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ABSTRACT
Recently, integrating external tools with Large Language Models
(LLMs) has gained significant attention as an effective strategy to
mitigate the limitations inherent in their pre-training data. How-
ever, real-world systems often incorporate a wide array of tools,
making it impractical to input all tools into LLMs due to length
limitations and latency constraints. Therefore, to fully exploit the
potential of tool-augmented LLMs, it is crucial to develop an effec-
tive tool retrieval system. Existing tool retrieval methods primarily
focus on semantic matching between user queries and tool de-
scriptions, frequently leading to the retrieval of redundant, similar
tools. Consequently, these methods fail to provide a complete set
of diverse tools necessary for addressing the multifaceted problems
encountered by LLMs. In this paper, we propose a novel model-
agnostic COllaborative Learning-based Tool Retrieval approach,
COLT, which captures not only the semantic similarities between
user queries and tool descriptions but also takes into account the
collaborative information of tools. Specifically, we first fine-tune
the PLM-based retrieval models to capture the semantic relation-
ships between queries and tools in the semantic learning stage.
Subsequently, we construct three bipartite graphs among queries,
scenes, and tools and introduce a dual-view graph collaborative
learning framework to capture the intricate collaborative relation-
ships among tools during the collaborative learning stage. Extensive
experiments on both the open benchmark and the newly introduced
ToolLens dataset show that COLT achieves superior performance.
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Notably, the performance of BERT-mini (11M) with our proposed
model framework outperforms BERT-large (340M), which has 30
times more parameters. Furthermore, we will release ToolLens pub-
licly to facilitate future research on tool retrieval.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems→ Information retrieval.

KEYWORDS
Tool Retrieval, Retrieval Completeness, Large Language Model

ACM Reference Format:
Changle Qu, Sunhao Dai, XiaochiWei, Hengyi Cai, ShuaiqiangWang, Dawei
Yin, Jun Xu, and Ji-Rong Wen. 2024. Towards Completeness-Oriented Tool
Retrieval for Large Language Models. In Proceedings of the 33rd ACM In-
ternational Conference on Information and Knowledge Management (CIKM
’24), October 21–25, 2024, Boise, ID, USA. ACM, New York, NY, USA, 11 pages.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3627673.3679847

1 INTRODUCTION
Recently, large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated re-
markable progress across various natural language processing
tasks [1, 2, 4, 41]. However, they often struggle with solving highly
complex problems and providing up-to-date knowledge due to the
constraints of their pre-training data [23, 42]. A promising approach
to overcome these limitations is tool learning [18, 26, 29, 31, 48],
which enables LLMs to dynamically interact with external tools,
significantly facilitating access to real-time data and the execu-
tion of complex computations. By integrating tool learning, LLMs
transcend the confines of their outdated or limited pre-trained
knowledge [2], offering responses to user queries with significantly
improved accuracy and relevance [14, 28]. However, real-world
systems typically involve a large number of tools, making it im-
practical to take the descriptions of all tools as input for LLMs due
to length limitations and latency constraints. Thus, as illustrated in
Figure 1(a), developing an effective tool retrieval system becomes
essential to fully exploit the potential of tool-augmented LLMs [8].
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(a) Pipeline of user interaction with tool-augmented LLMs.

I would like to know the value of 5 ounces of gold 

plus 1 million AMZN stocks in CNY.

With Complete Tools: ... 5 ounces of gold is

69,495.49 CNY and 1 million AMZN stocks is

941,200,000 CNY...

One Is Incorrect: ... I don’t have real-time data or

internet access to look up current stock prices or

gold prices...

One Is Missing: ... 5 ounces of gold is 69,495.49

CNY, As for the value of 1 million AMZN stocks, ..., I

cannot provide the value in CNY...

Two Are Incorrect: ... Sorry, I am an AI model and I

don’t have real-time data or the ability to provide

current stock prices of gold...

Two Are Missing: ... As an AI, I don’t have real-

time data or future predictions...

Without Tools: ... Sorry, but as an AI, I’m not able

to provide real-time data or future predictions for

stock prices or the value of gold...

Query

Stock
Exchange

Gold

(b) Illustration of different responses with different tools.

Figure 1: An illustration of tool retrieval for LLMs with tool
learning and varied responses using different tools.

Typically, existing tool retrieval approaches directly employ
dense retrieval techniques [8, 28, 49], solely focusing on match-
ing semantic similarities between queries and tool descriptions.
However, these approaches may fall short when addressing mul-
tifaceted queries that require a collaborative effort from multiple
tools to formulate a comprehensive response. For instance, in Fig-
ure 1(b), consider a user’s request to calculate the value of 5 ounces
of gold plus 1 million AMZN stocks in CNY. Such a query requires
the simultaneous use of tools for gold prices, stock values, and
currency exchange rates. The absence of any of these tools yields
an incomplete answer. In this example, dense retrieval methods that
rely solely on semantic matching may retrieve multiple tools related
to stock prices while neglecting others. This highlights a significant
limitation of dense retrieval methods that overlook the necessity for
tools to interact collaboratively. Thus, ensuring the completeness
of retrieved tools is an essential aspect of a tool retrieval system,
which is often neglected by traditional retrieval approaches.

Toward this end, this paper proposes COLT, a novel model-
agnostic COllaborative Learning-based Tool retrieval approach
aimed at enhancing completeness-oriented tool retrieval. This
method is structured into two main stages: semantic learning and
collaborative learning. Initially, we fine-tune traditional pre-trained
language models (PLMs) on tool retrieval datasets to acquire se-
mantic matching information between queries and tools, thereby
addressing the potential performance issues of these models in
zero-shot scenarios for tool retrieval tasks. Subsequently, to capture
the intricate collaborative relationship among tools, a concept of
“scene” is proposed to indicate a group of collaborative tools. Based
on this, COLT integrates three bipartite graphs among queries,

scenes, and tools. More specifically, given the initial semantic em-
bedding from the semantic learning stage, the high-order collabora-
tive relationship is better integrated via message propagation and
cross-view graph contrastive learning among these graphs. The
learning objective incorporates a list-wise multi-label loss to ensure
the simultaneous acquisition of tools from the entire ground-truth
set without favoring any specific tool.

