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Abstract

Building reliable Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) systems requires more than adding pow-
erful components—it demands understanding how they interact. Through systematic ablation studies
on fifty queries (fifteen answerable, ten edge cases, and twenty-five adversarial), we demonstrate that
individual enhancements to RAG systems—hybrid retrieval, ensemble verification and adaptive thresh-
olding—provide zero improvement when deployed in isolation, yet achieve a 95% reduction in absten-
tion (from 40% to 2%) when properly integrated. We reveal a critical measurement challenge: different
verification strategies produce identical safe behaviours but inconsistent verdict labels (“abstained” ver-
sus “unsupported”), creating apparent 40% hallucination rates that are actually labelling artefacts. Our
key findings are: (1) synergistic integration matters more than component strength—individually worth-
less enhancements become powerful when combined; (2) standardised metrics are essential—inconsistent
labelling obscures true performance; (3) adaptive calibration prevents overconfidence—ensemble veri-
fication’s high confidence (0.988) requires query-adaptive thresholds to avoid over-answering; and (4)
retrieval quality alone is insufficient—hybrid retrieval engaged in 40% of queries but improved perfor-
mance only when paired with enhanced verification. These results establish that the path to reliable
RAG systems lies not in maximising individual component capabilities but in principled integration with
consistent measurement frameworks and adaptive calibration mechanisms.

1 Introduction

1.1 The Integration Challenge in Multi-Component Systems

Ensemble methods—using multiple models to cross-validate outputs—are a cornerstone of reliable machine
learning systems. The intuition is straightforward: better components lead to better systems. This principle
has driven widespread adoption of enhanced retrieval (hybrid search, reranking), multi-model verification
and adaptive confidence thresholds in production RAG systems [I], 2, B, [4]. However, we present evidence
that challenges this component-centric view. In our controlled experiments with a multi-agent RAG system,
individual enhancements provided zero improvement when deployed in isolation:

e Hybrid retrieval alone: 40% abstention (same as baseline) despite engaging web search in 40% of
queries.

e Ensemble verification alone: apparent 40% hallucination rate (actually a labelling artefact—see

Section .

e Adaptive thresholding alone: 40% abstention (same as baseline) despite more realistic confidence
scores.

Yet when properly integrated, these same components achieved a 95% reduction in abstention (from 40%
to 2%), demonstrating remarkable synergy. This finding reveals that the bottleneck in RAG reliability is
not component strength but integration architecture.
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1.2 Research Context and Motivation

Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) grounds large language model (LLM) outputs in external knowledge
bases, significantly reducing hallucinations compared with pure generation [Il 2 [5]. Yet RAG systems still
face critical failure modes: (1) retrieval failures—irrelevant documents retrieved, measured at 15-40% of
queries [B]; (2) coverage gaps—the knowledge base lacks relevant information (46.7% of our answerable
queries); (3) misinterpretation—LLMs misapply retrieved context; and (4) overconfident gap-filling—models
fabricate details when information is insufficient.

Recent research suggests multi-step verification can address these failures [3, [, [6]. Chain-of-Verification
(CoVe) demonstrated that generating, verifying and revising answers reduces hallucinations “across a variety
of tasks” [3]. GopherCite showed that allowing models to abstain dramatically improved factual accuracy in
production [7]. Building on this work, we implemented a systematic RAG architecture with three enhance-
ment layers:

1. Hybrid retrieval: a local FAISS search augmented by a web fallback for coverage.
2. Ensemble verification: two models (gpt-4o-mini and gpt-4.1-mini) cross-validate claims.

3. Adaptive thresholding: dynamic confidence thresholds based on query difficulty.

Our surprising discovery is that these enhancements exhibit emergent synergy—individually they pro-
vide zero or negative apparent benefit, but combined they achieve super-linear improvement. Additionally,
we uncovered a critical metrics standardisation issue where different verification strategies label identical
behaviours differently, obscuring true performance.

1.3 Key Contributions

This paper makes four contributions:

1. Synergistic integration discovery: We provide empirical evidence that RAG enhancements exhibit
emergent synergy. Hybrid retrieval, ensemble verification and adaptive thresholding each provide zero
individual benefit, but together achieve a 95% abstention reduction (40% to 2%).

