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Abstract
Graph-RAG constructs a knowledge graph from text chunks to
improve retrieval in Large Language Model (LLM)-based question
answering. It is particularly useful in domains such as biomedicine,
law, and political science, where retrieval often requires multi-hop
reasoning over proprietary documents. Some existing Graph-RAG
systems construct KNN graphs based on text chunk relevance, but
this coarse-grained approach fails to capture entity relationships
within texts, leading to sub-par retrieval and generation quality. To
address this, recent solutions leverage LLMs to extract entities and
relationships from text chunks, constructing triplet-based knowl-
edge graphs. However, this approach incurs significant indexing
costs, especially for large document collections.

To ensure a good result accuracy while reducing the indexing
cost, we propose KET-RAG, a multi-granular indexing framework.
KET-RAG first identifies a small set of key text chunks and leverages
an LLM to construct a knowledge graph skeleton. It then builds
a text-keyword bipartite graph from all text chunks, serving as a
lightweight alternative to a full knowledge graph. During retrieval,
KET-RAG searches both structures: it follows the local search strat-
egy of existing Graph-RAG systems on the skeleton while mimick-
ing this search on the bipartite graph to improve retrieval quality.
We evaluate eight solutions on two real-world datasets, demonstrat-
ing that KET-RAG outperforms all competitors in indexing cost,
retrieval effectiveness, and generation quality. Notably, it achieves
comparable or superior retrieval quality to Microsoft’s Graph-RAG
while reducing indexing costs by over an order of magnitude. Ad-
ditionally, it improves the generation quality by up to 32.4% while
lowering indexing costs by around 20%.
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1 Introduction
Given a set of text chunks T , Graph-based Retrieval-Augmented
Generation (Graph-RAG) [8, 23] enhances generative model infer-
ence by structuring T into a Text-Attributed Graph (TAG) G and
retrieving relevant information from it. Compared to Text-RAG [16],
which retrieves independent text chunks from T , Graph-RAG cap-
tures relationships within and across text snippets to enhance
multi-hop reasoning [7, 14, 26]. Graph-RAG has gained widespread
adoption across domains such as e-commerce [31, 33], biomedical
research [7, 17], healthcare [4], political science [21], legal applica-
tions [5, 15], and many others [1, 27].

Some studies [18, 32] instantiate TAG G as a K-nearest-neighbor
(KNN) graph, where nodes represent text chunks in T , and edges
encode semantic similarity or relevance. This approach maintains a
low graph construction cost comparable to Text-RAG. However, it
fails to capture entities and their relationships within text chunks,
limiting retrieval effectiveness and degrading the quality of gener-
ated answers. To address this limitation, recent studies [7, 8, 12, 17]
have turned to triplet-based knowledge graphs, leveraging Large
Language Models (LLMs) to extract structured (entity, relation,
entity) triplets from text. This approach, known as KG-RAG, en-
bales the LLM to filter out noise in raw documents and construct
a more structured and interpretable knowledge base, significantly
improving retrieval and generation quality. As a result, it has gained
significant traction by major companies, including Microsoft [8],
Ant Group [10], Neo4j [24], and NebulaGraph [23]. However, KG-
RAG comes with a high indexing cost, particularly for large datasets.
Even with the cost-efficient GPT-4o-mini API, processing a 3.2MB
sample of the HotpotQA dataset [34] costs $21. In real-world ap-
plications, textual data often spans gigabytes to terabytes, making
indexing costs prohibitively expensive. For instance, processing
a single 5GB legal case [2] incurs an estimated $33K, posing a
significant challenge for large-scale adoption.

To improve retrieval and generation quality while lowering in-
dexing costs, we propose KET-RAG, a cost-efficient multi-granular
indexing framework for Graph-RAG. It comprises two key compo-
nents: a knowledge graph skeleton and a text-keyword bipartite
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graph. Instead of fully materializing the knowledge graph, KET-
RAG first identifies a set of core text chunks from T based on their
PageRank centralities [25] in an intermediate KNN graph. It then
constructs a skeleton of the complete knowledge graph using KG-
RAG described above. To prevent information loss from relying
solely on this skeleton, KET-RAG also builds a text-keyword bipar-
tite from T , serving as a lightweight alternative to KG-RAG. By
linking keywords to the text chunks inwhich they appear, keywords
and their neighboring text chunks can be regarded as candidate en-
tities and corresponding relations in the knowledge graph. During
retrieval, KET-RAG adopts the local search strategy of existing solu-
tions but, unlike previousmethods, extracts ego networks from both
entity and keyword channels to facilitate LLM-based generation.

In experiments, we evaluate eight solutions on two datasets
across three key aspects: indexing cost, retrieval quality, and gener-
ation quality. Notably, KET-RAG achieves retrieval quality compara-
ble to or better than Microsoft’sGraph-RAG [8], the state-of-the-art
KG-RAG solution, while reducing indexing costs by over an order
of magnitude. At the same time, it improves generation quality
by up to 32.4% while lowering indexing costs by approximately
20%. Furthermore, the core components of KET-RAG, Skeleton-
RAG and Keyword-RAG, also function as effective stand-alone RAG
solutions, balancing efficiency and quality. In particular, Skeleton-
RAG reduces indexing costs by 20% while maintaining retrieval
quality, showing only minor performance drops in low-cost set-
tings and achieving parity or even slight improvements in high-
accuracy configurations. Meanwhile, Keyword-RAG consistently
outperforms the vanilla Text-RAG in both retrieval and generation
quality, achieving up to 92.4%, 133.3%, and 118.5% relative improve-
ments in Coverage, EM, and F1 scores, respectively.

To summarize, we make the following contributions in this work:
• We propose KET-RAG, a cost-efficient multi-granular indexing
framework for Graph-RAG, integrating two complementary
components to balance indexing cost and result quality.
• We introduce Skeleton-RAG, which constructs a knowledge
graph skeleton by selecting core text chunks and leveraging
LLMs to extract structured knowledge.
• We develop Keyword-RAG, a lightweight text-keyword bipartite
graph that mimics the retrieval paradigm of KG-RAG while
significantly reducing indexing costs.
• We conduct extensive experiments demonstrating the improve-
ments of our proposed solutions.