Moreover, traditional retrieval metrics like Recall [52] and
NDCG [16] fail to capture the completeness necessary for effective
tool retrieval. As illustrated in Figure 1(b), the exclusion of any es-
sential tool from the ground-truth tool set compromises the ability
to fully address user queries, indicating that metrics focused solely
on individual tool ranking performance are inadequate when multi-
ple tools are required. To bridge this gap, we introduce COMP@𝐾 ,
a new metric designed to assess tool retrieval performance based
on completeness, which can serve as a reliable indicator of how
well a tool retrieval system performs for downstream tool learning
applications. Additionally, we construct a new dataset called Tool-
Lens, in which a query is typically solved with multiple relevant
but diverse tools, reflecting the multifaceted nature of user requests
in real-world scenarios.

In summary, our main contributions are as follows:
• The collaborative relationships among multiple tools in LLMs

have been thoroughly studied, which reveals that incomplete tool
retrieval hinders accurate answers, underscoring the integral role
each tool plays in the collective functionality.

•We introduce COLT, a novel tool retrieval approach that uses
message propagation and cross-view graph contrastive learning
among queries, scenes, and tools, incorporating better collaborative
information among various tools.

• Extensive experiments demonstrate the superior performance
of COLT against state-of-the-art dense retrieval methods in both
tool retrieval and downstream tool learning.

• We introduce a new dataset and a novel evaluation metric
specifically designed for assessing multi-tool usage in LLMs, which
will facilitate future research on tool retrieval.

2 RELATEDWORK

Tool Learning. Recent studies highlight the potential of LLMs
to utilize tools in addressing complex problems [24, 27]. Existing
tool learning approaches can be categorized into two types: tuning-
free and tuning-based methods [8]. Tuning-free methods capital-
ize on the in context learning ability of LLMs through strategic
prompting [32, 33, 43, 47]. For example, ART [25] constructs a task
library, fromwhich it retrieves demonstration examples as few-shot
prompts when encountering real-world tasks. Conversely, tuning-
based methods involve directly fine-tuning the parameters of LLMs
on specific tool datasets to master tool usage. For example, ToolL-
LaMA [28] employs the instruction-solution pairs derived from the
DFSDTmethod to fine-tune the LLaMAmodel, thereby significantly
enhancing its tool usage capabilities. Despite these advancements,
most strategies either provide a manual tool set [31, 38, 46] or em-
ploy simple dense retrieval [8] for tool retrieval. However, LLMs
must choose several useful tools from a vast array of tools in real-
world applications, necessitating a robust tool retriever to address
the length limitations and latency constraints of LLMs.
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Tool Retrieval. Tool retrieval aims to find top-𝐾 most suitable
tools for a given query from a vast set of tools. Existing tool re-
trieval methods typically directly adopt traditional retrieval ap-
proaches, and state-of-the-art retrieval methods can be categorized
into two types: term-based and semantic-based. Term-based meth-
ods, such as TF-IDF [35] and BM25 [30], prioritize termmatching via
sparse representations. Conversely, semantic-based methods, such
as ANCE [45], TAS-B [12], coCondensor [7], and Contriever [15],
utilize neural networks to learn the semantic relationship between
queries and tool descriptions and then calculate the semantic sim-
ilarity using methods such as cosine similarity. Despite these ad-
vancements, existing methods for tool retrieval overlook the im-
portance of the collaborative relationship among multiple tools,
thereby falling short of meeting the completeness criterion for tool
retrieval. Our work seeks to mitigate these issues by collabora-
tive learning that leverages graph neural networks and cross-view
contrastive learning among graphs.

3 OUR APPROACH: COLT
In this section, we first introduce task formulation of tool retrieval.
Then we describe the details of the proposed COLT approach.

3.1 Task Formulation
Formally, given a user query 𝑞 ∈ Q, the goal of tool retrieval is to
filter out the top-𝐾 most suitable tools {𝑡 (1) , 𝑡 (2) , . . . , 𝑡 (𝐾 ) } from
the entire tool set T = {(𝑡1, 𝑑1), (𝑡2, 𝑑2), . . . , (𝑡𝑁 , 𝑑𝑁 )}, where each
element represents a specific tool 𝑡𝑖 associated with its description
𝑑𝑖 , and 𝑁 is the number of tools in the tool set.

Goal. As discussed in Section 1, the comprehensiveness of the tools
retrieved is crucial for LLMs to enhance their ability to accurately
address multifaceted and real-time questions. Therefore, it is nec-
essary to ensure that the retrieved tools encompass all the tools
required by the user question. Considering these factors, the goal
of tool retrieval is to optimize both accuracy and completeness,
ensuring the provision of desired tools for downstream tasks.

3.2 Overview of COLT
As illustrated in Figure 2, COLT employs a two-stage learning strat-
egy, which includes semantic learning followed by collaborative
learning. In the first stage, the semantic learning module processes
both queries and tools to derive their semantic representations, aim-
ing to align these representations closely within the semantic space.
Subsequently, the collaborative learning module enhances these
preliminary representations by introducing three bipartite graphs
among queries, scenes, and tools. Through dual-view graph con-
trastive learning within these three bipartite graphs, COLT is able
to capture the high-order collaborative information between tools.
Furthermore, a list-wise multi-label loss is utilized in the learning
objective to facilitate the balanced retrieval of diverse tools from
the complete ground-truth set, avoiding undue emphasis on any
specific tool.

