword

bags.
- Unlike LogicalRAG, this tool does not expose logical

query control;
the agent controls retrieval through natural-language

reformulation.

Search strategy:
- Start with the most distinctive entity names and

relation words.
- For multi-hop questions, search one hop at a time.
- If results are noisy, rewrite the query into a

cleaner query for the current hop.
- If direct wording fails, try aliases, paraphrases,

adjectival forms,
nominalizations, or related surface forms.

- Increase max_results when more candidates around a
relevant topic are needed.

Examples:
- book title -> author
- author -> education
- direct wording -> paraphrased retry
- focused topic -> increase max_results

B Experimental Settings

Table 5 summarizes the main retrieval and gener-
ation settings. We use publicly available datasets,
models, and software under their released terms
and do not redistribute these artifacts.

Component Setting

Sparse engine OpenSearch
Indexed fields title, content
Analyzer OpenSearch default
BM25 k1 = 1.2, b = 0.75
Hybrid fusion RRF, K = 60
Embedding model All embedding-based components use Qwen3-

Embedding-0.6B.
Query instruction Given a web search query, retrieve

relevant passages that answer the
query

Medium FAISS Flat index
KILT FAISS IVFPQ
KILT FAISS params nprobe=64, hnsw_m=32, pq_m=64,

pq_nbits=8
Max search turns 8
Agent model Qwen3.5-Plus unless specified
Agent decoding temp = 0.6, top-p = 0.95
Judge model Qwen3.5-Plus
Judge decoding temp = 0.3
Hardware Intel Xeon Gold 6226R CPU, 4 RTX 3090

GPUs with 24GB memory each, 128GB RAM

Table 5: Experimental settings.

C Ablation Study

We conducted two lightweight ablations on the first
400 examples of each KILT-scale dataset.

No logical operators. This variant disables AND,
OR, and NOT, while still allowing keyword and
phrase queries.

Syntax-only tool description. This variant keeps
the query grammar but removes BM25-specific
explanations and search strategies.

Table 6 reports EM, F1, and Judge results; the
overall trend is consistent across metrics.

Dataset Variant EM F1 Judge

2Wiki
No logical ops 0.690 0.782 0.878
Syntax-only 0.708 0.799 0.900
LOGICALRAG 0.710 0.803 0.907

HotpotQA
No logical ops 0.548 0.669 0.783
Syntax-only 0.548 0.683 0.797
LOGICALRAG 0.555 0.679 0.800

MuSiQue
No logical ops 0.320 0.423 0.476
Syntax-only 0.308 0.435 0.499
LOGICALRAG 0.315 0.427 0.501

Avg. No logical ops 0.519 0.625 0.712
Syntax-only 0.521 0.639 0.732
LOGICALRAG 0.527 0.636 0.736

Table 6: Full ablation results on the first 400 examples
of each KILT-scale dataset.



D Example Query Trajectory

Example LogicalRAG Trajectory
Question. What composer with an Italian libretto was born 4 March 1678?

Plan. Identify the person born on 4 March 1678, verify that the person is
a composer, and confirm the Italian-libretto constraint.

Search 1. born 4 March 1678, default_operator=AND.
Key evidence. A timeline passage states that “Italian Baroque composer
Antonio Vivaldi is born on 4 March.” The Antonio Vivaldi page further
states that “Antonio Lucio Vivaldi ... 4 March 1678–28 July 1741” was an
Italian Baroque composer.

Search 2. Antonio Vivaldi operas Italian libretto,
default_operator=OR.
Key evidence. Retrieved passages include Griselda (Vivaldi), which states
that the opera uses an Italian libretto, along with other Vivaldi opera pages
involving librettos.

Answer. Antonio Vivaldi. The gold answer is Antonio Lucio Vivaldi;
LLM-as-a-Judge marks the answer as correct.