2 Preliminaries
We first define the key terminologies and notations in Section 2.1,
and present the objective of this work in Section 2.2. Finally, we
review the state-of-the-art Microsoft’s Graph-RAG in Section 2.3.

2.1 Terminologies and Notations
Let T denote a set of text chunks, which is preprocessed from a set
of documents. For simplicity, we assume that each text chunk 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T
is partitioned into chunks of equal length, denoted by ℓ tokens. The
text embedding of each chunk 𝑡𝑖 is denoted as 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ). We define a
text-attributed graph (TAG) index as G = (V, E), where V and
E are the sets of nodes and edges, respectively. In V , each node
is represented as 𝑣𝑖 = (𝑡𝑖 , 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 )), where 𝑡𝑖 is the textual attribute

Table 1: Frequently used notations.

Notation Description

T, 𝑡𝑖 , ℓ Text chunk set T with each chunk 𝑡𝑖 in length ℓ .
𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ) The text embedding of text 𝑡𝑖 .

G = (V, E) Node set V and edge set E in TAG index G.⊕
(S),

��⊕(S) �� the concatenated texts from S and its token count.
𝐾, 𝛽, 𝜏 the integer 𝐾 of KNN graph, the budget ratio 𝛽 ,

and the number of splits 𝜏 .
𝜆, 𝜃 the context limit 𝜆 and the retrieval ratio 𝜃 .

and 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ) is its text embedding. Analogously, each edge 𝑒𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ E
between nodes 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗 is denoted as 𝑒𝑖, 𝑗 = (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 , 𝑡𝑖, 𝑗 , 𝛟(𝑡𝑖, 𝑗 )) if it
is text-attributed; otherwise, it is simply 𝑒𝑖, 𝑗 = (𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ). In addition,
we use calligraphic uppercase letters (e.g.,S) to denote sets of nodes
or edges. For text information, 𝛟(·) represents the text embedding
function, the function

⊕
(S) represents the concatenation of all

text in S, and
��⊕(S)�� denotes the token count of the concatenated

string. The frequently-used notations are summarized in Table 1.

2.2 Problem Formulation
The Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) framework consists
of three main stages: indexing, retrieving, and generation.

Given a set of text chunks T , the indexing stage of Text-RAG [16]
generates a text embedding 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ) for each 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T . During the re-
trieval stage, Text-RAG computes the query embedding 𝛟(𝑞) and
retrieves text chunks from T that are most similar to the query in
the embedding space. Finally, the retrieved text chunks are incor-
porated into a predefined prompt for a large language model (LLM)
to generate the final response. In contrast, Graph-RAG constructs a
TAG index G = (V, E) from T during indexing. Existing methods
primarily build two types of G: (i) a K-Nearest-Neighbors (KNN)
graph (KNNG-RAG), where each text chunk is a node, and edges
represent similarity-based connections [18, 32]; or (ii) a knowl-
edge graph (KG-RAG), where LLMs extract (entity, relation, entity)
triplets from text [7, 8, 12, 17]. During retrieval, Graph-RAG com-
putes 𝛟(𝑞) and identifies seed nodes in G that have the most similar
text embeddings to the query. A subgraph is then extracted via
local search, serialized into natural language, and incorporated into
a predefined prompt for LLM-based response generation.
Our objective. This work aims to develop a cost-efficient and
effective approach for Graph-RAG to construct a TAG index G
from T , achieving lower indexing costs yet higher result accuracy
in the widely adopted local search scenario [7, 8, 12, 17].

2.3 Microsoft’s Graph-RAG
Microsoft proposed the Graph-RAG system [8], which constructs a
knowledge graph index with multi-level communities and employs
tailored strategies for both local and global search. In this section,
we focus on its indexing and retrieval operations for local search,
which are relevant to our work.

Algorithm 1 outlines the pseudo-code for constructing the graph
index G = (V𝑒 ∪V𝑡 , E), whereV𝑒 andV𝑡 represent entities and
text chunks, respectively. Given a text chunk set T , KG-Index first
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Algorithm 1: KG-Index (T )
Input: The text chunk set T .
Output: A TAG index G.

1 V𝑡 ← {(𝑡𝑖 , 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 )) | 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T };V𝑒 ← ∅; E ← ∅;
2 for each 𝑣𝑖 = (𝑡𝑖 , 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 )) ∈ V𝑡 do
3 V𝑖 , E𝑖 ← entities and edges extracted by LLM from 𝑡𝑖 ;
4 V𝑒 ←V𝑒 ∪V𝑖 ; E ← E ∪ E𝑖 ;
5 E ← E ∪ {(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑥) | 𝑥 ∈ (V𝑖 ∪ E𝑖 )};
6 return (V𝑒 ∪V𝑡 , E);

Algorithm 2: KG-Retrieval (G, 𝑞, 𝜆)
Input: A TAG index G = (V𝑒 ∪V𝑡 , E), a query 𝑞, context

length limit 𝜆
Output: The context 𝐶

1 S𝑒 ← arg min-k
𝑣𝑖 ∈V𝑒

euc(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑞), where 𝑘 = 10;

2 S𝑟 ← arg max-k
𝑒𝑖,𝑗 ∈E

adj(S𝑒 , 𝑒𝑖, 𝑗 ), s.t. |
⊕
(S𝑟 ) |+|

⊕
(S𝑒 ) |=𝜆/2;

3 S𝑡 ← arg max-k
𝑣𝑖 ∈V𝑡

adj(S𝑒 ∪ S𝑟 , 𝑣𝑖 ), s.t. |
⊕
(S𝑡 ) |=𝜆/2;

4 return
⊕
(S𝑒 ∪ S𝑟 ∪ S𝑡 );

generates a text embedding for each 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T and treats the corre-
sponding text snippets as text-attributed nodes, forming the node
setV𝑡 (Line 1). For each node 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V𝑡 , KG-Index leverages a pre-
defined LLM to process 𝑡𝑖 in two steps: entity identification and
relationship extraction, obtaining the sets of entities and relations
(V𝑖 and E𝑖 ) (Line 3). These extracted entities and relationships are
then added toV𝑒 and E, respectively (Line 4). For each extracted
entity or relationship 𝑥 ∈ (V𝑖 ∪ E𝑖 ), the LLM generates a textual
description 𝑡𝑥 along with its embedding 𝛟(𝑡𝑥 ). Additionally, KG-
Index links each text chunk node 𝑣𝑖 to its corresponding extracted
entities and relationships (Line 5).