In the following sections, we will present the details of these two
key learning stages in COLT.

3.3 Semantic Learning
As shown in Figure 2 (a), in the first stage of COLT, we adopt the
established dense retrieval (DR) framework [9, 50], leveraging pre-
trained language models (PLMs) such as BERT [17] to encode both
the query 𝑞 and the tool 𝑡 into low dimensional vectors. Specifically,
we employ a bi-encoder architecture, with the cosine similarity
between the encoded vectors serving as the initial relevance score:

𝑦SL (𝑞, 𝑡) = sim(e𝑞, e𝑡 ), (1)

where e𝑞 and e𝑡 are the mean pooling vectors from the final layer
of the PLM, and sim(·, ·) represents the cosine similarity function.

For training, we utilize the InfoNCE loss [10, 45], a standard
contrastive learning technique used in training DR models, which
contrasts positive pairs against negative ones. Specifically, given
a query 𝑞, its relevant tool 𝑡+ and the set of irrelevant tools
{𝑡−1 , · · · , 𝑡

−
𝑘
}, we minimize the following loss:

− log
𝑒sim(𝑞,𝑡+ )

𝑒sim(𝑞,𝑡+ ) +∑𝑘
𝑗=1 𝑒

sim(𝑞,𝑡−
𝑗
) . (2)

Through this loss function, we can increase the similarity score be-
tween the query and its relevant tool while decreasing the similarity
scores between the query and irrelevant tools.

This semantic learning phase ensures good representations
for each query and tool from the text description view. How-
ever, relying solely on semantic-based retrieval is insufficient for
completeness-oriented tool retrieval, as it often falls short in ad-
dressing multifaceted queries effectively.

3.4 Collaborative Learning
3.4.1 Bipartite Graphs in Tool Retrieval. To capture the collabora-
tive information between tools and achieve completeness-oriented
tool retrieval, we first formulate the relationship between queries
and tools with three bipartite graphs. Specifically, as illustrated in
Figure 2 (b), we conceptualize the ground-truth tool set for each
query as a “scene”, considering that a collaborative operation of
multiple tools is essential to fully address multifaceted queries. For
example, given the query “I want to travel to Paris.”, it doesn’t
merely seek a single piece of information but initiates a “scene”
of travel planning, which involves using various tools for trans-
portation, weather forecasts, accommodation choices, and details
about attractions. This scenario underscores the need for scene
matching beyond traditional semantic search or recommendation
scenarios, where the focus is on selecting any relevant documents
or items without considering their collaborative utility. As a re-
sult, traditional semantic-based retrieval systems may only retrieve
tools related to Paris attractions, thus failing to provide a com-
prehensive and complete tool set for the LLMs. Conversely, we
construct three bipartite graphs linking queries, scenes, and tools,
i.e., Q-S (Query-Scene) graph, Q-T (Query-Tool) graph, and S-T
(Scene-Tool) graph. By formulating these three graphs, we can fur-
ther capture the high-order relationships among tools with graph
learning, facilitating a scene-based understanding that aligns to
achieve completeness-oriented tool retrieval.

3.4.2 Dual-view Graph Collaborative Learning. Leveraging the ini-
tial query and tool representations derived from the first-stage se-
mantic learning, along with the three constructed bipartite graphs,
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Figure 2: The architecture of the proposed two-stage learning framework COLT for tool retrieval.

we introduce a dual-view graph collaborative learning framework.
This framework is designed to capture the relationships between
tools, as depicted in Figure 2 (c). It assesses the relevance between
queries and tools from two views:

• Scene-centric View: Through the Q-S graph and S-T graph,
this view captures the relevance between queries and tools me-
diated by a scene. This offers a nuanced view that considers the
collaborative context in which tools work together to meet the
requirements of a query.

• Tool-centric View: Utilizing the Q-T graph, this view estab-
lishes a direct relevance between each query and its corresponding
tools, providing a straightforward measure of their relevance.

This dual-view framework allows for comprehensive access to
query-tool relevance, integrating both direct relevance and the
broader context of tool collaboration within scenes, thereby en-
hancing the completeness of tool retrieval.

For the scene-centric view, we adopt the simple but effective
Graph Neural Network (GNN)-based LightGCN [11] model to delve
into the complex relationships between queries and scenes. This is
achieved through iterative aggregation of neighboring information
across 𝐼 layers within the Q-S graph. The aggregation process for
the 𝑖-th layer, enhancing the representations of queries e𝑆 (𝑖 )𝑞 and
scenes e𝑆 (𝑖 )𝑠 , is defined as follows:

e𝑆 (𝑖 )𝑞 =
∑︁
𝑠∈N𝑆

𝑞

1√︃
|N𝑆
𝑞 |
√︃
|N𝑄
𝑠 |

e𝑆 (𝑖−1)𝑠 ,

e𝑆 (𝑖 )𝑠 =
∑︁
𝑞∈N𝑄

𝑠

1√︃
|N𝑆
𝑞 |
√︃
|N𝑄
𝑠 |

e𝑆 (𝑖−1)𝑞 ,

(3)

where N𝑆
𝑞 , N

𝑄
𝑠 represent the sets of neighbors of query 𝑞 and

scene 𝑠 in the Q-S graph, respectively. e𝑆 (0)𝑞 originates from the
representations acquired in the first semantic learning stage, while
e𝑆 (0)𝑠 is derived from the mean pooling of the representations of
ground-truth tools associated with each scene:

e𝑆 (0)𝑠 =
1

|N𝑇
𝑠 |

∑︁
𝑡 ∈N𝑇

𝑠

e𝑡 , (4)

where N𝑇
𝑠 represents the set of first-order neighbors of scene 𝑠 in

the S-T graph.
Then we sum the representations from the 0-th layer to the 𝐼 -th

layer to get the final query representations e𝑆𝑞 and scene represen-
tation e𝑆𝑠 for the scene-centric view:

e𝑆𝑞 = e𝑆 (0)𝑞 + · · · + e𝑆 (𝐼 )𝑞 ,

e𝑆𝑠 = e𝑆 (0)𝑠 + · · · + e𝑆 (𝐼 )𝑠 .
(5)