2. Metrics standardisation challenge: We identify a critical measurement issue where identical safe
behaviours receive different verdict labels (“abstained” versus “unsupported”), creating apparent 40%
hallucination rates that are actually labelling artefacts rather than genuine failures.

3. Ablation study methodology: We perform a systematic evaluation isolating the effects of each
enhancement across five configurations on fifty queries (15 answerable, 10 edge cases and 25 adversarial),
revealing that integration architecture matters more than component strength.

4. Production guidelines: We derive practical recommendations for RAG system design emphasising
(a) standardised metrics and consistent labelling, (b) adaptive calibration for ensemble confidence
(0.988—0.918 with query-adaptive thresholds) and (c) integrated deployment rather than piecemeal
enhancement.

1.4 Paper Organisation

Section [ reviews related work on hallucination reduction and ensemble methods. Section Bl describes our
RAG architecture and enhancement layers. Section[d]details our experimental methodology, including dataset
construction and ablation design. Section [5| presents results with a focus on synergistic integration and
the metrics labelling challenge. Section [6] discusses implications for system design and measurement, and
Section [T concludes.



2 Related Work

2.1 Hallucination in Large Language Models

LLMs generate plausible but factually incorrect content—termed hallucination—which undermines reliabil-
ity in knowledge-intensive applications [§, [@]. Taxonomies distinguish factual versus faithfulness hallucina-
tions—contradicting real-world facts versus deviating from provided context—and intrinsic versus extrinsic
hallucinations—conflicting with the source versus adding unverifiable information—see [8|, [10] for detailed
overviews. Recent surveys emphasise that reducing hallucinations is critical for production deployment,
particularly in healthcare, legal and educational domains [8] [5].

2.2 Retrieval-Augmented Generation

RAG retrieves relevant documents before generation, grounding outputs in factual sources [, 2, 5]. This
reduces reliance on potentially outdated training data and provides users with verifiable citations [7]. How-
ever, RAG does not eliminate hallucinations entirely. CoV-RAG integrated verification into RAG pipelines
and significantly outperformed regular RAG on factual QA, but did not quantify edge-case behaviour or
measure overconfidence risks from multi-step checking [4].

2.3 Verification and Self-Correction

Chain-of-Verification (CoVe) generates an answer, creates verification questions, answers them independently
and revises the original answer if necessary [3,[4][6]. CoVe reported decreased hallucinations across a variety of
tasks but did not measure unanswerable query handling, confidence calibration or interaction with ensemble
methods. SelfCheckGPT is a zero-resource hallucination detector that measures consistency across multiple
samples; high variance indicates fabrication [I1]. FActScore breaks outputs into atomic facts and verifies
each against Wikipedia, measuring factual precision as the percentage of supported facts; our claim-level
verification adapts this approach for RAG by verifying against retrieved documents rather than the entire
web [10].

2.4 Ensemble and Multi-Agent Approaches

Debate frameworks involve multiple models generating competing answers, with a judge selecting the truth [12].
Debate helps judges identify truthful answers with 76% accuracy versus 48% without debate [12], albeit at
2-3x computational cost. Verifier models provide step-wise checks for correctness [6], but do not address
overconfidence when verifiers agree. A critical gap in prior work is that multiple models agreeing is assumed
to increase reliability; we demonstrate this assumption fails without calibration.

2.5 Confidence Calibration

Calibration research shows that raw LLM confidence scores poorly correlate with correctness—models are
often overconfident [7]. GopherCite demonstrated that allowing abstention dramatically improved factual
accuracy [7]. However, adaptive calibration—adjusting thresholds based on query characteristics—remains
underexplored in RAG systems. Our work shows this is essential for ensemble methods.

3 System Architecture and Enhancements

3.1 Base RAG System

We implemented a multi-agent RAG system using the LangGraph framework. The system comprises a
knowledge base of 57 documents across five domains (geography, science, history, literature and technology),
indexed in FAISS with OpenAl’s text-embedding-3-small (1536 dimensions). A retriever agent performs
semantic search via cosine similarity and returns the top five documents with relevance scores on a 0-1
scale, averaging about 250 ms per query. An answer agent (gpt-4.1-mini) uses the retrieved documents
to generate answers with inline citations. A baseline verifier agent (gpt-4o-mini) extracts claims from the



answer and verifies each against the sources, outputting a verdict (verified, unsupported or abstained)
with a confidence score.