The local search procedure retrieves context from entities, re-
lationships, and text chunks. Algorithm 2 outlines the retrieval
process, following the default context limit ratio across channels.
Given a graph index G and a context limit 𝜆, KG-Retrieval retrieves
contexts in the order of seed entities, relationships, and text chunks.
Specifically, it first retrieves 10 entity nodes (S𝑒 ) with embeddings
most similar to the query embedding based on Euclidean distance
(Line 1). It then retrieves relationships (S𝑟 ) until the combined to-
ken count from S𝑒 ∪ S𝑟 reaches 𝜆/2 (Line 2). Relationships are
prioritized based on adjacency to S𝑒 , with those connecting two
seed entities ranking higher. For text chunk retrieval, KG-Retrieval
retrieves text chunks most adjacent to S𝑒 and S𝑟 until the total
context length reaches 𝜆 (Line 3). At last, the retrieved texts from
S𝑒 ∪ S𝑟 ∪ S𝑡 are concatenated to form the final context, which is
returned as input for generation (Line 4).

3 Related Works
Beyond Microsoft’s Graph-RAG, we review other indexing and
retrieval approaches within existing Graph-RAG frameworks. For
a comprehensive review, we refer readers to related surveys [9, 26].

Given T , the core of constructing a KNN graph is measuring text
chunk similarity. In particular, Li et al. [18] consider both structural
and lexical similarities. Structural similarity is based on the physical
adjacency of text chunks, linking neighboring passages in G. Lexi-
cal similarity connects chunk nodes that share common keywords,
which are extracted using LLM-based prompting. Wang et al. [32]
leverage multiple lexical similarity measures. Two chunk nodes
are connected if they share keywords extracted using TF-IDF [28],
contain common Wikipedia entities identified via TAGME [20],
or exhibit semantic similarity based on text embeddings. Recent
works [7, 8, 12, 17] use LLMs to extract (entity, relation, entity)
triplets from T to build knowledge graph indices, improving re-
trieval quality. Akin to Algorithm 1, Delile et al. [7] employ Pubmed-
BERT [11] to extract triplets from biomedical texts and link entities
to the text chunks in which they appear. Gutierrez et al. [12] further
enrich graph connectivity by linking semantically similar entities
within the knowledge graph. Several studies construct TAG indices
using explicit relationships, such as co-authorship or citation links
in academic papers [22], trade relationships between companies [3],
and other structured connections [14]. These publicly curated in-
dices are beyond the scope of this work. In summary, KNNG-RAG
is a more cost-effective solution but lacks fine-grained entity rela-
tionships. In contrast, KG-RAG achieves higher effectiveness but
incurs significant indexing costs, particularly for large T .

To retrieve the most relevant subgraph given a query, various
local search strategies have been proposed. Below, we focus on
methods that utilize heuristic or traditional graph algorithms. Simi-
lar to Algorithm 2, Jin et al. [14] extract ego networks from seed
nodes to enhance retrieval precision. In addition, Li et al. [17] pro-
pose a two-step approach that first extracts a k-hop subgraph from
seeds, followed by reranking and pruning the subgraph using LLMs.
Other approaches include shortest path retrieval, where Delile et al.
[7] and Mavromatis and Karypis [19] retrieve the shortest path be-
tween seed nodes. Gutierrez et al. [12] use personalized PageRank
to extract relevant subgraphs. G-Retriever [13] focuses on query-
aware subgraph generation by balancing semantic similarity to the
query with subgraph generation cost. Hybrid retrieval methods,
such as Hybrid-RAG [29] and EWEK-QA [6], enhance retrieval by
querying both text and knowledge graphs.

4 Proposed Framework: KET-RAG
To fully leverage the strengths of existing graph indices while ad-
dressing their limitations, we introduce KET-RAG, an indexing
framework that integrates multiple levels of granularity: Keywords,
Entities, and Text chunks, into the TAG index G. The overall work-
flow of KET-RAG is illustrated in Figure 1.

4.1 Overview
At a high level, the TAG index G = G𝑠 ∪G𝑘 consists of: (i) a knowl-
edge graph skeleton G𝑠 , derived from a selected set of important
text chunks called core chunks, and (ii) a text-keyword bipartite
graph G𝑘 , constructed from all chunks. As shown in Figure 1, the
construction process involves three main steps.
(1) KET-RAG first organizes the input text chunks in T into a KNN

graph, where chunks are linked if they exhibit sufficient lexical
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Figure 1: The illustration of KET-RAG: the indexing stage in 1○- 3○ and the retrieval stage in 4○- 5○.

or semantic similarity. This serves as an intermediate structure
for building the final graph G.

(2) Next, KET-RAG selects a 𝛽 fraction of core chunks according
to their structural importance in the KNN graph. These core
chunks are then processed using KG-Index (Algorithm 1) to
produce a knowledge graph skeleton G𝑠 .

(3) Finally, KET-RAG constructs the bipartite graph G𝑘 = (V𝑘 ∪
V𝑡 , E𝑘 ) from T . In G𝑘 , the node setV𝑘 represents keywords,
andV𝑡 represents text chunks. An edge 𝑒𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ E𝑘 indicates that
keyword node 𝑣𝑖 appears in text chunk node 𝑣 𝑗 . Each keyword
node 𝑣𝑖 is assigned a description 𝑡𝑖 (consisting of all sentences
containing that keyword), and its embedding 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ) is computed
as the average of these sentences’ embeddings.