In parallel with the scene-centric view, the tool-centric view
utilizes LightGCN on the Q-T graph to refine query and tool rep-
resentations through iterative aggregation. For each layer 𝑖 , the
enhanced representations, e𝑇 (𝑖 )

𝑞 for queries and e𝑇 (𝑖 )
𝑡 for tools, are

derived as follows:
e𝑇 (𝑖 )
𝑞 =

∑︁
𝑡 ∈N𝑇

𝑞

1√︃
|N𝑇
𝑞 |

√︃
|N𝑄
𝑡 |

e𝑇 (𝑖−1)
𝑡 ,

e𝑇 (𝑖 )
𝑡 =

∑︁
𝑞∈N𝑄

𝑡

1√︃
|N𝑇
𝑞 |

√︃
|N𝑄
𝑡 |

e𝑇 (𝑖−1)
𝑞 ,

(6)

where N𝑇
𝑞 , N𝑄

𝑡 represent the first-order neighbors of query 𝑞 and

tool 𝑡 in the Q-T graph, respectively. e𝑇 (0)
𝑞 and e𝑇 (0)

𝑡 are obtained
from the first semantic learning stage.

Then we sum the representations from the 0-th layer to the
𝐼 -th layer to derive the final query representations e𝑇𝑞 and tool
representation e𝑇𝑡 for the tool-centric view:

e𝑇𝑞 = e𝑇 (0)
𝑞 + · · · + e𝑇 (𝐼 )

𝑞 ,

e𝑇𝑡 = e𝑇 (0)
𝑡 + · · · + e𝑇 (𝐼 )

𝑡 .
(7)

Furthermore, leveraging the learned tool representations e𝑇𝑡 and
the S-T graph, the scene representation e𝑇𝑠 within the tool-centric
view can be obtained by pooling all related tool representations:

e𝑇𝑠 =
1

|N𝑇
𝑠 |

∑︁
𝑡 ∈N𝑇

𝑠

e𝑇𝑡 . (8)
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Algorithm 1 The Learning Algorithm of COLT
Input: PLM, semantic learning training epoch 𝐸, Query-scene bipartite

graph, query-tool bipartite graph, scene-tool bipartite graph, learning
rate 𝑙𝑟 , weight decay, layer number 𝐼 , contrastive loss weight 𝜆, tem-
perature coefficient 𝜏 , list length 𝐿.

Output: COLT Model with learnable parameters 𝜃 .
// Semantic Learning:

1: for 𝑒 = 1 to 𝐸 do
2: Calculate the InfoNCE loss using Eq. (2)
3: Update parameter of PLM using AdaW
4: end for

// Collaborative Learning:

5: Calculate initial e𝑆 (0)
𝑞 , e𝑆 (0)

𝑠 , e𝑇 (0)
𝑞 and e𝑇 (0)

𝑡 using the embeddings
obtained from the first-stage semantic learning and Eq. (4)

6: while COLT not Convergence do
7: for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝐼 do
8: Conduct message propagation using Eq. (3) and Eq. (6)
9: end for
10: Calculate final e𝑆𝑞 , e𝑆𝑠 , e𝑇𝑞 , e𝑇𝑠 and e𝑇𝑡 using Eq. (5), Eq. (7) and Eq. (8)
11: Calculate contrastive loss L𝐶

Q and L𝐶
S using Eq. (10) and Eq. (11)

12: Calculate multi-label loss Llist using Eq. (14)
13: Calculate total loss L using Eq. (15)
14: Update model parameter using Adam
15: end while
16: return 𝜃

In summary, our dual-view graph collaborative learning frame-
work yields two sets of embeddings: e𝑆𝑞 and e𝑆𝑠 from the scene-
centric view, and e𝑇𝑞 and e𝑇𝑠 from the tool-centric view for queries
and scenes, respectively. Then, the final matching score of each
query-tool pair (𝑞, 𝑡) is calculated using the following formula:

𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡) = sim(e𝑆𝑞 , e𝑇𝑡 ) + sim(e𝑇𝑞 , e𝑇𝑡 ) . (9)

3.4.3 Learning Objective. As shown in Figure 2 (d), we capture
high-order collaborative relationships between tools and align the
cooperative interactions across two views using a cross-view con-
trastive loss. Specifically, the representations of queries and scenes
can be learned by optimizing the cross-view InfoNCE [10, 37] loss:

L𝐶Q = − 1
|Q|

∑︁
𝑞∈Q

log
𝑒
sim(e𝑆𝑞 ,e𝑇𝑞 )/𝜏∑

𝑞−∈Q 𝑒
sim(e𝑆𝑞 ,e𝑇𝑞− )/𝜏

, (10)

L𝐶S = − 1
|S|

∑︁
𝑠∈S

log
𝑒sim(e𝑆𝑠 ,e𝑇𝑠 )/𝜏∑

𝑠−∈S 𝑒sim(e𝑆𝑠 ,e𝑇𝑠− )/𝜏
, (11)

where 𝜏 is the temperature parameter.
To ensure the complete retrieval of diverse tools from the full

set of ground-truth tools, without favoring any particular tool, we
design a list-wise multi-label loss as the main learning objective loss.
Given a query 𝑞, the labeled training data is Γ𝑞 = {T𝑞 = {𝑡𝑖 , 𝑑𝑖 }, 𝑦 =

{𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡𝑖 )}|1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝐿}, where T𝑞 denotes a tool list with length 𝐿,
comprising 𝑁𝑞 ground-truth tools and 𝐿 − 𝑁𝑞 negative tools that
are randomly sampled from the entire tool set. 𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡𝑖 ) is the binary
relevance label, taking a value of either 0 or 1, and the ideal scoring
function should meet the following criteria:

𝑝𝑡𝑞 =
𝛾 (𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡))∑

𝑡 ′∈T𝑞 𝛾 (𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡 ′))
, (12)

Table 1: Statistics of the experimental datasets. Tools/Query
denotes the number of ground-truth tools for each query.