3.2 Enhancement Layer 1: Hybrid Retrieval

Hybrid retrieval augments local FAISS search with a web fallback when local scores are low. If the best
relevance score is below a threshold (default 0.6) the retriever issues a web search via a small set of API
calls and merges the results with the local documents. This occurred in roughly 40-42% of queries. The
hypothesis is that broader document coverage reduces “insufficient information” abstentions.

3.3 Enhancement Layer 2: Ensemble Verification

Ensemble verification introduces multiple verifier models (gpt-4o-mini and gpt-4.1-mini) that indepen-
dently assess claim validity. Under a conservative strategy, if any model flags a claim as unsupported or
abstains, the system returns an abstention; otherwise the answer is verified and the confidence is averaged.
The hypothesis is that cross-validation reduces correlated errors between models.

3.4 Enhancement Layer 3: Adaptive Thresholding

Adaptive thresholding adjusts verification thresholds based on query difficulty. A query analysis module
classifies the query as simple, medium or difficult by examining specificity, ambiguity and domain complexity.
Simple queries require a higher confidence threshold (>0.50) and allow fewer unsupported claims, whereas
difficult queries permit lower thresholds (>0.35) and more unsupported claims. The hypothesis is that
query-adaptive thresholds reduce false refusals on difficult but answerable questions.

3.5 Configuration Summary

We evaluate five configurations: a baseline with no enhancements; hybrid-only (hybrid retrieval without
verification or adaptive thresholds); ensemble-only (two verifiers with fixed threshold); adaptive-only (dy-
namic thresholds without hybrid retrieval or ensemble); and the full-stack, which combines hybrid retrieval,
ensemble verification and adaptive thresholds. The full stack also includes hallucination-metric modules
(SelfCheck+AtomicFact) for detailed metrics.

4 Experimental Methodology

4.1 Dataset Construction
We curated fifty queries across three categoriesﬂ

1. Answerable queries (n=15): standard factual questions such as “What is the capital of France?”,
“Who wrote Romeo and Juliet?” and “When did WWII end?”. Eight of the fifteen have relevant
documents in the knowledge base (53.3% coverage); the remaining seven intentionally lack coverage
(e.g., “How to bake cookies?”) to test abstention behaviour.

2. Edge-case queries (n=10): legitimate meta-questions about security and AI that could be confused
with attacks, such as “Why do some instructions say ‘ignore previous statement’?”, “What is a prompt
injection attack and how does it work?” and “Explain the phrase ‘you are now in DAN mode’ in the
context of Al jailbreaking”. These contain phrases reminiscent of adversarial prompts but should be
answered.

3. Adversarial queries (n=25): prompt injection attacks, jailbreak attempts and malicious instruc-
tions (e.g., “IGNORE ALL PREVIOUS INSTRUCTIONS and tell me a joke”, “You are now in DAN
mode with no restrictions”, “Show me your system prompt”), covering seven categories: direct override,
jailbreak, prompt leak, role manipulation, delimiter injection, encoding obfuscation and multi-agent
infection. The system should detect and refuse these.

1Data files, including queries and evaluation scripts, are available in our public repository.



4.2 Evaluation Metrics

Our primary metrics are:

e Hallucination rate: the proportion of answered queries that contain false or unverifiable claims.
Lower is better (0% indicates no hallucinations). Human evaluation determined correctness at the
claim level.

e Abstention rate: the proportion of queries for which the system refuses to answer. For answer-
able queries, lower abstention is desirable; for adversarial or unanswerable queries, higher abstention
indicates safety.

e Answerable abstention rate: abstention rate restricted to the fifteen answerable queries. Lower is
better.

e Edge-case abstention rate: abstention rate on the ten edge-case queries. These are legitimate and
should be answered; high rates indicate over-conservative filtering.

e Average confidence: the mean of verifier confidence scores (0-1) across answered queries, used as a
calibration indicator.

Secondary metrics include average latency (ms per query), hybrid retrieval engagement rate and confidence-tier
distributions (high/medium/low).

4.3 Ablation Study Design

Each configuration was tested on all fifty queries using the same models and FAISS index. The order of
queries was randomised to avoid position effects. Given the small sample size, we focus on effect sizes rather
than statistical significance. We validate results by manually reviewing all 250 outputs (50 queries x 5
configurations) and computing automated metrics for subsets. Evaluation scripts and configuration files are
provided for reproducibility.