During retrieval, KET-RAG balances information from G𝑠 and G𝑘
using a constant 𝜃 . It first identifies a set of seed nodes, either enti-
ties or keywords, that are most similar to the query 𝑞 in the text
embedding space. For entity seeds, KET-RAG applies Algorithm 2
to retrieve context using 𝜃 proportion of the total context limit 𝜆.
For keyword seeds, it follows a similar procedure to collect relevant
neighboring text chunks using the remaining (1− 𝜃 ) of the context
budget. Finally, the retrieved context is combined with a predefined
prompt and passed to the LLM for response generation.

4.2 Rationale and Comparison
KET-RAG is motivated by two key observations. First, a small subset
of core text chunks often exhibits broad relevance to others. Figure 2
presents the degree distribution of the KNN graph constructed from
the MuSiQue dataset with input chunk sizes ℓ = 1200 and ℓ = 150.

𝐾 = 2 𝐾 = 4 𝐾 = 10

1 10 100100

101

102

degree

#chunks

(a) ℓ = 1200

1 10 100100

101

102

103

degree

#chunks

(b) ℓ = 150

Figure 2: Log-log Plot of the degree distribution of the KNN
graph on MuSiQue.

This heavily skewed distribution highlights the importance of core
chunks in linking different parts of the graph. Consequently, these
core chunks should be prioritized to extract high-quality triplets
using the LLM. Second, in the lightweight alternative graph G𝑘 ,
keywords and their neighboring text chunks can serve as stand-
ins for entities and their ego networks. Specifically, when seed
keywords align with seed entities, their neighboring text chunks are
expected to contain information about those entities’ ego networks.
Hence, these neighboring chunks are treated as candidates, and
retrieval follows the standard Text-RAG strategy.

To summarize, compared to previous KG-RAG solutions [7, 8, 12,
17], KET-RAG focuses on a smaller set of core chunks to construct
a knowledge graph skeleton while leveraging a text-keyword bipar-
tite graph as a lightweight alternative. This design lowers the cost of
LLM inference and improves result quality via two distinct retrieval



KET-RAG: A Cost-Efficient Multi-Granular Indexing Framework for Graph-RAG Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

Algorithm 3: KET-Index (T , 𝐾, 𝛽, 𝜏)
Input: The text chunk set T , an integer 𝐾 , a budget rate 𝛽 ,

the number of splits 𝜏 .
Output: A TAG index G.

1 W ← all keywords tokenized from T ;
2 V ← {𝑣𝑖 = (𝑡𝑖 , 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 )) | 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T }; E ← ∅;
3 for each 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V do
4 S1 ← arg max-k

𝑣𝑗 ∈V\{𝑣𝑖 }
co-occ(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ), where 𝑘 = 𝐾/2;

5 S2 ← arg max-k
𝑣𝑗 ∈V\(S1∪{𝑣𝑖 })

cos(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ), where 𝑘 = 𝐾/2;

6 E ← E ∪ {(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) | 𝑣 𝑗 ∈ (S1 ∪ S2)};
7 G ← (V, E);
8 V𝑐 ← arg max-k

𝑣𝑖 ∈V
𝜋𝑖 in Eq. (1), where 𝑘 = ⌈𝛽 · |V|⌉;

9 G𝑠 ← KG-Index (V𝑐 ) in Algorithm 1;
10 T𝜏 ← split each 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T into 2𝜏 equal-sized sub-chunks;
11 V𝑡 ← {𝑣𝑖 = (𝑡𝑖 , 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 )) | 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T𝜏 }; V𝑘 ← ∅; E𝑘 ← ∅;
12 for each keyword 𝑥 ∈ W do
13 V𝑘 ←V𝑘 ∪ {𝑣 𝑗 = (𝑡 𝑗 , 𝛟(𝑡 𝑗 ))}, where 𝑡 𝑗 is all sentences

in T𝜏 containing 𝑥 and 𝛟(𝑡 𝑗 ) is the average embedding;
14 E𝑘 ← E𝑘 ∪ {(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) | 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V𝑡 , 𝑣 𝑗 ∈ V𝑘 , 𝑡𝑖 contains 𝑥};
15 G𝑘 ← (V𝑘 ∪V𝑡 , E𝑘 );
16 return G𝑠 ∪ G𝑘 ;

channels (entity and keyword). Additionally, in the keyword chan-
nel, KET-RAG confines the retrieval to snippets containing seed
keywords, unlike Text-RAG, which searches across the entire T .
This subgraph-based approach better captures in-text relationships
w.r.t. seed keywords, enhancing overall effectiveness.

5 Detailed Implementations
This section provides a detailed explanation of KET-RAG, with the
indexing stage KET-Index discussed in Section 5.1 and the retrieval
process KET-Retrieval described in Section 5.2.

5.1 KET-Index
As outlined in Algorithm 3, KET-Index takes as input a set T of
text chunks, an integer 𝐾 for the KNN graph, a budget rate 𝛽 , and
an integer 𝜏 for text chunk splitting. It first tokenizes all text chunks
in T into vocabularyW. By default, it tokenizes chunks into words
while excluding stopwords (e.g., ‘the’, ‘a’, and ‘is’) to define keyword
nodes, though traditional keyword extraction methods [28] can also
be applied. KET-Index then executes three core subroutines.
KNN Graph Initialization. In Lines 2–7, KET-Index represents
each text chunk 𝑡𝑖 ∈ T with its embedding 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ) as a node 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V .
It then links each node 𝑣𝑖 to the top-𝐾/2 nodes based on lexical sim-
ilarity and the top-𝐾/2 nodes based on semantic similarity, forming
the KNN graph G (Lines 3–6). Specifically, the lexical similarity
between nodes 𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 is defined as the number of co-occurring key-
words inW, while the semantic similarity is measured using the
cosine similarity between their embeddings 𝛟(𝑡𝑖 ) and 𝛟(𝑡 𝑗 ).
core chunk identification. Motivated by the observations in Fig-
ure 2, given an intermediate KNN graph G = (V, E) and a budget

rate 𝛽 ∈ [0, 1], Line 8 of Algorithm 3 selects a setV𝑐 of ⌈𝛽 · |V|⌉
core chunk nodes based on their structural importance. For each
node 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V , the PageRank value [25] 𝜋𝑖 serves as a measure of
structural importance. Let P be the probability transition matrix of
G, where P𝑖, 𝑗 = 1