Dataset # Query # Tool # Tools/Query
Training Testing Total

ToolLens 16,893 1,877 18,770 464 1 ∼ 3
ToolBench (I2) 74,257 8,250 82,507 11,473 2 ∼ 4
ToolBench (I3) 21,361 2,373 23,734 1,419 2 ∼ 4

where 𝑝𝑡𝑞 is the probability of selecting tool 𝑡 . 𝛾 (𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡)) = 1 if
𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡) = 1 and 𝛾 (𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡)) = 0 if 𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡) = 0.

Similarly, given the predicted scores {𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡1), · · · , 𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡𝐿)}, the
probability of selecting tool 𝑡 can be derived:

𝑝𝑡𝑞 =
𝛾 (𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡))∑

𝑡 ′∈T𝑞 𝛾 (𝑦 (𝑞, 𝑡 ′))
. (13)

Therefore, the list-wise multi-label loss function minimizes the
discrepancy between these two probability distributions:

Llist = −
∑︁
𝑞∈Q

∑︁
𝑡 ∈T𝑞

𝑝𝑡𝑞 log𝑝𝑡𝑞 + (1 − 𝑝𝑡𝑞) log(1 − 𝑝𝑡𝑞), (14)

Based on the multi-label loss Llist and the contrastive loss L𝐶Q ,
the final loss L for our proposed COLT is formally defined as:

L = Llist + 𝜆(L𝐶Q + L𝐶S), (15)

where 𝜆 is the co-efficient to balance the two losses.
The learning algorithm of COLT is summarized in Algorithm 1.

4 DATASETS
To verify the effectiveness of COLT, we utilize two datasets for
multi-tool scenarios: ToolBench and a newly constructed dataset,
ToolLens. We randomly select 10% of the entire dataset to serve as
the test data. The statistics of the datasets after preprocessing are
summarized in Table 1.

ToolBench. ToolBench [28] is a benchmark commonly used to
evaluate the capability of LLMs in tool usage. In our experiments,
we notice that its three subsets exhibit distinct characteristics. The
first subset (I1) focuses on single-tool scenarios, which diverges
from our emphasis on multi-tool tasks. However, both the second
subset (I2) and the third subset (I3) align with our focus on multi-
tool tasks. Therefore, we chose I2 and I3 as the primary datasets
for our experiments.

ToolLens. While existing datasets like ToolBench [28] and
TOOLE [14] provide multi-tool scenarios, they present limitations.
TOOLE encompasses only 497 queries, and ToolBench’s dataset
construction, which involves providing complete tool descriptions
to ChatGPT, results in verbose and semantically direct queries.
These do not accurately reflect the brief and often multifaceted
nature of real-world user queries. To address these shortcomings,
we introduce ToolLens, crafted specifically for multi-tool scenarios.

As shown in Figure 3, the creation of ToolLens involves a novel
five-step methodology: 1) Tool Selection: To create a high-quality
tool dataset, we rigorously filter ToolBench, focusing on 464 avail-
able and directly callable tools relevant to everyday user queries,
excluding those for authentication or testing. 2) Scene Mining:
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Figure 3: An overview of the dataset construction pipeline of ToolLens. Human verification is included at each step.

Table 2: Quality verification of ToolLens.

Evaluator ToolLens vs. ToolBench ToolLens vs. TOOLE
Whether the query is natural?

GPT-4 ToolLens ToolBench Equal ToolLens TOOLE Equal
68% 14% 18% 44% 36% 20%

Human ToolLens ToolBench Equal ToolLens TOOLE Equal
64% 10% 26% 54% 24% 22%
Whether the user intent is multifaceted?

GPT-4 ToolLens ToolBench Equal ToolLens TOOLE Equal
62% 14% 24% 50% 24% 26%

Human ToolLens ToolBench Equal ToolLens TOOLE Equal
60% 12% 28% 58% 18% 24%

We prompt GPT-4 to generate potential scenes that are relevant to
the detailed descriptions of the selected tools, and ensure their va-
lidity through human verification. 3) Query Generation: We then
employ GPT-4 to generate queries based on the provided scene and
the parameters required for tool calling. Notably, we avoid provid-
ing the complete tool description to GPT-4 to avoid the generated
query being closely aligned with the tool. 4) Tool Aggregation:
The queries generated in the aforementioned way are only relevant
to a single tool. To enhance the relevance of queries across multi-
ple tools, we reprocess them through GPT-4 to identify categories
of tools that could be relevant, which are then aligned with our
tool set through dense retrieval and manual verification. 5) Query
Rewriting: Finally, we utilize GPT-4 to revise queries to incorpo-
rate all necessary parameters by providing it with both the initial
query and a list of required parameters, thereby yielding concise
yet intentionally multifaceted queries that better mimic real-world
user interactions. It is worth noting that we incorporate a human
verification process at each step to ensure data quality.

This comprehensive construction pipeline ensures ToolLens ac-
curately simulates real-world tool retrieval dynamics. The resulting
ToolLens dataset includes 18,770 queries and 464 tools, with each
query being associated with 1 ∼ 3 verified tools.