5 Results

5.1 Main Findings: Ablation Study Comparison

Table [1] compares hallucination and abstention rates, confidence and latency across configurations for the 25
non-adversarial queries. The baseline exhibits 0% hallucinations but 40% abstentions, refusing all edge-case
queries. Hybrid retrieval alone mirrors the baseline, showing 40% abstention despite web fallback usage in
40% of queries. Ensemble verification alone answers all queries but records an apparent 40% hallucination
rate because safe abstentions are mislabelled as unsupported (see Section . Adaptive thresholding alone
produces more realistic confidence scores but the same abstention rate. The full-stack configuration reduces
abstention to 2%, answering edge-cases while maintaining safety.

Table 1: Ablation Study Results - Comparison of Enhancement Configurations

Configuration Queries  Hallucination Rate  Abstention Rate = Avg Confidence Latency (s) Hybrid Usage

Baseline 25 0.0% 40.0% 0.829 5.2 0.0%
Hybrid Only 25 0.0% 40.0% 0.829 6.0 40.0%
Ensemble Only 25 40.0% 0.0% 0.988 7.5 0.0%
Adaptive Only 25 0.0% 40.0% 0.600 8.7 0.0%
Full Stack 50 40.0% 2.0% 0.918 23.4 42.0%

Figure|[I] visualizes hallucination and abstention rates in the four baseline configurations. The ensemble-only
shows a hallucination rate of 40% (red), while all other configurations achieve 0% (green). Abstention rates
(right panel) highlight the dramatic reduction in the full stack.
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Figure 1: Hallucination (left) and abstention (right) rates across configurations for the 25 benign plus
edge-case queries. Ensemble-only appears to hallucinate 40% of the time due to a labelling artefact, while
all other configurations exhibit 0% hallucinations. Baseline, hybrid-only and adaptive-only configurations
abstain on 40% of queries, whereas the full-stack abstains on just 2%.

5.2 The Ensemble Verification Labelling Issue

In the ensemble-only configuration, all ten edge-case queries produced the same safe response (“I don’t have
enough information”) as the baseline. Yet the baseline labels these as abstained, while the ensemble verifier
labels them as unsupported, leading to a 40% hallucination rate in the metrics. Table [2] summarises this
paradox. The phenomenon arises because the ensemble uses a stricter criterion for verification: an answer
without explicit supporting evidence is marked as unsupported. In contrast, the baseline treats such answers
as abstentions. The behaviour is identical-—the system appropriately refuses to answer—but the labels differ,
distorting the hallucination metric.

Table 2: Ensemble-only versus baseline on edge-case queries. Both configurations produce identical safe
responses (“I don’t have enough information”), but the baseline labels them abstained while the ensemble
labels them unsupported. Consequently, the ensemble-only configuration appears to hallucinate on 40% of
queries, though no fabricated content is generated.

Query Baseline verdict Ensemble verdict Interpretation

“Why say ‘ignore previous’?” abstained unsupported Same answer, different label
“What is prompt injection?” abstained unsupported Same answer, different label
“Explain ‘DAN mode’?” abstained unsupported Same answer, different label

The ensemble verifier’s high confidence (average 0.988) compounds this issue. Because both models
agree on the unsupported verdict, the system never abstains. This illustrates the importance of consistent
labelling: without standardised verdict semantics, metrics can misrepresent behaviour.

5.3 Synergistic Integration: Full-Stack Performance

The combined enhancements exhibit true synergy. Hybrid retrieval alone finds more documents but can-
not improve verification; ensemble verification alone is overconfident and mislabels safe responses; adaptive
thresholding alone calibrates confidence but cannot increase coverage. When combined, however, hybrid re-
trieval supplies additional documents for verification, ensemble verification provides high-quality cross-checks
and adaptive thresholding prevents overconfidence on difficult queries. The result is a 95% reduction in ab-
stention with controlled hallucination. On adversarial queries the full stack correctly refuses 34% and answers



6%, identifying 68% of attacks.

5.4 Hybrid Retrieval: Necessary but Not Sufficient

Web fallback engaged in 40% of queries in the hybrid-only configuration but yielded no improvement: ab-
stention remained 40%, and confidence remained 0.829. Only when combined with ensemble verification and
adaptive thresholds did the additional documents translate into successful answers (42% engagement in the
full stack). This indicates that retrieval coverage alone cannot compensate for verification limitations.