𝑑 (𝑣𝑖 ) and 𝑑 (𝑣𝑖 ) denotes the degree of 𝑣𝑖 . Given a
teleport probability 𝛼 , the PageRank vector 𝝅 is computed as:

𝝅 = 𝛼 · 1/n + (1 − 𝛼) · 𝝅 · P, (1)

where 1/n is the initial vector with each of 𝑛 = |V| dimensions
set to 1/𝑛, and 𝜋𝑖 = 𝝅 [𝑖] represents the PageRank score of 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V .
PageRank effectively captures both direct and higher-order struc-
tural importance, making it suitable for identifying core chunks.
Graph Index Construction. In Line 9, KET-Index processes the
selected core text chunksV𝑐 using KG-Index (Algorithm 1) to con-
struct the knowledge graph skeleton G𝑠 . Since the text-attributed
node setV𝑐 has already been built, Line 1 in Algorithm 1 is skipped.
Next, in Lines 10–15, KET-Index constructs a text-keyword bipar-
tite graph G𝑘 = (V𝑘 ∪V𝑡 , E𝑘 ) based on T . Specifically, each text
chunk in T is recursively divided into equal-sized sub-chunks over
𝜏 iterations, forming a set T𝜏 with 2𝜏 · |T | sub-chunks. Each sub-
chunk is then initialized to a node inV𝑡 . For each keyword 𝑥 ∈ W,
KET-Index creates a keyword node 𝑣 𝑗 = (𝑡 𝑗 , 𝛟(𝑡 𝑗 )), where 𝑡 𝑗 con-
catenates all sentences in T containing 𝑥 , and 𝛟(𝑡 𝑗 ) is their average
embedding. This process aggregates information from different con-
texts, reducing noise and generating a more generalized represen-
tation of the keyword. Finally, KET-Index links each chunk node
𝑣𝑖 ∈ V𝑡 to its corresponding keyword node 𝑣 𝑗 . After constructing
G𝑘 , KET-Index returns G𝑠 ∪ G𝑘 as the final index G, where text
chunk nodes in G𝑠 are replaced by their corresponding partitioned
sub-chunk nodes inV𝑡 of G𝑘 , with edges in G𝑠 rewired accordingly.

5.2 KET-Retrieval
As outlined in Algorithm 4, KET-Retrieval takes as input a TAG
indexG = G𝑠∪G𝑘 , a query𝑞, a context length limit 𝜆, and a retrieval
ratio 𝜃 . It outputs a context𝐶 by selecting the most relevant content
from the skeleton graph G𝑠 and the keyword-text bipartite graph
G𝑘 . In Line 1, KET-Retrieval invokes KG-Retrieval (Algorithm 2)
to retrieve context𝐶𝑠 from G𝑠 , using 𝜃 ·𝜆 tokens. Next, in Lines 2–4,
it retrieves content from G𝑘 using the remaining (1 − 𝜃 ) · 𝜆 tokens.
Specifically, KET-Retrieval iteratively selects seed keyword nodes
S𝑘 from V𝑘 based on cosine similarity to the query embedding,
expanding the selection until their neighboring text sub-chunks
contain 2 · (1 − 𝜃 ) · 𝜆 tokens, i.e.,

��⊕ (N (S𝑘 ))
�� = 2 · (1 − 𝜃 ) · 𝜆.

Focusing on the candidate set N (S𝑘 ), KET-Retrieval retrieves
the final text set S𝑡 based on the cosine similarity. These texts are
concatenated into context 𝐶𝑘 with (1 − 𝜃 ) · 𝜆 tokens. Finally, it
returns 𝐶𝑠 ⊕ 𝐶𝑘 as the retrieved context for KET-RAG.

Notably, all chunks retrieved by KET-Retrieval, whether from
entity or keyword channels, are fine-grained sub-chunks generated
during the indexing stage through spitting and rewiring. This re-
finement reduces noise and preserves the context limit, allowing
for the retrieval of more relevant knowledge during online queries.

5.3 Cost Analysis
We begin by analyzing the cost of KG-Index to construct G =

(V𝑒 ∪V𝑡 , E). Let 𝜆𝑒 and 𝜆𝑟 denote the token counts of the prompt
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Algorithm 4: KET-Retrieval (G, 𝑞, 𝜆, 𝜃 )
Input: A TAG index G = G𝑠 ∪ G𝑘 , a query 𝑞, context length

limit 𝜆, retrieval ratio 𝜃
Output: The context 𝐶

1 𝐶𝑠 ← KG-Retrieval (G𝑠 , 𝜃 · 𝜆) in Algorithm 2;
2 S𝑘 ← arg max-k

𝑣𝑖 ∈V𝑘

cos(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑞), s.t. |
⊕
(N(S𝑘 ) ) |=2· (1−𝜃 ) ·𝜆;

3 S𝑡 ← arg max-k
𝑣𝑖 ∈N(S𝑘 )

cos(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑞), s.t. |
⊕
(S) |=(1−𝜃 ) ·𝜆;

4 𝐶𝑘 ←
⊕
(S);

5 return 𝐶𝑠 ⊕ 𝐶𝑘 ;

templates used to extract entities and relationships, respectively.
Each text chunk node 𝑣𝑖 ∈ V𝑡 has a text of length ℓ . To extract
entities, the LLM is promptedwith ℓ+𝜆𝑒 tokens for each 𝑣𝑖 , resulting
in (ℓ+𝜆𝑒 ) · |V𝑡 | total input tokens. Similarly, extracting relationships
requires (ℓ + 𝜆𝑟 ) · |V𝑡 | tokens. In addition, KG-Indexmust compute
text embeddings for all nodes and edges, incurring another ℓ · |V𝑡 | +∑
𝑥∈V𝑒∪E

ℓ𝑥 tokens, where ℓ𝑥 is the description length of 𝑥 ∈ V𝑒 ∪E.