Discussion and Quality Verification. Unlike prior datasets, Tool-
Lens uniquely focuses on creating natural, concise, andmultifaceted
queries to reflect real-world demands. To assess the quality of Tool-
Lens, following previous works [8, 21, 34], we employ GPT-4 as an
evaluator and human evaluation where three well-educated doctor
students are invited to evaluate 50 randomly sampled cases from
ToolLens, ToolBench and TOOLE in the following two aspects:(1)
Natural-query: whether the query is natural. (2) Multifaceted in-
tentions: whether the user intent is multifaceted. The results are

illustrated in Table 2. In most cases, ToolLens outperforms Tool-
Bench and TOOLE. Furthermore, using GPT-4 as the evaluator
shows a high degree of consistency with human evaluation trends,
which underscores the validity of employing GPT-4 as an evaluator.

5 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we first describe the experimental setups and then
conduct an extensive evaluation and analysis of the proposed COLT.
The source code and the proposed ToolLens dataset are publicly
available at https://github.com/quchangle1/COLT.

5.1 Experimental Setups
5.1.1 Evaluation Metrics. Following the previous works [8, 28,
51], we utilize the widely used retrieval metrics Recall@𝐾 and
NDCG@𝐾 and report the metrics for 𝐾 ∈ {3, 5}. However, as dis-
cussed in Section 1, Recall and NDCG do not adequately fulfill the
requirements of completeness that are crucial for effective tool re-
trieval. To further tailor our assessment to the specific challenges
of tool retrieval tasks, we also introduce a new metric, COMP@𝐾 .
This metric is designed to measure whether the top-𝐾 retrieved
tools form a complete set with respect to the ground-truth set:

COMP@𝐾 =
1
|Q|

| Q |∑︁
𝑞=1
I(Φ𝑞 ⊆ Ψ𝐾𝑞 ),

where Φ𝑞 is the set of ground-truth tools for query 𝑞, Ψ𝐾𝑞 represents
the top-𝐾 tools retrieved for query 𝑞, and I(·) is an indicator func-
tion that returns 1 if the retrieval results include all ground-truth
tools within the top-𝐾 results for query 𝑞, and 0 otherwise.

5.1.2 Baselines. As our proposed COLT is model-agnostic, we
apply it to several representative PLM-based retrieval models (as
backbone models) to validate the effectiveness:

ANCE[45] uses a dual-encoder architecture with an asyn-
chronously updated ANN index for training, enabling global se-
lection of hard negatives. TAS-B[12] is a bi-encoder that employs
balanced margin sampling to ensure efficient query sampling from
clusters per batch. co-Condenser[7] uses a query-agnostic con-
trastive loss to cluster related text segments and distinguish unre-
lated ones. Contriever[15] leverages inverse cloze tasks, cropping
for positive pair generation, and momentum contrastive learning
to achieve state-of-the-art zero-shot retrieval performance.

In addition to PLM-based dense retrieval methods, we also com-
pare with the classical lexical retrieval model BM25, widely used for
tool retrieval as documented in [8, 28]. BM25 [30] uses an inverted
index to identify suitable tools based on exact term matching.

https://github.com/quchangle1/COLT
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Table 3: Performance comparison of different tool retrieval methods on ToolLens and ToolBench datasets. “†” denotes the
best results for each column. The term “Zero-shot” refers to the performance of dense retrieval models without any training.
“+Fine-tune” indicates that retrieval models are fine-tuned on ToolLens and ToolBench datasets. “+COLT (Ours)” indicates that
dense retrieval backbones are equipped with our proposed method. R@𝐾 , N@𝐾 , and C@𝐾 are short for Recall@𝐾 , NDCG@𝐾

and COMP@𝐾 , respectively.

Backbone Framework ToolLens ToolBench (I2) ToolBench (I3)

R@3 R@5 N@3 N@5 C@3 C@5 R@3 R@5 N@3 N@5 C@3 C@5 R@3 R@5 N@3 N@5 C@3 C@5

BM25 - 21.58 26.88 23.19 26.09 3.89 6.13 17.06 21.38 17.83 19.88 2.39 4.37 29.33 35.88 32.20 35.08 5.52 9.78

ANCE
Zero-shot 20.82 26.56 21.45 24.57 5.06 7.46 20.82 26.56 21.45 24.57 5.06 7.46 21.55 26.38 23.44 25.60 2.44 4.59
+Fine-tune 80.62 94.17 82.35 90.15 54.23 85.83 58.58 67.20 58.58 63.75 26.46 42.80 65.11 76.63 69.27 74.14 34.68 53.64

+COLT (Ours) 92.15 97.78† 92.78 96.10 80.50 94.40 70.76 80.59 73.64 77.98 45.10 62.93 73.37 83.97 77.95 82.14 46.01 66.41

TAS-B
Zero-shot 19.10 23.71 19.81 22.33 5.17 7.14 19.10 23.71 19.81 22.33 5.17 7.14 25.32 31.15 27.80 30.36 3.84 6.40
+Fine-tune 81.26 94.06 82.54 89.94 54.66 85.72 62.78 67.49 58.96 64.21 26.74 43.66 66.04 77.64 70.41 75.34 35.69 55.75

+COLT (Ours) 91.49 96.91 92.48 95.63 79.00 92.22 71.64 81.12 74.60 78.74 46.77 64.38 74.49 84.58 79.03 82.95 48.16 68.35

coCondensor
Zero-shot 15.33 19.37 16.15 18.32 3.02 5.33 15.33 19.37 16.15 18.32 3.02 5.30 20.80 25.24 23.21 25.10 2.07 3.75
+Fine-tune 82.37 94.69 83.90 91.06 56.37 86.73 57.70 69.46 60.80 66.07 28.78 46.06 66.97 79.30 71.20 76.50 37.08 58.66