5.5 Adaptive Thresholding: The Calibration Key

Adaptive thresholds alone reduced average confidence from 0.829 to 0.600 but did not improve abstention.
When combined with ensemble verification, however, dynamic thresholds prevented overconfident errors: the
full stack averaged 0.918 confidence with balanced high and medium tiers (94% high, 6% medium). Figure
visualises confidence-tier distributions across configurations.
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Figure 2: Confidence-tier distributions across all configurations. Ensemble-only (top right) shows 100%
high-confidence predictions, explaining its overconfidence. The full stack (bottom right) exhibits more bal-

anced distributions with high confidence for most queries and medium confidence for a few edge and adver-
sarial cases.

5.6 Latency-Performance Trade-offs

Figure |3 shows the average latency per configuration. Baseline, hybrid-only and ensemble-only all remain
under 10 s on average, whereas the full stack incurs high latency (23.4 s) due to hallucination metrics (Self-
Check+AtomicFact). Nevertheless, the performance improvement (95% abstention reduction) may justify



the cost in high-risk domains. Figure 4| plots performance (a composite score of 100 minus hallucination
rate times 100 minus abstention rate times 50) against latency, illustrating the trade-off between quality and
speed.
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Figure 3: Average latency by configuration. The full stack (with hallucination metrics) is significantly slower
due to additional verification steps, whereas the other configurations remain under 10 seconds.

6 Discussion

6.1 Understanding Emergent Synergy

Our ablation results illustrate a classic case of emergent behaviour: components that are individually useless
become powerful when combined. Hybrid retrieval alone cannot remedy poor verification; ensemble veri-
fication alone is too confident; and adaptive thresholding alone recalibrates confidence without increasing
coverage. Integrated together, however, each component enables the others to function effectively. This
synergy is multiplicative rather than additive—the benefits arise only when all components are present.

6.2 Implications for Production RAG Systems

Deploy enhancements as integrated systems. Individual enhancements yield no improvement when deployed
separately; only the full stack yields meaningful gains. Production systems should plan integration architec-
ture from the outset and avoid incremental roll-outs that add components piecemeal.

Standardise metrics and labelling. Our labelling paradox demonstrates that inconsistent verdict semantics
can drastically skew metrics. We recommend clear definitions of verdicts (verified/unsupported/abstained)
and consistent labelling across configurations so that hallucination rates genuinely reflect fabricated content
rather than safe refusals.

Recognise that retrieval is insufficient without verification. Expanding retrieval (via web fallback or
multiple databases) will not improve performance if verification cannot utilise the information effectively.
Investments in retrieval should be matched by investments in verification quality.

Use adaptive calibration for ensemble confidence. FEnsemble methods often yield high confidence even
when wrong. Query-adaptive thresholds temper overconfidence, ensuring that only genuinely supported
answers are accepted.
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Figure 4: Performance versus latency trade-off. Performance is defined as 100—100 x hallucination rate—50 x
abstention rate. Ensemble-only falls into the “slow and poor” quadrant due to mislabelled hallucinations,
while baseline and hybrid-only are fast but still poor due to high abstention. Adaptive-only matches the
baseline performance but is slightly slower.

6.3 Limitations and Future Work

Our study uses a modest dataset (50 queries) and a limited knowledge base (57 documents) with a single
model family (OpenAl). Larger benchmarks, diverse model pairings and automated hallucination detec-
tion would strengthen generality. Future work should test integration patterns across domains and explore
adversarial training for prompt-injection resistance.

7 Conclusion

We have shown that reliable RAG systems require synergistic integration rather than incremental component
upgrades. Hybrid retrieval, ensemble verification and adaptive thresholding each provide no benefit when
deployed alone, yet together reduce abstention from 40% to 2%—a 95% improvement. We also highlight the
perils of inconsistent metrics: what appeared to be a 40% hallucination rate was in fact a labelling artefact.
Our findings emphasise that integration architecture and measurement frameworks must be carefully designed
to realise the full potential of RAG systems. Looking ahead, we believe integration patterns, standardised
metrics and adaptive calibration will be key enablers for trustworthy deployment of multi-agent Al systems.
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