E Model Scaling Details

Model Method 2Wiki Hotpot MuSiQue Avg. Gap

4B Hybrid 0.823 0.707 0.334 0.621 –
Logical 0.788 0.677 0.308 0.591 -0.030

9B Hybrid 0.834 0.724 0.360 0.639 –
Logical 0.816 0.728 0.361 0.635 -0.004

35B-A3B Hybrid 0.867 0.777 0.439 0.694 –
Logical 0.848 0.761 0.404 0.671 -0.023

Plus Hybrid 0.882 0.794 0.471 0.716 –
Logical 0.886 0.784 0.481 0.717 +0.001

Table 7: Model scaling results with LLM-as-a-Judge
accuracy. Hybrid denotes Agentic Hybrid, Logical de-
notes LOGICALRAG, and Gap is Logical minus Hybrid
on Avg.

Model Method Metric 2Wiki Hotpot MuSiQue Avg. Gap

4B Hybrid EM 0.604 0.427 0.205 0.412 –
Hybrid F1 0.707 0.559 0.306 0.524 –
Logical EM 0.586 0.425 0.194 0.402 -0.010
Logical F1 0.682 0.544 0.286 0.504 -0.020

9B Hybrid EM 0.592 0.431 0.224 0.416 –
Hybrid F1 0.693 0.574 0.334 0.534 –
Logical EM 0.578 0.436 0.221 0.412 -0.004
Logical F1 0.682 0.570 0.326 0.526 -0.008

35B-A3B Hybrid EM 0.659 0.479 0.263 0.467 –
Hybrid F1 0.754 0.619 0.379 0.584 –
Logical EM 0.629 0.489 0.249 0.456 -0.011
Logical F1 0.728 0.622 0.359 0.570 -0.014

Plus Hybrid EM 0.713 0.534 0.302 0.516 –
Hybrid F1 0.797 0.668 0.420 0.628 –
Logical EM 0.701 0.524 0.302 0.509 -0.007
Logical F1 0.787 0.664 0.422 0.624 -0.004

Table 8: EM and F1 model scaling results on the KILT-
scale datasets. Gap is Logical minus Hybrid on Avg.

F Trajectory Metric Details

We computed the trajectory metrics in Figure 1
from retrieval actions in agent trajectories. For
each trajectory, we first grouped retrieval turns by

their underlying search intent. The grouping was
produced by an LLM judge using only the issued
retrieval queries, not the final answer or gold evi-
dence. Queries were assigned to the same intent if
they attempted to retrieve the same missing fact or
evidence, even when their surface forms differed.
We then applied deterministic post-processing to
ensure that every retrieval turn was assigned to ex-
actly one intent group.

We also judged whether each retrieval turn suc-
ceeded. A turn was considered successful if at least
one of its top-K retrieved passages was judged rel-
evant to the issued query. Only this binary success
label was used when computing recovery.

Same-intent overlap. For each intent group with
at least two retrieval turns, we computed the over-
lap between adjacent top-K retrieval results as
the fraction of shared retrieved passage identifiers.
We then averaged these adjacent overlaps within
the group. The reported same-intent overlap is
the macro average over all repeated-intent groups.
Lower overlap indicates that query revisions more
effectively change the retrieved evidence for the
same underlying information need.

Intent recovery. Intent recovery measures
whether later query revisions can repair an ini-
tially failed search intent. For each intent group,
we checked whether the first retrieval attempt suc-
ceeded and whether any retrieval attempt in the
same group eventually succeeded. A group was
considered recoverable only when it contained at
least two retrieval turns and its first attempt failed.
It was considered recovered if any later attempt in
the same group succeeded.

The intent recovery rate is the fraction of recov-
erable groups that were recovered. Thus, singleton
intents and intents that succeeded on the first at-
tempt were excluded from the denominator. This
metric captures whether the agent can recover from
an initial retrieval failure for the same search intent,
rather than simply rewarding trajectories that issue
more retrieval calls.
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