+COLT (Ours) 92.65 97.78† 93.16 96.17 82.25 94.56† 73.91 83.47 76.75 80.87 49.15 67.75 75.48 84.97 80.00 83.55 49.17 68.64†

Contriever
Zero-shot 25.67 31.15 26.96 29.95 7.46 9.80 25.67 31.15 26.96 29.95 7.46 9.80 31.37 38.60 34.13 37.37 6.03 11.42
+Fine-tune 83.58 95.17 84.98 91.69 59.46 88.65 58.89 70.75 62.11 67.42 29.77 48.31 68.58 80.05 72.86 77.69 39.70 60.89

+COLT (Ours) 93.64† 97.75 94.53† 96.91† 84.55† 94.08 75.72† 85.03† 78.57† 82.54† 51.97† 70.10† 76.63† 85.50† 81.21† 84.18† 52.00† 68.47

5.1.3 Implementation Details. We utilize the BEIR [40] framework
for dense retrieval baselines, setting the training epochs to 5 with
the learning rate of 2𝑒–5, weight decay of 0.01, and using the
AdamW optimizer. Our model-agnostic approach directly applies
dense retrieval for semantic learning. During collaborative learn-
ing, we set the batch size as 2048 and carefully tune the learning
rate among {1𝑒–3, 5𝑒–3, 1𝑒–4, 5𝑒–4, 1𝑒–5}, the weight decay among
{1𝑒–5, 1𝑒–6, 1𝑒–7}, as well as the layer number 𝐼 among {1, 2, 3}.

5.2 Experimental Results
5.2.1 Retrieval Performance. Table 3 presents the results of differ-
ent tool retrieval methods on ToolLens, ToolBench (I2 and I3). From
the results, we have the following observations and conclusions:

We can observe that traditional dense retrieval models perform
poorly in zero-shot scenarios, even inferior to that of BM25. This
indicates that these models may not be well-suited for tool retrieval
tasks. Conversely, the BM25 model significantly lags behind fine-
tuned PLM-based dense retrieval methods, underscoring the supe-
rior capability of the latter in leveraging contextual information for
more effective tool retrieval. Despite this advantage, PLM-based
methods fall short in the COMP metric, which is specifically de-
signed for evaluating completeness in tool retrieval scenarios. This
suggests that while effective for general retrieval tasks, PLM-based
methods may not fully meet the unique demands of tool retrieval.

All base models equipped with COLT exhibit significant perfor-
mance gains across all metrics on all three datasets, particularly in
the COMP@3 metric. These improvements demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of COLT, which can be attributed to the fact that COLT
adopts a two-stage learning framework with semantic learning
followed by collaborative learning. In this way, COLT can capture
the intricate collaborative relationships between tools, resulting in
effectively retrieving a complete tool set.

5.2.2 Downstream Tool Learning Performance. To verify that im-
provements of COLT in tool retrieval truly enhance downstream
tool learning applications, we conduct a validation study using the
pairwise comparison method [5, 19, 36]. We randomly select 100

Table 4: Elo ratings for different models w.r.t. “Coherence”,
“Relevance”, “Comprehensiveness” and “Overall” evaluated
by GPT-4 on ToolLens dataset.

Evaluation Aspects

Coherence Relevance Comprehensiveness Overall

BM25 848 845 860 780
ANCE 934 936 946 1016
TAS-B 995 991 988 1028
coCondensor 1031 1036 1041 1035
Contriever 1076 1082 1044 1046

COLT (Ours) 1116 1110 1121 1096

queries from the test set of ToolLens and use various retrieval mod-
els to retrieve the top-3 tools for each query. Then we utilize GPT-4
as an evaluator, examining the responses generated with different
retrieved tools across four dimensions: Coherence, Relevance, Com-
prehensiveness, and Overall. Specifically, the user query and a pair
of responses are utilized as prompts to guide GPT-4 in determining
the superior response. Additionally, we also consider that LLMs
may respond differently to the order in which text is presented in
the prompt [13, 20, 22, 39]. So each comparison is conducted twice
with reversed response order to mitigate potential biases from text
order, ensuring a more reliable assessment.

We establish a tournament-style competition using the Elo rat-
ings system, which is widely employed in chess and other two-
player games tomeasure the relative skill levels of the players [6, 44].
Following previous works [3], we start with a score of 1, 000 and
set 𝐾-factor to 32. Additionally, to minimize the impact of match
sequences on Elo scores, we conduct these computations 10, 000
times using various random seeds to control for ordering effects.

The results in Table 4 show that superior tool retrieval models
can significantly improve downstream tool learning performance.
Moreover, responses generated with the tools retrieved from COLT
notably outperform those from other methods, achieving the high-
est Elo ratings in all four assessed dimensions. These results high-
light the pivotal role of effective tool retrieval in tool learning
applications and further confirm the superiority of COLT.
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Table 5: Ablation study of the proposed COLT.

Methods
ToolLens ToolBench

R@|N| C@|N| R@|N| C@|N|

ANCE+COLT (Ours) 91.08 78.36 72.22 44.28
w/o semantic learning 36.49 6.84 21.92 1.60
w/o collaborative learning 77.36 49.01 62.39 30.12
w/o list-wise learing 79.94 52.68 66.02 35.82
w/o contrastive learning 85.63 63.87 66.57 34.55

TAS-B+COLT (Ours) 90.29 77.73 72.84 45.46
w/o semantic learning 38.49 9.16 32.16 5.47
w/o collaborative learning 76.86 47.83 63.61 31.73
w/o list-wise learning 79.89 52.25 66.91 37.27
w/o contrastive learning 84.86 62.65 67.66 36.36

coCondensor+COLT (Ours) 91.49 79.86 74.00 47.49
w/o semantic learning 30.38 5.54 25.07 2.27
w/o collaborative learning 78.83 50.61 64.38 33.08
w/o list-wise learning 81.42 54.16 69.18 40.67
w/o contrastive learning 86.78 67.07 68.92 37.80

Contriever+COLT (Ours) 92.76 82.95 75.40 49.81
w/o semantic learning 65.21 30.90 53.33 19.63
w/o collaborative learning 80.60 54.44 68.20 36.91
w/o list-wise learning 81.49 54.93 71.80 46.07
w/o contrastive learning 84.58 60.52 69.46 39.02

5.3 Further Analysis
Next, we delve into investigating the effectiveness of COLT. We
report the experimental results on the ToolLens and ToolBench (I3)
datasets, observing similar trends on ToolBench (I2). Recall@|N| and
COMP@|N| are adopted as evaluation metrics, with |N| representing
the count of ground-truth tools suitable for each query.