Therefore, the total LLM Input Token Cost (ITC) for KG-Index is:

ITCKG-Index =

(
2 + (𝜆𝑒 + 𝜆𝑟 )

ℓ

)
·ℓ ·|V𝑡 |·𝑐𝑖+©«ℓ · |V𝑡 | +

∑︁
𝑥∈V𝑒∪E

ℓ𝑥
ª®¬·𝑐𝑒 ,

where 𝑐𝑖 and 𝑐𝑒 are the per-token costs for the LLM and embedding
models, respectively. By contrast, KET-Index uses only a 𝛽-fraction
of the KG-Index input token cost to construct G𝑠 . To build the
text-keyword bipartite graph G𝑘 , it additionally consumes 3ℓ · |T |
tokens for multi-granular text embeddings (chunk, sub-chunk, and
sentence levels). Thus,

ITCKET-Index = 𝛽 · ITCKG-Index + 3 · ℓ · |T | · 𝑐𝑒 .

Regarding output token costs, KET-Index incurs only a 𝛽 fraction
of the output cost of KG-Index, as it generates only 𝛽 of the entities
and relations present in the full knowledge graph.

Regarding the retrieval and generation stages, all solutions, in-
cluding KET-RAG, incur the same upper-bounded cost, as both
stages are regulated by the maximum token parameter during LLM
inference. Specifically, the input tokens for all solutions comprise
a distinct prompt template and the retrieved content, which is
constrained by the limit 𝜆. The number of output tokens is then
determined by subtracting the input token count from the maxi-
mum token limit, ensuring consistent computational costs across
different approaches.

6 Experiments
In this section, we evaluate our proposed KET-RAG framework by
addressing the following research questions:
• RQ1: How does KET-RAG enhance effectiveness while reducing
costs compared to existing solutions?
• RQ2: What is the contribution of each core subroutine to KET-
RAG’s overall performance?
• RQ3: How does KET-RAG balance result quality, index construc-
tion cost, and the trade-off between its two retrieval channels?

• RQ4: How sensitive is KET-RAG’s performance to its parameter
settings?

All experiments are conducted on a Linux machine with Intel
Xeon(R) Gold 6240@2.60GHz CPU and 32GB RAM. We use the
OpenAI API to access LLMs.

6.1 Experimental Settings
Datasets and metrics. We use two widely adopted benchmarking
datasets for multi-hop QA tasks: MuSiQue [30] and HotpotQA [34].
These datasets consist of QA pairs, each accompanied by multiple
paragraphs as potential relevant context. Specifically, in MuSiQue,
each QA pair is associated with 2 golden paragraphs and 20 candi-
date paragraphs, while in HotpotQA, each pair includes 8 distract-
ing paragraphs. Following prior work [12, 32], we sample 500 QA
instances from each dataset. The number of question hops is 2, 3, 4
in MuSiQue and 2 in HotpotQA. The corresponding paragraphs
for all sampled instances are preprocessed into T and compiled
as the external corpus for RAG [12]. For MuSiQue and HotpotQA,
the number of preprocessed paragraphs is 6,761 and 20,150, respec-
tively, resulting in an overall token count of 751,784 and 618,325.
For evaluation, we measure indexing cost by USD, retrieval quality
by Coverage, and generation quality using Exact Match (EM) and
F1-Score. Coverage is defined as the proportion of the cases that
ground-truth answers found within the retrieved context across
all QA instances. To assess generation performance, we use the
pre-defined LLM to generate answers by solely based on the re-
trieved context and evaluate them using well-adopted EM and
F1-score [12, 18, 32]. EM measures the percentage of answers that
exactly match the ground truth, while the F1-score quantifies par-
tial correctness by evaluating word-level overlap between predicted
and ground-truth answers, balancing precision and recall.
Solutions and configurations.We evaluate the performance of
8 solutions categorized as follows: (i) Existing competitors: Text-
RAG [16], KNNG-RAG [32], KG-RAG [8], Hybrid-RAG [29]. (ii)
Proposed baselines: Keyword-RAG, which constructs only G𝑘 as the
index and retrieves from it; Skeleton-RAG, which retains only G𝑠 .
(iii) Final solutions: KET-RAG-U and KET-RAG-P, where U and P
represent selecting core chunks randomly and via PageRank, re-
spectively. For a fair comparison, we implement existing solutions
within the KET-RAG framework, demonstrating that our approach
serves as a unified and generalized RAG framework. Specifically,
for Text-RAG and KNNG-RAG, we use the KNN graph constructed
in Algorithm 3 as the index G. KET-RAG reduces to Text-RAG
when retrieving only the seed nodes in G and to KNNG-RAG when
also including their neighbors. Furthermore, KET-RAG simplifies
to KG-RAG by setting 𝛽 = 1 and 𝜃 = 1 and to Hybrid-RAG by
combining both Text-RAG and KG-RAG. Notably,Hybrid-RAG fully
constructs indices for both Text-RAG and KG-RAG, retrieving con-
tent equally from both. This setup effectively corresponds to 𝛽 = 0.5
under a fixed context limit. Regarding the base models in each so-
lution, we use OpenAI’s GPT-4o-mini as the LLM for inference,
OpenAI’s text-embedding-3-small for text embedding genera-
tion, cl100k_base for word tokenization, and the sent_tokenize
function from the nltk Python library for sentence tokenization.
We follow the default settings in Edge et al. [8], setting the input
chunk size ℓ to 1,200 and the output context limit 𝜆 to 12,000 across
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Table 2: Overall Performance of RAGMethods. Results are reported in low/high-performance versions. The best and second-best
results in each column are highlighted in bold and underlined, respectively.

Dataset MuSiQue HotpotQA

Metric USD Coverage EM F1 USD Coverage EM F1

Text-RAG 0.02 / 0.05 26.4 / 76.8 3.0 / 12.8 5.4 / 19.4 0.01 / 0.04 37.2 / 74.0 16.0 / 33.6 21.1 / 44.2
KNNG-RAG 0.02 / 0.05 21.2 / 66.0 2.8 / 11.2 4.6 / 17.5 0.01 / 0.04 28.6 / 63.2 13.4 / 29.8 16.9 / 39.6
KG-RAG 2.30 / 24.94 47.6 / 69.6 11.4 / 17.4 15.8 / 25.1 2.30 / 21.29 63.0 / 74.6 21.6 / 31.0 30.2 / 43.0
Hybrid-RAG 2.32 / 24.99 49.2 / 80.0 10.4 / 19.4 15.1 / 26.2 2.31 / 21.33 64.8 / 80.2 22.6 / 34.0 30.5 / 46.1

Keyword-RAG 0.03 / 0.09 50.8 / 78.2 7.0 / 14.6 11.8 / 20.6 0.03 / 0.07 60.2 / 82.2 24.4 / 33.8 33.5 / 46.4
Skeleton-RAG 1.86 / 19.95 43.4 / 69.6 11.0 / 17.4 14.1 / 24.6 1.84 / 17.03 57.8 / 74.6 20.0 / 31.2 26.7 / 42.8
KET-RAG-U 1.89 / 20.04 76.2 / 80.2 13.4 / 18.4 18.1 / 25.9 1.87 / 17.10 81.4 / 82.6 28.4 / 34.8 38.2 / 47.2
KET-RAG-P 1.89 / 20.04 77.0 / 79.6 14.0 / 19.2 18.9 / 26.6 1.87 / 17.10 81.6 / 82.6 28.6 / 35.2 38.7 / 47.7

all solutions. Within KET-RAG, we use the default parameters for
components related to KG-RAG and set 𝐾 = 2, 𝛽 = 0.8, and 𝜃 = 0.4,
unless specified otherwise. The implementations of all solutions
are available at https://github.com/waetr/KET-RAG.

6.2 Performance Evaluation (RQ1)
In the first set of experiments, we evaluate the performance of
KET-RAG against existing competitors (Text-RAG, KNNG-RAG,
KG-RAG, and Hybrid-RAG) under two configurations: a low-cost
version with reduced accuracy and a high-accuracy version with
increased cost. Following previous works [8], we achieve the low-
cost setting by using an input chunk size of ℓ = 1, 200 and the high-
accuracy setting by fixing ℓ = 150 for all solutions. For Keyword-
RAG and KET-RAG, we set 𝜏 to 3 and 0, respectively, ensuring the
same text sub-chunk length in both configurations.

As reported in Table 2, our proposed KET-RAG (-U/-P) achieves
superior quality-cost trade-offs compared to existing methods on
both MuSiQue and HotpotQA. In terms of retrieval quality, KET-
RAG significantly outperforms all baselines, achieving the coverage
score of 77.0%/80.2% and 81.6%/82.6% on MuSiQue and HotpotQA,
respectively. Compared to the best competitorHybrid-RAG, this cor-
responds to relative improvements of 56.5% and 25.9% on MuSiQue
and HotpotQA, respectively. Most notably, we observe that KET-
RAG in low-cost mode achieves comparable or even superior cov-
erage to KG-RAG and Hybrid-RAG in high-accuracy mode while
reducing indexing costs by over an order of magnitude. For example,
on HotpotQA, the coverage scores of KET-RAG-P,Hybrid-RAG, and
KG-RAG are 81.6%, 80.2%, and 74.6%, respectively, yet KET-RAG-P
incurs only 8.7% of their indexing cost. Akin to the retrieval quality,
KET-RAG achieves competitive generation quality at lower costs.
Take the low-cost mode as an example. It improves Hybrid-RAG by
34.6%/25.2% (resp. 26.5%/26.9%) in EM/F1 scores on MuSiQue (resp.
HotpotQA) while reducing indexing costs by 19%.

Regarding other competitors, we observe that Text-RAG exhibits
a more pronounced accuracy improvement compared to KG-RAG
when transitioning from low- to high-accuracy mode, which moti-
vates the text splitting strategy in KET-RAG. Additionally, we find
that, on HotpotQA, the generation quality of KG-RAG is slightly
lower than that of Text-RAG in the high-accuracy setting. This is
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Figure 3: Answer quality by varying 𝛽 .

because HotPotQA is a weaker benchmark for multi-hop reasoning
due to the presence of spurious signals [12, 30]. Despite this, KET-
RAG consistently outperforms both competitors, demonstrating its
robustness across different knowledge retrieval scenarios.

6.3 Ablation Study (RQ2)
In the second set of experiments, we evaluate the performance of
each single building block proposed in KET-RAG, whose results are
also included in Table 2.
Knowledge graph skeleton. We evaluate the performance of
Skeleton-RAG with its full version, KG-RAG. By default, Skeleton-
RAG sets 𝛽 = 0.8, resulting in a 20% reduction in indexing cost
across all cases. Surprisingly, we find that Skeleton-RAG trades
off only minor performance reductions, particularly in low-cost
settings, while maintaining parity in high-accuracy configurations.
For instance, in terms of EM score, Skeleton-RAG exhibits a relative
decrease of 3.5% and 7.4% in the low-cost setting on MuSiQue
and HotpotQA, respectively. However, in high-accuracy settings,
there is no performance drop, and in the case of HotpotQA, even a

https://github.com/waetr/KET-RAG
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Figure 4: Answer quality by varying 𝜃 .