5.3.1 Ablation Study. We conduct ablation studies to assess the im-
pact of various components within our COLT. The results presented
in Table 5, highlight the significance of each element:

w/o semantic learning denotes an off-the-shelf PLM is directly
employed to get the initial representation for the subsequent col-
laborative learning stage without semantic learning on the given
dataset in Section 3.3. The absence of semantic learning signif-
icantly diminishes performance, confirming its essential role in
aligning the representations of tools and queries as the basic for the
following collaborative learning. Notably, the omission of seman-
tic learning elements markedly reduces performance across other
models more than with Contriever. This highlights the superior
ability of Contriever in zero-shot learning scenarios compared to
the other models.

w/o collaborative learning is a variant where the collabora-
tive learning state is omitted (i.e., only semantic learning). The
significant decline in performance in this variant further supports
the effectiveness of COLT in capturing the high-order relation-
ships between tools through graph collaborative learning, thereby
achieving comprehensive tool retrieval.

w/o list-wise learning refers to a variant that optimizes using
pair-wise loss in place of the list-wise loss defined in Eq. (14). This
substitution results in a significant drop in performance, highlight-
ing that compared to pairwise loss, list-wise loss optimizes the tools
in the same scenario as a whole entity, proving more effective in
focusing on completeness.
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Figure 4: Comparison of different model sizes of PLM.

w/o contrastive learning refers to a variant that optimizes with-
out the contrastive loss defined in Eq. (10) and (11); This omission
also leads to a noticeable performance drop, emphasizing the bene-
fits of introducing contrastive learning to achieve better represen-
tation for queries and tools within a dual-view learning framework.
Additionally, our analysis reveals that contrastive learning is partic-
ularly crucial for Contriever, as its absence results in performance
lagging behind the other models. This also indicates that the im-
portance of contrastive learning varies across different backbones.

5.3.2 Performance w.r.t. Model Size of PLM. To verify the adapt-
ability and effectiveness of COLT across varying sizes of PLMs, we
explore its integration with a range of BERT models, from BERT-
mini to BERT-large. This analysis aims to determine whether COLT
could generally enhance tool retrieval performance across different
model sizes. Figure 4 shows that while the performance of the base
model naturally improves with larger PLM sizes, the integration of
COLT consistently boosts performance across all sizes. Remarkably,
even BERT-mini equipped with COLT, significantly outperforms a
much larger BERT-large model (30x larger) operating without our
COLT. These results underscore the generalization and robustness
of COLT, demonstrating its potential to significantly improve tool
retrieval performance for PLMs of any scale.

5.3.3 Performance w.r.t. Different Tool Sizes. The ToolLens dataset
encompasses queries that require 1 ∼ 3 tools, while ToolBench
includes queries needing 2 ∼ 4 tools. To assess how well COLT
adapts to queries with diverse tool requirements, we divide each
dataset into three subsets based on the number of tools required
by each query and conduct a focused analysis on these subsets. As
shown in Figure 5, there is a discernible decline in performance
as the number of ground-truth tools increases, reflecting the esca-
lating difficulty of achieving complete retrieval. However, COLT
demonstrates consistent performance improvement across all sub-
sets and backbones. This improvement is especially significant in
the most challenging cases, where queries may involve using three
or four tools. These results consistently highlight the robustness
of COLT and its potential to meet the complex demands of tool
retrieval tasks across various scenarios.

5.3.4 Hyper-parameter Analysis. Figure 6 illustrates the sensitivity
of COLT to the temperature parameter 𝜏 and the loss weight 𝜆, but
shows relative insensitivity to variations in the sampled list length
𝐿. The influence of 𝜏 varies across two datasets, suggesting that its
impact depends on the specific data distribution. Conversely, the
pattern observed for 𝜆 across both datasets is consistent, marked
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Figure 5: Performance comparison regarding different sizes of ground-truth tool sets.
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(b) Loss weight 𝜆.
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(c) List length 𝐿.

Figure 6: Sensitivity analysis of COLT performance to hyper-parameters. (a) shows the dependency of model performance on
temperature 𝜏 . (b) illustrates the influence of loss weight 𝜆. (c) examines the effect of list length 𝐿.

by an initial performance improvement that eventually plateaus,
underscoring the importance of carefully selecting 𝜆 to maximize
the effectiveness of COLT.

6 CONCLUSION
This study introduces COLT, a novel model-agnostic approach
designed to enhance the completeness of tool retrieval tasks, com-
prising two stages: semantic learning and collaborative learning.
We initially employ semantic learning to ensure semantic represen-
tation between queries and tools. Subsequently, by incorporating
graph collaborative learning and cross-view contrastive learning,
COLT captures the collaborative relationships among tools. Exten-
sive experimental results and analysis demonstrate the effectiveness

of COLT, especially in handling multifaceted queries with multiple
tool requirements. Furthermore, we release a new dataset ToolLens
and introduce a novel evaluation metric COMP, both of which are
valuable resources for facilitating future research on tool retrieval.
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