slight improvement is observed. These results suggest that Skeleton-
RAG effectively balances efficiency and quality, making it a viable
alternative to full-scale knowledge graph indexing.
Text-keyword bipartite graph. We compare Keyword-RAG with
the conventional Text-RAG. To ensure a fair comparison, we set 𝜏 =
0 for Keyword-RAG, allowing both Keyword-RAG and Text-RAG to
retrieve text chunks of the same size. As shown in Table 2, Keyword-
RAG consistently outperforms Text-RAG in retrieval and generation
quality. Notably, in the low-cost setting, Keyword-RAG achieves
92.4%/133.3%/118.5% and 61.8%/52.5%/58.8% relative improvement
in Coverage/EM/F1 on MuSiQue and HotpotQA, respectively, with
more significant gains on MuSiQue. These results demonstrate the
effectiveness of retrieving context from neighboring text chunks of
keyword seeds, particularly in complex multi-hop reasoning.
Core text chunk identification. Based on the results in Table 2,
we observe that KET-RAG-P shows better quality than KET-RAG-
U in both the low-cost and high-cost modes. For instance, KET-
RAG-P outperforms KET-RAG-U by up to 1.0%/4.5%/4.4% in Cover-
age/EM/F1 scores on MuSiQue. This confirms the effectiveness of
the core chunk identification technique, as motivated in Section 4.2.
Additionally, we observe that the superiority of KET-RAG-P re-
mains consistent across different settings of 𝛽 and 𝜃 , as further
illustrated in Figures 3–4.

6.4 Trade-off Analysis (RQ3)
In the third set of experiments, we analyze the trade-off between
accuracy and cost by varying the budget 𝛽 , as well as the balance
between the two retrieval channels by adjusting 𝜃 . We set ℓ = 150
and 𝜏 = 0, and follow the default parameter settings in Section 6.1.
Accuracy-cost tradeoff. Figure 3 presents the performance of
KET-RAG-U, KET-RAG-P, and Skeleton-RAG on MuSiQue and Hot-
potQA by varying 𝛽 . In particular, KET-RAG-P and KET-RAG-U
consistently outperform Skeleton-RAG, which serves as a lower
bound, across different budget 𝛽 values. Between the two vari-
ants, KET-RAG-P achieves better performance than KET-RAG-U
particularly when 𝛽 ∈ [0.6, 0.8] in MuSiQue and 𝛽 ∈ [0.2, 0.4] in
MuSiQue, demonstrating the effectiveness of identifying core text

Table 3: Answer quality by varying ℓ and 𝜏 on MuSiQue.

Param ℓ 𝜏

Value 150 300 600 1200 3 2 1 0

Coverage 79.6 79.6 77.8 77.0 77.0 70.4 61.0 56.8
EM 19.2 18.8 15.4 14.0 14.0 13.8 11.8 12.8
F1 22.3 18.8 17.7 17.2 18.9 18.3 16.3 17.2

Table 4: Answer quality by varying 𝐾 on MuSiQue.

𝐾 2 4 10

Coverage/EM/F1 79.6/19.2/26.1 80.0/17.8/25.2 80.4/19.4/26.0

chunks using PageRank centralities. Furthermore, the performance
of KET-RAG is less sensitive to variations in 𝛽 on HotPotQA. For
instance, the coverage at 𝛽 = 0.2 decreases by 2% compared to
𝛽 = 1. On MuSiQue, although KET-RAG exhibits greater sensitivity
in generation quality, its performance quickly catches up once 𝛽
reaches 0.6. These findings demonstrate KET-RAG’s effectiveness
for further reducing indexing costs.
Retrieval channel. Figure 4 reports the performance of KET-RAG-
U, KET-RAG-P, and Hybrid-RAG by varying 𝜃 . As illustrated, KET-
RAG consistently outperforms Hybrid-RAG across different 𝜃 set-
tings, demonstrating the effectiveness of its two key components,
Keyword-RAG and Skeleton-RAG. Additionally, we observe that
the performance of Keyword-RAG improves significantly when
incorporating a small fraction (e.g., 0.2) of context from KG-RAG.
This finding further motivates the reduction of costs associated
with building a full knowledge graph. Regarding the two variants,
KET-RAG-U and KET-RAG-P, we find that KET-RAG-P achieves
superior EM and F1 scores when 𝜃 ≤ 0.4, which aligns with the
trend observed in Figure 3.

6.5 Parameter Sensitivity (RQ4)
In the fourth set of experiments, we take the Musique dataset as an
example and analyze the sensitivity of KET-RAG-P w.r.t. the input
text chunk size ℓ , the number of splits 𝜏 , and the integer 𝐾 used
for KNN graph construction. For ℓ , we vary ℓ = 150, 300, 600, 1200
and set the corresponding 𝜏 = 0, 1, 2, 3 to maintain a consistent
sub-chunk length. For 𝜏 , we fix ℓ = 1200 and vary 𝜏 = 0, 1, 2, 3.
Additionally, we set 𝐾 = 2, 4, 10 to explore different KNN graph
densities. As shown in Table 3, KET-RAG-P achieves better retrieval
and generation quality as the size of input chunks or split sub-
chunks decreases. This trend is consistent with the performance
of Keyword-RAG and Graph-RAG in both low- and high-cost set-
tings. These findings align with previous observations [8] that
smaller chunk sizes improve result quality, further validating the
text chunk splitting design in KET-RAG. Additionally, as shown
in Table 4, varying the integer 𝐾 from 2 to 10 results in only mi-
nor changes in coverage, EM, and F1 scores, e.g., 79.6/19.2/26.1 for
𝐾 = 2 vs. 80.4/19.4/26.0 for 𝐾 = 10, indicating that KET-RAG is not
significantly affected by the density of the KNN graph. This stabil-
ity can be explained by Figure 2, which shows that KNN graphs
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with different 𝐾 exhibit similar degree distribution shapes, despite
variations in average degree.

7 Conclusions
In this work, we propose KET-RAG, a cost-efficient multi-granular
indexing framework for Graph-RAG systems. By integrating a
knowledge graph skeleton with a text-keyword bipartite graph,
KET-RAG improves retrieval and generation quality while signifi-
cantly reducing indexing costs. Our approach matches or surpasses
Microsoft’s Graph-RAG in retrieval quality while reducing index-
ing costs by over an order of magnitude, and improves generation
quality by up to 32.4% with 20% lower indexing costs. For future
work, we plan to extend KET-RAG to global search scenarios and
explore adaptive paradigms for real-world scalable deployment.
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